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3 
CIVIL FUNCTIONS, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Program and financing 


| ] 
1956 actual | 1957 estimate | 1958 estimate 








Program by activities: | 
1, Examinations and surveys: 
(a) Navigation studies. -_...............-.- whine $556, 156 $1, 049, 024 $596, 300 
(b) Flood control studies._...........-.-.---- iis 1, 895, 964 | 2, 707, 091 2, 361, 200 
(c) Beach erosion cooperative studies. _.......- soit 117, 561 106, 095 116, 400 
(d) Special studies: | 
(1) San Francisco Bay area survey-.------ 259, 184 | 402, 031 795, 700 
(2) Ohio River Basin review iéanasealeeauss teens 90, 000 220, 000 
(3) Great Lakes harbor survey....-....-.-|---.----------] 145, 000 225, 000 
(4) Columbia River review__.......-- | Bs | 250, 000 185, 000 
(5) Delaware River review -_- ; 25, 218 | 400, 082 460, 700 
(6) Watershed Protection Act studies. < Feeecaiets | 50, 000 52, 000 
(7) Hurricane studies : Sssashneest 992, 229 | 1, 405, 071 1, 059, 700 
(8) Hudson River siltation study-......- 2 apadeael 75, 000 130, 000 
(9) Potomac River review. -_ ES wuts L sckumbbeoaned 105, 000 
(10) Arkansas-White and Red River Basin | 
surveys beast 11, 640 | (4 4g SSS 
(11) New England-New York survey--. | 2, 700 | RIT Cicchcanniendel 
(12) Great Lakes water levels. .........-- =| 111, 298 i 4. yg Ee Se 
2. Collection and study of basic data: | | 
(a) Stream gaging. a Ae eee ae 175, 000 | 188, 000 212, 000 
b) Precipitation studies___- Dy aia 220,000 | 244, 000 318, 000 
(c) Find ano wilds studies. . .-....--2.-...2..c% | 39, 599 | 43, 765 53, 000 
3. Research and development: | } 
(a) Beach erosion development studies...........--| 158, 534 158, 371 210, 000 
(b) Hydrologic studies pha e < ; 103, 845 | 111, 496 150, 000 
(c) Civil works investigations_._.__-- are 1, 149, 168 | 1, 284, 332 1, 410, 000 
(d) Mississippi Basin Model__- ayandeonee i 400, 000 810, 000 
4. Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway restudy-_-_- ; ; | WO Ge Eocene 
OUT OMARION... cccntetmmbamaiuanidenatmas coca 5, 818, 096 | 9, 460, 521 9, 470, 000 


Financing: 


Unobligated balance brought forward ee ee —156, 617 | —708, 521 —570, 000 
Unobligated balance carried forward Medihes dt dealaueabapmnetintenl 708, 52 SPREE Bxcaccneseane 





meena awenuekaredel 6, 370, 000 9, 322, 000 8, 900, 000 


AD PRODIBIION « canis wnnemisnsans 








q 


Obligations by objects 








CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Total number of permanent positions____................----- 
Full-time equivalent of all other a 
Average number of all employees-_---_.-........------ 
Number of employees at end of year. 


Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: 





is. C5 nd. cbuetnceennpnmewweoeunlh 
Average grade __ Salsisiastase halen 
Ungraded positions: Average salary... itaite ine tiaininaiscenthiiaiatadial 
Q@1 Personal services: 
Permanent positions. -_- wee pecan baked 
Positions other than permanent... aitaih dats noka diode neioaie Aah 
Regular pay above 52-week base---........-....---- aX 
Payment above basic rates............-.-.-..------.- 
IND SUTIN oe gene amencocessweens 
 £. EE ey << SO RE = coh went tneste 
ee oe os. ec wndencacnnescuscuse 
04 Communication services---__._- ia a at eia ae ei 
05 Rents and utility services........_...- bm heeawel dnt bait 
06 Printing and reproduction-._-.........-...---- 
07 Other contractual services -_-................-.-.-... 
Services performed by— 
Other agencies ere es 
“Revolving fund, Corps of Engineers’’__. Sees 
08 Supplies and materials..__................-.---.- Se 
i a to eewerabenwiinecns 
10 Lands and structures- -_-_._---.- 
11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions: Contribution to 
retirement fund... dees teil aaiotaainicleea wets till aa aiasig idl 
Cee ce nendceubenonaransdnnsu 
En utes pewsuneaneeuccsnuse 


ALLOCATION TO FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, DEPARTMENT 
OF THE INTERIOR 


Total number of permanent positions____- 
Average number of all employees- 
Number of employees at end of year_._........----- 
Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: 
Average salary 
Average grade 
Ungraded positions: 


Average salary......... 


Personal services: 
Permanent positions_..._...-- 
Positions other than permane . 
Regular pay above 52-week base - 
Payment above basic rates_...___- 3 = 

Total personal services_._...... 

Travel : 

Transportation of things 

Communication services 

Rents and utility services_.__- 

Printing and reproduction. -___- 

Other contractual services _. 

Supplies and materials_- 

Equipment. . 

Grants, subsidies, 

retirement fund 

Taxes and assessments 


and contributions: Contributions to 


Total, Fish and Wildlife Service ._.-- 


Total obligations............- 


| 





1956 actual | 1957 estimate | 1958 estimate 
ce | 



































126 205 195 

1 1 1 

123 202 193 

130 205 195 

———S 

$5, 287 $5, 363 $5, 435 

GS GS-7.1 GS8-7.1 

$4, 386 #4, 484 | _%, 511 

a a 

$685, 005 $1, 146, 000 $1, 105, 753 

4, 784 5, 000 | 5, 000 

3 al 4,247 

21, 295 30, 000 30, 000 

713, 715 1, 181,000 1, 145, 000 

114,017 200, 000 200, 000 

4, 168 6, 500 7,000 

1, 587 3, 700 4, 500 

3, 841 6, 000 6, 000 

10, 429 21, 800 20, 000 

803,873 | 1, 457,000 | 1, 300, 000 

569, 637 600, 000 600, 000 

3, 365, 663 5, 584, 356 5, 737, 000 

118, 269 220,000 | 200, 000 

24, 280 108, 000 100, 000 

42, 656 28, 000 31, 000 

a aed ane 66, 000 

362 400 | 500 

5, , 772, 497 9, 417, 000 

- 9 | 

4 j 8 

7 7 8 

12 | 7 8 

$5, 448 | $4, 726 | $5, 286 

GS-8.7 GS-7.0 | GS-8.0 
$4, 420 

$35, 326 $34, 985 | $39, 807 
232 | } 

136 | | 163 

20 15 | 30 

35, 714 | 35. 000 | 40, 000 

1. 923 | 5, 000 | 6, 000 

213 25 | 30 

331 325 340 

1, 408 | 1, 310 1, 400 

343 315 325 

410 | 380 | 400 

004 750 | 775 

225 650 715 

| 3, 000 

28 | 10 | 15 

45, 599 | 43, 765° } 53, 000 

818 9, 460, 521 9, 470, 000 


, 096 | 
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Budget authorizations, expenditures and balances 


BUDGET AUTHORIZATIONS AVAILABLE 


Appropriation _ - F 

Balance brought forward: 
Unobligated - _- pid 
Obligated 


Total budget authorizations available 


EXPENDITURES AND BALANCES 


Expenditures— 
Out of current authorizations 
Out of prior authorizations 


Total expenditures 

Balance carried forward: 
Unobligated - - 

Obligated 


Total expenditures and balances__---.......--------- 


1956 actual | 1957 estimate | 1958 estimate 


$6, 370, 000 


.| 156, 617 


| 179, 411 


3, 706, 028 


\ 5, 443, 853 


708, 521 | 
553, 654 | 


ConsTRUCTION, GENERAL 


Program and financing 


Program by activities: _ 
1. Advance engineering and design. - -- 


2. Navigation projects: 
(a) Channels and harbors: 

(1) Mobile Harbor, Ala 

(2) Craig Harbor, Alaska 

(3) Drv Pass, Alaska.-- 

(4) Elfin Cove, Alaska_. Se 
(5) Ketchikan Harbor, Alaska. - _- 

(6) Kodiak Harbor, Alaska 

(7) Metlakatla Harbor, Alaska_- 

(8) Pelican Harbor, Alaska 

(9) Wrangell Harbor, Alaska 
(10) Arkansas River and ‘Tributaries 

(bank stabilization and channel 


wm 


rectification), Arkansas and Okla- | 


homa 

(11) Crescent City Harbor, Calif 

(12) Los Angeles and Long Beach Har- 
bor, Calif 

(13) Playa del Rey Inlet and Harbor, 
Calif 

(14) Redondo Beach Harbor, Calif 

(15) Richmond Harbor, Calif. - 

(16) Sacramento River, Calif 


1956 actual 


, 443, 853 | 


| $9, 322, 000 


708, 521 
553, 654 


cee ers 


| 10, 584, 175 





f 8.000, 000 
|\ 1, 000, 000 
| 9, 000, 000 

570, 000 
1, 014, 175 


-| «708,008 | 10, 584, 175 


| 1957 estimate 


| $6,586,736 | $9,832,970 


| 1, 194, 508 


22, 347 | 
286, 600 | 


324, 665 | 


, 368, 031 


— 


7, 493 
433, 363 
595, 343 


431,181 | 


(17) San Diego River and Mission Bay, | 


Calif 


(18) San Joaquin River (Stockton Chan- 


nel), Calif 
(19) Housatonic River, Conn 


(20) Delaware River, Pa., N. S ha and 


Del: 
(i) Philadelphia to Sea (Man- 
tua Creek anchorage) 
(ii) Philadelphia to Trenton 
(interim 35-foot project) 
(21) Inland Waterway, Delaware River 
to Chesapeake Bay, Del. and Md. 
(Summit Bridge) : 
Apalachicola Bay, Fla.: 
(i) Channel across St. George 
Sound......- 


(22 


~~ 


(ii) Channel at East Point and | 
in Scipio Creek........-.-.. | 


~ 


(23) Apalachicola River Channel Im- 


provement, Fla . 


(24) Intracoastal Waterway, Jackson- 
ville to Miami, Fla. (Eau Gallie 
i eee 


299, 519 


, 142, 718 


| 279, 093 


| 
480, 143 


147, 754 | 


| 
2, 348, 492 
| 
| 
| 
| 
} 


345, 000 


173, 000 
500, 000 
500, 339 

65, 700 


51, 335 
| 
! 


3, 085, 301 
1, 649, 331 


| 485, 000 
372, 507 
| 2,031, 637 
| 1, 754, 657 
963, 441 


525, 589 
154, 419 


6, 000, 000 


1, 000, 000 | 


241, 907 


45,000 | 


| 845, 857 


| 200, 000 | 





$8, 900, 000 


570, 000 
1, 014, 175 


8, 000, 000 
1, 000, 000 


9, 000, 000 
"1, 484, 175 


10, 484, 175 








362,000 |___- 


2, 608, 819 | 


1, 077, 282 | 


1958 estimate 





20, 000 
874, 000 


1, 900, 000 
1, 440, 000 


1, 371, 200 


600, 000 
2, 620, 000 


2, 815, 000 
1, 100, 000 
600, 000 


| ~ - 


9, 000, 200 


1, 200, 000 
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Program and financing—Continued 


Ser certo a ‘ 
| | 
|} 1956 actual | 1957 estimate | 1958 estimaté 


Program by activities:— Continued 
2. Navigation projects:—Continued | 
(a) Channels and harbors:—Continued 
(25) St. Augustine Harbor, Fla.......-..-- $82, 930 $580, 070 $600, 000 
























(26) St.PetersburgHarbor, Fla_..........|-...-- 2 ‘ DRG lidwciinenabe ‘ 
a7) “TORR IROT DOF, FIR... .ccccecenee<--- 1, 281, 337 3, 695, 663 2, 250, 000 
EE ES Ee ae GER BUS Nkccecosaen ‘ 
(29) Savannah River below Augusta, Ga_}........-.-...|....---------.]| 835, 000 
ee ee ad 1, 700, 000 | 2, 450, 00 
(31) Nawiliwili Harbor, T. H......-..-..- 712, 671 GE lkcaanconeuecnion 
(32) Mississippi River between Ohio and 
Missouri Rivers: | 
(i) Chain of Rocks Canal, Il_---} 1,008 tocccur ee 357, 89¢ 
(ii) Regulating Works.....--- iiditiais inabiienplitl 300, 000 | 500, 000 
(33) Missouri River: | 
(i) Sioux City, Iowa, to Omaha, | 
eat el 5, 738, 999 6, 571, 961 6, 600, 000 
(ii) Omaha, Nebr., to Kansas | 
DER, BR cskncunsoona ail 3, 634, 237 3, 816, 267 | 3, 300, 000 
(iii) Kansas City, Mo., to Mouth 2, 000, 377 3, 450, 000 | 4, 000, 000 
(34) Bayou Segnette Waterway, La....---- errs NO iss incc do ccwacan 
(35) Gulf Intracoastal Waterway be- 
tween Apalachee Bay, Fla., and | 
Mexican border (New Oreleans | | 
district): | 
(i) Algiers Lock and Canal, La 1, 052, 582 162, 722 |... 
(ii) Franklin Canal, La... ainmaeedenn ais i iekcaubuie 
(iii) Plaquemine-Morgan City | | 
Alternate Route, Lousiana.| 1, 288, 686 3, 506, 871 4, 725, 006 
(36) Portland Harbor, Maine- -.. ‘ 323, 220 318, 373 11, 00% 
(37) Rockland Harbor, Maine-_-_- , 930, 000 ee 
(38) Searboro River, Maine-. - 205, 000 | 
(39) Boston Harbor (extension to 40-foot | 
channel), Mass... 1,000, 000 | 1, 000, 004 
(40) Cape Cod Canal, Mass-. 57, 000 
(41) Chatham (stage) Harbor, Mass-___.-_| 167, 000 za 
(42) Fall River Harbor, Mass_- 376 500, 000 900, 006 
(43) Mystic River, Mass 773, 707 | 1, 226, 293 600, OOK 
(44) Nantucket Harbor of Refuge, Mass_. | 162, 000 
(45) Newburyport Harbor, Mass_-- 143, 000 | 
(46) Town River, Mass-.- 226, 238 | 390, 762 | 
(47) Weymouth Fore River, Mass ‘ | 500, 000 1, 350, 001 
(48) Black River Harbor, Mich_- 98, 534 | 89. 466 140, 0X 
(49) Cheboygan River and Harbor, Mich. 5; | 110, 000 173, 006 
(50) Crooked and Indian Rivers, Mich 26, 674 293, 326 
(51) Great Lakes Connecting Channels, | | 
Mich_-_.- : a | 5, 000, 000 13, 000, 00 
(52) Harrisville Harbor, Mich__.. 260, 000 | 170, OOF 
(53) Holland Harbor, Mich Ce 285, 000 |_. 
(54) Port Austin Harbor, Mich--..- | 9, 830 231, 570 | 391, 606 
55) Saginaw River, Mich_-.- a. | : 600, 000 
(56) St. Marys River, Mich 555 337, 445 | 500, 006 
(57) Whitefish Point Harbor, Mich... ‘ 100, 000 | 380, 000 
(58) Hastings Harbor, Minn--- | | 34, 270 | 
(59) Knife River Harbor, Minn__. 5, 217 177, 783 | 75, OO 
(60) Portsmouth Harbor, N. H., and | 
Piscataqua River, Maine and | | 
a | 287, 385 887, 615 | 
(61) New York and New Jersey Channels. 3, 811, 274 3, 748, 483 | 5, 200, 00K 
(62) Barcelona Harbor, N. Y 200, 000 | 260, 00( 
(63) Buffalo Harbor, N. Y_-- 1, 830, 927 211, 649 
(64) Jones Inlet, N. Y 1, 470, 000 | 305, 000 
(65) Oswego Harbor, N. Y 500, 000 1, 000, 00% 
(66) Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway be- | 
tween Norfolk, Va., and the St 
Johns River, Fla. (Fairfield 
Drainage District, N. C.) 10, 384 173, 548 
(67) Far Creek, N. C 179, 000 
(68) Manteo (Shallowbag Bay), N. C 32, 505 389, 495 195, OO 
(69) Masonboro Inlet, N. C 120, 000 306, OO 
(70) Rollison Channel breakwater, North 
Carolina 98,114 26, 886 
(71) Wilmington Harbor, N, C 252, 814 947, 18f 900, 000 
(72) Ashtabula Harbor, Ohio 365, 588 1, 471, 412 1, 759, Of 
(73 ‘eveland Harbor, Ohio 3, 242, 290 2, 960 é SOD, Ot 
(74) Toledo Harbor, Ohi SH), 221, 006 
(7 Cheteo River, Oreg 295 OOO 200, OOF 
(76) Columbia River at Mouth, Or n 
ind Washington 881, 294 1, 168, 706 1, 150, 00 
(77) Coos Bay, Oreg 236 2¢ 4 
(78) Skipanon Channel, Oreg 185, 000 
79) Tillamook Bay and Bar, Oreg 248, 079 51, 921 M) 





oe 


Program by activities— 


2. Navigation proje 


(a) Channe 


(80) 
(81) 
(82) 
(83) 

84) 
(85) 


(Ss 
(89 
90 


91) 


(92) 


93) 
44 
(95 
6 


US 
(99 

100 
(101 


(102) 


103) 


104) 


we COR 


on 


(10) 


l 
l 
(1 


( 


3) 
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Program and financing—Continued 


Continued 
cts—Continued 
Is and harbors 
Bullocks Point Cove, R, I... 

Sakonnet Harbor, R. I__.--. 

Port Royal Sound to Beaufort, 8. C 

Brazos Island Harbor, Tex-__-- 

Galveston Seawall, Tex.._- 

Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, Guada- | 
lupe River, Channel to Victoria, 
Tex 

Houston Ship Channel, Texas 

Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Water- 
way, 7 

tL) 


Continued 


CX... 
Tule Lake Channel 
36-foot channel 
(iii) Channel to LaQuinta 
Sabine-Neches Waterway, Tex-. 
Norfolk Harbor, Va--.- 
Norfolk Harbor, Va. (Craney Island | 
Disposal Area . 
Thimble Shoal Channel, Va_-_- | 
Waterway, Coast of Virginia, Chesa- 
peake Bay to Chincoteague Bay 


Bellingham Harbor, Wash_. oa 


Blaine Harbor, Wash 
Columbia River at Baker Bay, Wash-__-} 
Everett Harbor and Snohomish 
River, Wash 
Grays Harbor and Chehalis River, 
Wash.: | 
(i) 30-foot Channel to Cosmop- | 


olis 


(ii) Point Chehalis | 
(iii) Westhaven Breakwater Ex- | 
tension Sdiow 
Port Angeles Harbor, Wash-. ‘ adh 
Quillayute River, Wash |- 
Shilshole Bay, Wash_. 
Wil'apa River and Harbor and Na- |} 
selle River, Wash_.__-- | 
Milwaukee Harbor, Wis. (Menom- | 


inee and Kinnikinnie Rivers) 
Sheboygan Harbor, Wis. 


Minor completion items. wae 
Total, channels and harbors.-.----| 
nd dams 
Demopolis Lock and Dam, Alabama 
Jackson Lock and Dam, Alabama 
Warrior Lock and Dam, Alabama-- 
[ilinois Waterway, Ill. (Calumet-Sag 
modification, Lake Calumet to Sag 
Junction ‘ ‘ i 
Mississippi River between the Mis- 
ouri River and Minneapolis, 
Minn.: 
) St. Anthony Falls, Minn 
(ii) Lock No. 19, Keokuk, Iowa. 
iii) Rectification of Damages ; 
Markland Lock and Dam, Ind., Ky., 
ind Ohio ise = 


) Green River Channel, Ky 





Green River Locks and Dams Nos. 
l and 2, Ky . “ inh eclbobiieko 
Ohio River Locks and Dams: 


(i) New Cumberland Locks and 

Dam, Ohio and W. Va 

Greenup Locks and D 
Ky. and Ohio 

iii) Lock and Dam 41, Ky. and 


m, 


Ind... , 
Great Lakes-Hudson River Water- 


W av, N. @ - - - 
Dam 8, Monongahela River, Pa 
Hildebrand Lock and Dam, W. Va 
Minor completion items 

Total, locks and dams-.-............- 


1, 592, 


279 


107, 


3, 216, 


912, 2 


294 
70, 


1, 198, 
1, 389, 


4, 774, 


5, 206, 5 


4, 893, 


RRO, : 


SOR. 


. 878 


, 362 


>, 925 | 


776 


564 | 
057 


511 


296 


231 


624 


816 


701 
143 


141 
031 


orn 


034 


110 | 





1956 actual 1957 estimate | 1958 estimate 





} 
| 


$174, 000 |___- ‘ 
GUNS. oi ccacicces 
623, 638 |_- ; 
400, 000 | $1, 000, 000 
sea] 1, 000, 000 
SO Be cncicomeen 
733, 075 | 1, 000, 000 
} 
327, 000 |- Sail 
330, 000 | 1, 000, 000 
500, 000 }.....- : 
695, 000 980, 000 
J eal 1, 750, 000 
| 
820, 000 |... ED 
| 
300, 000 352, 000 
400, 000 | 1, 078, 000 
116, 000 | 355, 000 
70, 000 | 531, 000 
120, 000 316, 000 
| 
| 
36 |. . 
2,719 | 125, 000 
61, 000 291, 000 
pismdetik . | 396, 000 
444 000 |....- 
400, 000 | 1, 780, 000 
130, 000 555, 000 
130,000 | 
208, 890 | 


146, 134 | 


91, 267, 103 | 


Fr 


750, 
5, 620, 


958 | 
000 | 


417 


4,171,816 


530, 
1, 569, 


64, 


5, 051, 


161, 


604, 


8, 035, 
9, 085, 
1, 033, 


283, 


2. 860, 


10 


40, 059, 


643 
O18 
904 


859 


113 


856 


215 | 


047 
900 
873 


601, 
970 








} 

80, 600 
1, 700, 000 
2, 192, 000 


, 437, 300 


792, 800 
13, 600 
65, 000 


© 


500, 000 
106, 000 


5, 050, 000 


, 500, 000 


cs 


, 000, 006 


340, 000 
1, 000, 000 
5, 300, 000 


290 


54, 077, 300 
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Program and financing—Continued 


1956 actual | 1957 estimate | 1958 estimate 











Programs by activities—Continued | 
3. Alteration of bridges over navigable waters: | 
(1) Removal of West Basin Bridge, Los Angeles, | 
Calif. - = we $245, 000 |_-- a 
(2) Wabash Railroad bridges at Meredosia and 
Valley City, Il 3 $79, 484 372, 016 | $565, 500 
(3) Houghton- Hancock Bridge, Mich------ Ete : | 500, 000 | 750, 000 
(4) Staten a Rapid Transit bridge, N. Y., | | 
and N. DUALS agbas alee | 994,902 | 1, 805, 098 | 1, 700, 000 
(5) Corpus Chiisti Bridge, Tex 510, 310 1, 489, 690 | 1, 400, 000 
(6) Norfolk and Portsmouth Belt Line R. R. 
bridge, Norfolk Harbor, Va sl 794, 360 | 1, 005, 640 | 300, 000 
Total, alteration of bridges 2, 379, 056 5, 417, 444 | 4, 715, 500 
4. Beach erosion control projects: 
(1) Sherwood Island State Park, Conn 1, 051 157, 949 
(2) Revere Beach, Mass - 75, 000 
(3) Winthrop Beach, Mass 150, 168 29, 832 30, 000 
(4) Hampton Beach, N. H ’ 123, 653 | 16, 347 iin 
(5) Atlantic City, N. J | 718, 362 113, 156 84, 000 
(6) Cold Spring Inlet (Cape May), N. J | 23, 955 
(7) Ocean City, N. J . | 2, 352 64, 648 
(8) Presque Isle Peninsula, Pa | 600, 000 | 308, 000 | 72, 000 
(9) Sand Hill Cove Beach, R. I- 40, 000 
(10) Minor completion items. ----- | 407, 184 
Total, beach erosion control 2, 026, 725 531, 983 458, 949 
5. Flood control projects: 
(a) Local protection: 
(I) Projects specifically authorized by 
Congress: | 
(1) Gold Creek, Alaska___- 393, 000 ; : 
(2) Calion, Ark_. 232, 600 377, 400 
(3) Little Missouri River below 
Murfreesboro, Ark _- 170, 968 131, 757 
(4) Ozan Creek, Ark - -- 2, 097 | 44, 871 
(5) American River Levees, | 
California. ; i : 450, 000 | 1, 900, 000 
(6) Devil, East Twin, Warm 
and Lytle Creeks, Calif | 557, 031 992, 969 1, 515, 000 
(7) Los Angeles County drain- 
age area, California (ex- 
clusive of Whittier Nar- | 
rows Reservoir) _ 15, 403, 765 17, 287, 542 | 18, 100, 000 
(8) Lower San Joaquin River 
and tributaries, California. 177, 949 1, 072, 051 1, 000, 000 
(9) Middle Creek, Calif 300, 000 
(10) Riverside Levees, California _| 194, 790 805, 210 | 1, 730, 000 
(11) Sacramento River Flood 
Control, California 2, 929, 376 2, 999, 995 3, 340, 900 
(12) Sacramento River and 
Major and Minor Tribu- 
taries, California. , ; 250, 000 700, 000 
(13) San Antonio and Chino 
Creeks, Calif_. | 453, 608 2, 246, 392 3, 400, 000 
(14) San Lorenzo Creek, Calif_. ‘ 1, 000, 000 
(15) San Lorenzo River, Calif_- 307, 000 1, 200, 000 
(16) Norwich, Conn. _- ‘ 370, 000 |_._. 
(17) Anacostia River, D. C. and | 
Md | 2, 757, 835 1, 634, 800 47, 200 
(18) Central and southern Flor- | 
ida___ | 6,644,647 | 8, 470, 012 5, 500, 000 
(19) Portneuf River and Marsh 
Creek, Idaho (Pocatello | | 
unit) rs 34, 083 422, 417 43, 500 
(20) Beardstown, IIl-__..- 854, 235 344, 671 650, 000 
(21) Clear Creek Drainage and | 
Levee District, Ilinois_. 316, 209 425, 606 466, 400 
(22) Columbia Drainage and | 
Levee District, Ilinois__--| 15, 745 140, 591 | 101, 900 
(23) East St. Louis and Vicinity, | 
Illinois___- 785, 455 1, 859, 640 | 1, 642, 500 
(24) Grand Tower Drain: age and } 
Levee District, Ilinois__- BNGUET Vets tadalense es 105, 081 
(25) Preston Drainage and | 
Levee District, Illinois... 


9, 084 | 22, 747 | 233, 009 


Prairie du Pont Drain- 
age and Levee District, 
ds 


(26) Wilson and Wenkel = 
| 228, 566 | 1, 087, 876 715, 700 
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Program and financing—Continued 


1956 actual 1957 estimate | 1958 estimate 





Program by activities— Continued 
5. Flood control projects—Continued 
(a) Local projection—Continued 
(1) Projects specifically authorized by 
Congress—Continued 
(27) Wood River Drainage and 
Levee District, Illinois... $414,972 | $1,080,741 $607, 900 
(28) New Harmony Bridge 
(bank protection), Ill. 


OU TORS = <cningathadincadin dis aedion aed 332, 000 405, 000 
(29) Vincennes, Ind...-.........- 31, 523 286, 077 945, 700 
(30) Little Sioux River, lowa-_--| 369, 512 2, 380, 488 2, 000, 000 
CBE) REWOOREIND, TOW0 iiss ick de hcenscnackdonnsn | 169, 900 600, 100 
(32) Sabula, Iowa- - - dhigehs Mentanntbeaaine 270, 600 13, 400 
(33) Upper Iowa River, Iowa--..}_..........---] 300, 000 650, 000 
(34) Abilene, Kans. atacand icaddineal Freer | 176, 500 | 423, 500 
(35) Kansas Citys on the Mis- | 

souri and Kansas Rivers, 

Kans. and Mo. ‘ 2, 616 TG BRE Biscecncccasecs 


(36) Missouri River Agricultural 
Levees, Kansas, Missouri, 
Iowa, and Nebraska ----- 1, 056, 636 2, 801, 01 3, 300, 000 














(37) Ottawa, Kans_..........-- as - ee 500, 000 
GEE BD cxntictn anne ndadolna ca anadawusie 400, 000 500, 000 
(39) Topeka, Kans_- atl 400, 000 1, 500, 000 
(40) Wichita and Valley Center, | 

Kans- - usnghnttis amadiggmnwen 1, 301, 800 | 1, 769, 901 1, 230, 000 
(41) Barbourville, Ky__...----- 303, 535 | 1, 046, 868 200, 000 
(42) Catlettsburg, Ky_-...----.-- 389, 673 1, 066, 327 | 2, 000, 00C 
(43) Louisville, Ky_- seeicll 1, 184, 997 | Ys eivnmnconccennee 7 
(44) Pineville, Ky__- .| 450, 357 | SUE boo cc iatesabe 
(45) Amite River and Tribu- | 

oy A Ee en | 337, 500 | 1, 000, 000 
(46) Red River Levees and Bank | 

Stabilization below Deni- | 

son Dam, La., Tex., and | 

Ark... hl 533, 591 | 577, 963 | 300, 000 
(47) Cumberland, Md., and | | | 

Ridgley, W. Va-.-..- _ 1, 450, 505 | 3, 400, 000 | 2, 500, 000 
(48) Adams, Mass... oe 1, 210, 064 | 2, 329, 520 | 1, 120, 000 
(49) North Adams, Mass...- 907, 836 | 1, 811, 831 | 3, 697, 000 
oo oR! Ue ee ee ee 840, 000 1, 500, 000 
(51) Battle Creek, Mich. I" 500, 000 2 000, 000 
(52) Red River of the North, | 

Minn., S. Dak., and N, | 

si nina cae etied 212, 396 | 673, 084 255, 200 
(53) Canton, Mo-.- Lest alia hte 57, 000 618, 000 
(54) Cape Girardeau, Mo---- 448, 319 | 1, 301, 681 1, 300, 000 
(55) Perry County Drainage | } 

and Levee. Districts Nos. | | 

1, 2, and 3, Missouri--.-..- | 520, 731 | OE, GS bocca csccccuccs 
(56) Havre, Mont Dasiecl 403, 009 GG Ste tscccccnnsosons 
(57) Missouri River, Kenslers | 

Bend to Sioux City, | 

Nebr., 8. Dak., and lowa_| 596, 479 1, 404, 273 1, 400, 000 
(58) Albuquerque, N. Mex...---|_. 5 ates ecg saa 750, 000 
(59) Artesia, N. Mex_- Ss ceeecetaale ie aiastaeael 545, 000 
(60) Rio Grande Floodway, | | | 

New Mexico. ....-.--- 1, 877, 586 | 212, 651 |-....--------- 
(61) Endicott, Johnson City, | | | 

and Vestal, N. Y...--- — | 1, 030, 000 | 1, 400, 000 
(62) Wellsville, N. Y 344, 865 | 229, 235 | 375, 900 
(63) Lower Heart River, N. | 

Dak. sinetiiibvgtsdii isin suntetininabdlaailedte 600, 000 
(64) Mandan, N. Dak 1,701 | 176, 703 5, 100 
(65) Marmarth, N. Dak ae Ot OOe Biavineews 
(66) Roseville, Ohio ied Rio icici cide cia 500, 000 
(67) Oklahoma City Floodway, | | | 

Oklahoma... Oculiant 2, 440, 526 ROG b. cccccsctns : 
(68) Amazon Creek, Oreg...-.-.-.}_- ie 100, 000 | 446, 000 
(69) Johnson Creek, Oreg ea. cake 5, 000 | 145, 000 
(70) Multnomah Drainage Dis- | 

trict No. 1, Oregon. --.-.-.|_. sated : 500, 000 
(71) Pendleton, Oreg_-. jal ovidenfssce weds | 400, 000 
(72) Willamette River Basin | 

(bank protection), Oreg 309, 329 | 300, 602 | | 300, 000 
(73) Allentown, Pa_. sii — * ‘700, 000 
(74) Bradford, Pa.......-.-..---| 283, 013 | 841, 987 | 1, 725, 000 
(75) Reynoldsville, Pa niceleiaienie’  § 3 eee 
(76) Swoyersville and Forty 

Fort, Pa ‘ | 448, 628 | 525, 742 }..... 


(77) Woonsocket, R. I... 134,864 | 1,015, 136 | 2, 200, 000 
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Program and financing—Continued 





1957 estimate 


1956 actual 1958 estimate 











Program by activities—Continued 
Flood contro! projects—Oontinued 
(I) Projects specifically authorized by 








Congress—Continued 
(78) Sioux Falls, S. Dak......-.-- $395, 130 one 870 | $1, 200, 000 
(79) Lake City, Tenn Se Shao. dvectbandectide aes 340, 000 
(80) Memphis, Wolf River and 
Nonconnah Creek, Tenn. 474, 366 395, 427 608, 500 
(81) Buffalo Bayou, Tex Heed abas mt 850, 000 2, 950, 000 
(82) Dallas floodway, Texas... _- 2, 398, 130 2, 676, 935 | 550, 000 
(83) San Antonio Channel, 
EN Batre ee fee cuddhaasnwe 380, 000 1, 920, 000 
(84) Salt Lake City, ie. ete, a | 300, 000 
(85) Greybull, Wyo ; com 4, 043 289, 057 6, 900 
(86) Jackson Hole, Wyo. a WU, CUD Ih. senence 
(87) Sheridan, Wyo. - ------ Saat nanb oti ioe eased 200, 000 
(88) Minor compietion items.__. 4, 009, 884 693, 625 j_........ 
drt) Projects not specifically author- 
ized by Congress =e 3, 530, 893 | 3, 300, 000 
(IIT) Emergency bank protection om | 475, 123 | 400, 000 
(IV) Snagging and clearing - ---- 883, 030 600, 000 
Total, local proteciion........- 96, 078, 045, 5 | 97, 601, 781 


(6) Reservoirs: 











(1) Painted Rock Reservoir, Ariz.....-.-- | 1, 048, 830 4, 636, 000 
(2) Carbon Canyon Reservoir, Calif......|---.-----.--.-.- lobetainia ie 800, 000 
(3) Pine Flat Reservoir, Calif__.........- 351, 633 Teg Demi nccauntinn 
(4) Russian River Reservoir, 3 See 475, 964 2, 174, 036 | 5, 000, 000 
(5) Success Reservoir, Calif cenkib ER ee 5, 000, 000 
(6) Terminus Reservoir, C OO penis BL ek ee 558, 000 2, 500, 000 
7) Whittier Narrows Reservoir, Calif. 1,263,200} 2, 349, 332 |___. 5 
(8) Thomaston Reservoir, Conn sau beaan cael 1, 000, 000 | 3, 200, 000 
(9) Lucky Peak Reservoir, Idaho... woee| 398, 653 | I ie 
(10) Mansfield Reservoir, Ind............- ae ; 624, 000 1, 600, 000 
(11) Coralville Reservoir, lowa_..........- | 8, 241, 107 | 2, 795, 085 1, 662, 800 
(12) Toronto Reservoir, Kans. -.-........---| 530, 126 | 4, 769, 904 | 4, 700, 000 
(13) Tuttle Creek Reservoir, Kans... ..--- | é 610, 535 | 7, 094, 348 | 13, 393, 200 
(14) Buckhorn Reservoir, Ky-. lh ibaa aia ecssoinene 850, 000 | 1, 900, 000 
(15) Rough — Reservoir and Chan- 
nel, Ky...._.. cis. sete 456, 623 1,293,377 | 3, 025, 000 
(16) Barre Falls Reservoir, ane. Se | 283, 328 | 1, 166, 672 376, 000 
(17) Buffumville Reservoir, Mass. ....-.--} 42, 801 | 1, 445, 199 | 1, 217, 000 
(18) East Brimfield Reservoir, Mass_..-- : $40, 000 | 1, 500. 000 
(19) Hodges Village Reservoir, Mass......).--.---------- 360, 000 | 1, 860, 000 
(20) Pomme de Terre Reservoir, Mo__.-..-|----- _ . 800, 000 | 2, 000, 000 
(21) Mathews Canvon Reservoir, Nev....|-------------- 250, 000 513, 000 
(22) Pine Canyon Reservoir, Nev_-.-... cieee aia 200, 000 828, 000 
(23) Otter Brook Reservoir, N. H-...-.-- 117, 929 | 1, 232, 071 | 2, 000, 000 
(24) Chamita Reservoir, N. Mex........-.- 279, 634 1, 955, 366 2, 450, 000 
(25) Dillon Reservoir, Ohio_.-- 1, 767 1, 500, 000 | 4, 000, 000 
(26) Muskingum River Reservoirs, Ohio-- 12, 126 530, 345 | 40), OOK 
(27) Keystone Reservoir, Okla. - sh . 4 1, 500, 000 | 4, 000, 000 
(28) Markham Ferry Reservoir, Okla_-_-- 192, 900 1, 003, 000 | 1, 927, 584 
(29) Oologah Reservoir, Okla- | 910, 569 | 4,089, 431 | 6, 800, 000 
(30) Allegheny River Reservoir, Pa. ‘ ‘and | | | 
bbthpignana slater necgmeel nied 1, 000, 000 
(31) Bear C reek Re sservoir, Pa wieeteal 294, 843 | 2, 255, 137 | 3, 700, 000 
(32) Conemaugh River Re sservoir, PS tac 73, 643 | 182, 353 |... 
(33) Dyberry Reservoir, Pa. _. fees 600, 000 2, 000, 000 
(34) Prompton Reservoir, Pa-. d | le 550, 000 | 2, 000, 000 
(35) Stillwater Reservoir, Pa | 679, 000 | 2, 000, 000 
(36) Canyon Reservoir, Tex tal 80, 535 919, 465 1,000. 000 
(37) Ferrells Bridge Reservoir, Tex... 3, 448, 177 “oe 3, 294, 000 
(38) Lewisville Reservoir, Tex + 128, R81 499, 792 258, 000 
(39) Texarkana Reservoir, Tex elle 4, 761, 299 1, 561, 049 
(40) Ball Mountain Reservoir, Vt-_- 168, 975 1, 404, 225 2, 216, 80 
(41) East Barre Reservoir, Vt \ 800, 000 600, 000 
(42) North Hartland Reservoir, Vt 1, 000, 000 
(43) North Springfield Reservoir, Vt 500, 000 1, 300, 000 
(44) Townshend Reservoir, Vt 620, 000 1, 200, 000 
45) Waterbury Reservoir, Vt : 3 808, 000 | 
(46) Wrightsville Reservoir, Vt ; 440, 000 | 560, OOK 
(47). Eagle Gorge Reservoir, Wash 1,000, 000 | 6, 300, 000 8, 000. 000 
(48) Sutton Reservoir, W. Va 1, 623, 498 4, 835, 784 8, 000, 000 
(49) Minor completion items....-- 2, 103, 327 | 400, 104 


ee GTOG... cakcsancsntcccubhe 


hae 
- 





72, 440, 305 | 


115, 057, 


384 
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Program and financing—Continued 








Program by activities—Continued 
6. Multiple-purpose projects, including power: 

Fort Gaines Lock and Dam, Ala. and Ga... 

Bull Shoals Reservoir, Ark. and Mo...- 

Dardanelle Lock and Dam, Ark 


_ 


(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 
(6) 


Folsom Reservoir, Calif. -..--- ol 
Jim Woodruff Lock and ame Fla. and Ga. ‘ 
part of Apalachicola, Chattahoochee, and 
Flint Rivers system, Alabama, Florida, 
and Georgia 
Buford Dam, part of Apalachicola, Chatta- 
hoochee, and Flint Rivers system, Ala- 
bama, Florida, and Georgia 
Clark Hill Reservoir, Ga. and 8. C 
Hartwell Reservoir, Ga. and S. Ree 
Albeni Falls Reservoir, Idaho-.---.- 
Barkley Dam, Ky. and Tenn- 
Table Rock Rese rvoir, Mo. and Ark 
Fort Peck Dam, Mont. (2d powerplant) 
Gavins Point Reservoir, Nebr. and 8. Dak. -| 
Garrison Reservoir, N. Dak.........-.-.--. - 
Eufaula Reservoir, Okla____- 
Cougar Reservoir, Oreg 
Hills Creek Reservoir, Oreg 
Lookout Point Reservoir, Oreg 
MeNary Lock and Dam, Oreg. 
The Dalles Lock and Dam, Oreg 
Fort Randall Rese rvoir, 8. Dak 
Oahe Reservoir, . Dak 
Cheatham Lock and Dam, Tenn., part of 
Cumberland River system, Kentucky and 
‘Tennessee 
Old Hickory Lock and Dam, 
Cumberland River system, 
Tennessee 
Denison Reservoir (Lake 
Okla.: 
(i) Recreational facilities 4 
(ii) Highway bridge at Willis sit: 
McGee Bend Dam, Tex--. CREO 
Chief Joseph Dam, Wash 
Ice Harbor Lock and Dam, 
Minor completion items_. 


(7) 


(8) 

(9) 
(10) 
(11) 
(12) 
(13) 
(14) 
(15) 
(16) 
(17) 
(18) 
(19) 
(20) 
(21) 
(22) 
(23) 
(24) 





ar 1d Ww as h_. ; : 
. and Wash-. 


y Lock an Tenn., part of 
Kentucky and 


oR) 
(29) 


. con 7h oad | 
(26) Texoma), Tex., and | 


(27) 
(28) 
(29) 


(30) 


Wash 
“| 
Total, multiple-purpose project 


7. Small authorized projects ’ 
8. Lower Columbia River fish sanctuary program (Fish | 
and Wildlife Service ‘ ae ioaiel 
°9. Northeast flood emergen 
10. Flood emergency (disaster relief) _- 
11. Undistributed reduction based on antic 


cips ite d delays 
and savings... d 
Total obligations. 

Financing: ; 
Unobligated balance brought forward 
Recovery of prior year obligations 
Unobligated balance carried forward 

DRUM cs ccinntahcdnwennidinneanass 





Greers Ferry Reservoir, Ark.--...--.-------- -|-- 


1956 actual 


$2, 049, 275 


2, 107, 129 


11, 548, 852 
376, 326 

2, 980, 113 
384, 223 


, 155, 881 
, 819, 830 
380, 686 | 
443, 019 
165, 465 
397, 





404 
, 230 | 
4,855 | 
2, 694, 534 | 
29, 228, 399 | 





6, 059, 874 | 


7, 220, 111 | 


"363, 048 | 

13, 335, 080 
1, 208, 666 | 
1, 773, 342 | 
186, 305, 867 | 

2, 655, 288 
1, 382, 
31, 036, 
5, 203, 


673 | 
295 


941 


£03, 152 


— 22, 684, 643 
—5, 201 | 
60, 697, 558 | 


441, 160, 014 | 
| 


, 300 | 
| 


$2, 750, 725 


1, 907, 484 


4, 922, 637 
72, 365 

4, 019, 887 
380, 722 

1, 100, 000 
12, 751, 593 


10, 629, 614 
1, 319, 314 
1, 706, 981 
1, 969, 535 

539, 570 
2, 863, 648 

47, 601, 935 
1, 292, 144 

27, 679, 365 


3, 279, 522 


3, 025, 516 


250, 000 
800, 000 
2, 136, 952 
9, 275, 000 
7, 651, 334 
690, 504 


154, 551, 812 


3, 609, 713 
| 


2, 412, 052 


447, 937 


—60, 697, 558 
— 5, 233, 606 
47,751, 110 | 


458, 469, 500 


176, 649, 554 | 








1957 estimate | 1958 estimate 





1, 254, 000 


1, 000, 000 
3, 000, 000 
4, 800, 000 
18, 500, 000 


148, 384, 500 
3, 750, 000 


1, 600, 000 


467, 090, 00 
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Obligations by objects 


| 
1957 estimate 1958 estimate 


1956 actual 


eee 











CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Total number of permanent positions. 


Pincwbneeal 2, 649 2, 858 2, 905 
Full time equivalent of all other perenne. i s 15 15 15 
Average number of all employees. - Sieber, A 2, 634 2, 844 2, 850 
Number of employees at end of year. Sha auiadss Nath ensa 2, 506 2, 700 2, 750 

Average salaries and grades: | 

General schedule poaten: 

BE issn dtcicendiincnesasameneeeo’s $5. 287 $5, 363 $5, 435 
Average grade_. tickeckuneke GS-7.0 | Gs-7.1 GS-7.1 
Ungraded positions; Average salary_.... Shine i $4, 386 | $4, 511 

— | 





$4, 484 | 





01 Personal services: 
Permanent positions . sages 
Positions other than permanent--__..........-- ‘ 
Regular pay above 52 week base- - -- 
Payment above basic rates-__---- 


Other payments for personal serv ices: 


$13, 349, 596 
74, 765 

51, 262 

1, 310, 367 


$14, 652, 820 | $14, $41, 677 
75, 000 | 75, 000 
56, 993 


1, 352, 180 1, 353, 330 











ances to commissioned officers... ............------- 77, 302 85, 000 85, 000 
Eg eee 14, 863, 202 | 16, 165, 000 16,. 412, 000 
02 Travel hese sr 3 1, 191, 443 1, 350, 000 1, 400, 000 
03 Transportation EE eae ‘ | 874, 813 800, 000 800, 000 
04 Communication services_...........-.-...------ 126, 907 102, 000 110, 000 
05 Rents and utility services_........--- i 770, 957 565, 000 600, 000 
06 Printing and reproduction. -.....--------.---- | 113, 686 | 168, 000 200, 000 
07 Other contractual services - - | 60,345,282 | 27,000, 000 30, 000, 000 
Services performed by other agencie Ras wane 788, 725 | 1, 380, 000 1, 500, 000 
Services performed by oan fund, “Corps of 
OEE cy Srcen unde iin in e | 36, 571,054 | 40, 332, 976 . 642, 510 
08 Supplies and materials_......-- : 4, 073, 507 4,000, 000 | , 500, 000 
09 Equipment- i Moll lain i stclpasigespetaea in | 1, 241, 285 1, 900, 000 | r 300, 000 
10 Lands and structures. -- Hu _.| 290, 669, 125 | 380,000,000 | 410, 000, 000 
11 Grants, su*sidies, and contributions: Contribution to re- | 
tirement fund aah ides ana geri ter : ‘ 900, 000 
13 Refunds, awards, and inde ‘munities _- 35, 652 y 28, 300 | 19, 400 
15 Taxes and assessments............-- 11, 000 12, 000 | 12, 200 
Subtotal____. a 401, 676, 728 | | 473,803,276 | 513, 396, 110 
Deduct charges for quarters and subsistence ; 174, 968 | 175, 000 | 155, 000 
Total, Corps of Engineers..............-...-.- | 401,501,760 | 473, 628, 276 ‘| 513, 241, 110 
ALLOCATION TO FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, DEPARTMENT | | 
OF THE INTERIOR | 
Total number of permanent positions ; . | 28 13 13 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions... _-._- 2 
Average number of all employees 24 15 14 
Number of employees at end of year. . 38 15 14 
Average salaries and grades: | 
General schedule grades: 
Average salary............. | $4, 765 $5, 677 $5, 748 
Average grade... GS8-7.1 | GS-8.1 | GS8-8.1 
01 Personal services: 
Permanent positions.. danke $132, 813 $92, 410 $85, 290 
Positions other than perms ane nt ee 10, 233 
Regular pay above 52-weck base- 605 210 
Payment above basic rates 52 
Total personal services--__-- . 143, 703 92, 410 85, 500 
02 Travel 9, 711 23, 826 20, 000 
03 Transportation of things -- | 560 
04 Communication services.__..-- entia . 477 1,300 1, 000 
05 Rents and utility services 1, 863 
06 Printing and reproduction 1 
07 Other contractual services - - 1, 270, 485 455, 700 300, 000 
08 Supplies and materials-_. 7,079 18, 200 5, 000 
09 Equipment 10, 475 140, 000 80, 000 
10 Lands and structures 1, 895, 552 1, 103, 000 
11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions: Contribution to reo- | 
tirement fund a bs ' 5, 500 
15 Taxes and assessments... : R3 


Total, Fish and Wildlife Service -. 


1, 444, 437 


2, 426, YS® 


1, 600, 000 
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Obligations by objects—Continued 


| 1956 actual | 1957 estimate | 


| 


1958 estimate 


THE INTERIOR 
. sf | | 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions__ | 1 | 
Average number of all employees -.-- = : | 1 | 
Number of employees at end of year. - | 1 


| 
| 
ALLOCATION TO BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS, DEPARTMENT OF | | 





01 Personal services: Positions other than permanent $2. 750 | $1,000 |..-.. ; 
02 Travel.- 661 ‘ 

03 Transportation of things De k.d } 600 eal 
04 Communication services 49 30 “= 
05 Rents and utility services_- ae. fax : ss i oupet 
06 Printing and reproduction_ 15 |} . . 
07 Other contractual services... - 40, 066 SG A ineAesnsses ‘ 
08 Supplies and materials_- 3, 948 2, 000 | aint 
09 Equipment. . ‘ 450 | ‘ aches 4 “ 
10 Lands and structures. -- j 76, 261 53, 584 | presides’ 
15 Taxes and assessments... 10 





Total, Bureau of Indian Affairs 124, 232 94, 229 


ALLOCATION TO COAST GUARD, TREASURY DEPARTMENT 


03 Transportation of things 6, 498 ‘ 

08 Supplies and materials_. 145 

09 Equipment 28, 337 ‘ 
Total, Coast Guard ‘ 34, 980 


ALLOCATION TO FOREST SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE 


Total number of permanent positions- l mane ninan 
Average number of all employees 1 
Number of employees at end of year 0 — 


Average salaries and grades 
General schedule grades: 
Average salary $4, 9909 
Average grade. . GS-6.6 


Ol Personal services: 


Permanent positions $2, 867 
Positions other than permanent 3il 
Total personal services 3, 178 
02 Travel 17 
4 Communication services { 
05 Rents and utility services 336 
07 Other contractual services 147 
08 Supplies and materials 68 
138 Refunds, awards, and indemnitic $85, 557 
15 ‘Taxes and assessments 7 
Subtotal 3, 757 85, 557 
Deduct charges for quarters and subsistence 14 
Total, Forest Services 3, 743 85, 557 


ALLOCATION TO BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, DEPARTMENT 
OF THE INTERIOR 


Total number of permanent positions 20 
Average number of all employees 20 
Number of employees at end of year 20 


A verage salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades 


Average salary. $5, 363 





Average grade. . ‘s GS-7.4 
01 Personal services: Permanent positions_ - $632 $82, 954 ; 
07 Other contractual services. - - - 42, 372 131, 550 |-.- sachet 
08 Supplies and materials-__. 144 
10 Lands and structures. -- ‘ . 200, 000 
Total, Bureau of Reclamation... 43, 148 414, 504 


Total obligations.......-- : 403, 152, 300 476, 649, 554 $514, 841, 110 
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Budget authorizations, expenditures and balances 


BUDGET AUTHORIZATIONS AVAILABLE 


Appropriation - ------ 
Balance brought forward: 
Unobligated -.--..- ake 
Obligated............. baila triicttemahis 


Total budget authorizations available-__. 
EXPENDITURES AND BALANCES 


Expenditures— 
Out of current authorizations. -- 
Out of prior authorizations... 


Total expenditures_...--. 
Balance carried forward: 
Unobligated - .----- seaddewss 
Obligated.......... 


Total expenditures and balances...........-.....---- 


$$ $$ —_-_—__} 


| 1956 actual 





$441, 160, 014 


22, 684, 643 
87, 148, 537 


} 369, 806, 182 





60, 697, 558 
120, 489, 454 


550, 993, 194 | 
' 


550, 993, 194 | 


369, 806, 182 | 


1957 estimate | 


| 
| 
| 





OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Program and financing 


Program by activities: 
1. Navigation: 
(a) Channels and harbors 
(6) Locks, dams, and canals 


(c) Surveys of northern and northwestern lakes 


ro 


Flood control: 
(a) Reservoirs_._-. 


(6) Channel improvements, inspections, and mis- 


cellaneous maintenance 
Multiple-purpose projects, including power. -. - 
Lower Columbia River fish sanctuary program. 
5. Niagara remedial works--....... ; 
6. Emergency operations: 


a 


(a) Removing sunken vessels and other navigation 


obstructions_. 


(6) Protecting, clearing, and straightening channels 


of navigable waters 


1956 actual 





3, 526, 106 | 


582, 192 
979, 223 
987, 826 


o 


10, 


359, 115 


89, 718 


(c) Flood control emergencies (repair and flood 


fighting and rescue work).... 
(d) Planning emergency restoration: 


(1) Navigation channels and harbor areas 


(2) Census of terminal facilities 


Total obligations. . 
Financing: 
Unobligated balance brought forward 
Unobligated balance carried forward -_-.- 


A ppropriation 


14, 760, 895 


97, 630, 857 


—9, 798, 976 
10, 573, 119 


98, 405, 000 


| 


$458, 469, 500 


60, 697, 558 
120, 489, 454 


639, 656, 512 | 


f 260, 000, 000 
L 150, 000, 000 


410, 000, 000 


47, 751, 110 
181, 905, 402 


639, 656, 512 





— | 
1957 estimate | 


' 

| 

3, 349, 839 | 
22, 323, 771 | 
520, 355 


3, 580, 892 | 





| 

572, 230 | 
12, 313, 507 

1, 274, 728 | 


105, 473, 119 
—10, 573, 119 
1, 000, 000 | 


95, 900, 000 | 





1958 estimate 


$467, 090, 000 


47, 751, 110 
181, 905, 402 


696, 746, 512 


281, 000, 000 
190, 000, 000 


71, 000, 000 


"995, 746, 612 


1958 estimate 


$50, 150, 000 
22, 420, 000 
545, 500 


4, 240, 000 
&32, 000 
14, 980, 000 
1, 315, 000 
37, 500 
300, 000 
30, 000 

5, 000, 000 


20, 000 
130, 000 


100, 000, 000 
—1, 000, 000 


99, 000, 000 
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Obligations by objects 


| 1956 actual 


CORPS OF ENGINEERS 











| 1957 estimate | 1958 estimate 


Total number of permanent positions wage - 4,975 5, O15 | 4, 990 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions... 2 24 | 25 25 
Average number of all employees 4, 902 | 4, 993 4,970 
Number of employees at end of yea i 4, 950 4, 990 4.975 
Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: 
Average salary _. ; $5. 363 $5, 435 
Average grade GS-7.1 GS-7.1 
Ungraded positions: Average salary... $4, 484 $4, 511 
01 Personal services: 
Permanent positions. $23, 496, 336 | $24, 129, 660 $24, 202, 263 
Positions other than permanent__. 83, 312 85, 000 | 85, 000 
Regular pay above 52-week base 90, 226 92, 937 
Payment above basic rates. — 888, 440 955, 540 800, 000 
Other payments for personal services-_-- 2, 55 19, 800 19, 800 
ae ee 25, 190, 000 25, 200, 000 
02 Travel dae 650, 000 650, 000 
03 Transportation of things 236, 000 175, 000 
04 Communication services 248, 000 200, 000 
05 Rents and utility services. 1, 500, 000 1, 500, 000 
06 Printing and reproduction ‘ 33, 2: 30, 000 25, 000 
07 Other contractual services_-_-_.-...._-.-...-..- 25, 208, 934 32, 848, 641 24, 000. 000 
Services performed by 
Other agencies ? 1, 532, 083 | 626, 000 675, 000 
**Revolving fund, Corps of Engineers’’. | 38, 232, 383 38, 614, 000 40, 722, 350 
08 Supplies and materials-- } 4, 001, 006 4, 000, 000 | 4, 000, 000 
09 Equipment . : 590. 071 514, 000 400, 000 
11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions: Contributions to 
retirement fund.. ‘ pai 1, 400, 000 
13 Refunds, awards, and indemnities 1, 676 1, 650 1, 650 
16 Taxes and assessments 20. 580 21, 000 21, 000 
Subtotal ‘ ‘ saan cl sciatic - 96,912,005 | 104, 479, 291 98, 970, 000 
Deduct charges for quarters and subsistence---.....-.._-. 268, 974 | 280, 900 | 285, 000 
OGRE, CONE OE MUN isin icin anc cecannaunsecne -| 96,643, 031 104, 198, 391 98, 685, 000 
ALLOCATION TO FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF | 
THE INTERIOR | 
| 
Total number of permanent positions 43 59 | 59 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions 10 | 7} 7 
Average number of all employees. --- 52 | 59 59 
Number of employees at end of year. - 60 60 60 
A verage salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: | 
Average salary $4, 253 $4, 210 | $4, 282 
Average grade GS-5.1 | GS+4.7 | GS-47 
01 Personal services: 
Premanent positions rm } $175, 848 $212, 803 
Positions other than permanent 37, 547 25, 960 
Regular pay above 52-week base Z 701 }.- i 890 
Payment above basic rates 3, 880 p 
Total personal services j 217, 976 232, 653 | 239, 653 
02 Travel : ‘ 8, 869 17, 000 | 18, 000 
Ge OO CII oo 555 od a oi cccibnwtreen deh Pomocns 4,000 | 4, 000 
04 Communication services 2, 280 1, 900 2, 000 
05 Rents and utility services 4,205 | 6, 000 | 7,000 
07 Other contractual services 619, 034 | 880, 828 907, 000 
08 Supplies and materials 70, 415 140, 000 130, 000 
09 Equipment 61, 991 
10 Lands and structures 6, 557 
11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions: Contribution to | 
retirement fund pees ‘ . 15, 090 
15 Taxes and assessments 1, 439 
Subtotal 992, 766 1, 282, 381 1, 322, 653 
Deduct charges for quarters and subsistence 4. 940 7. 653 | 7, 653 
Total, Fish and Wildlife Service as 987, 826 1, 274, 728 1, 315, 000 
Total obligations idk neta cia tas ah sina ca tatadicteaimmuinia aid ae 97, 630, 857 105, 473, 119 100, 000, 000 
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Budget authorizations, expenditures and balances 


BUDGET AUTHORIZATIONS AVAILABLE 


papronsietion dbl ale inne: 

ance brought forward: 
Unobligated. She ite dee 
Obligated_...__- sings AM 


Total budget authorizations available__ 


EXPENDITURES AND BALANCES 


Expenditures— 
Out of current authorizations_ -- 
Out of prior authorizations _-_. 


| 
| 


! 
1956 actual | 1957 estimate 


$98, 405,000 | $95, 900, 000 


| 
9, 798, 76 | 10, 573, 119 
13, 847, 524 | 12, 904, 174 
122, 051, 500 | 119, 377, 293 
85, 000, 000 


OR. 574. 207 
98, 574, 207 20, 000, 000 





| 1958 estimate 
[- a eer 


$99, 000, 000 


| 1,000, 000 
} 13, 377, 208 


| 113, 377, 293 


| 
88, 000, 000 
} 12, 000, 000 


Total expenditures__....._____.- 98, 574, 207 105, 000, 000 | 
Balance carried forward: | 
Unobligated. - ; 10, 573, 119 | 1, 000, 000 | 
Obligated..__---- 12, 904, 174 13, 377, 293 | 


100, 000, 000 


13, 377, 206 


Total expenditures and balances. 122, 051, 500 119, 377, 293 | UY 3, 377, 293 


Mr. Cannon. The committee will be in order. 

We are glad to welcome this morning two old friends who are 
appearing in a new capacity, Dr. Fenton of Pennsylvania and Mr. 
Budge of Idaho. Both are men of long experience. It has been our 
pleasure to be associated with them on many other committees and 
we are especially gratified to have them with us on this committee 
starting with this session. 

We have before us a long program of projects. As you will note 


from the memorandum submitted to all members of the committee, 


beginning here with the Columbia Basin, we take up a total of 376 
projects. However, many of these are continuing projects, projects 


which we have discussed and processed previously, about which there 
is no question. And so, in order to conserve the time of the committee 
and of the representatives of the Department here this morning, we 
will not discuss those specific projects unless some member of the 
committee wishes to bring them up. You will note that these projects 
are designated by an asterisk. Wherever you find that asterisk, that 
means that the committee is thoroughly cognizant of the merits of the 
projects and that we will not take them up. It is taken for granted by 
unanimous consent, unless some member of the committee wishes to 
discuss some of the particulars of those projects. 

That materially reduces the burden of this committee because those 
projects constitute about one-fourth of the projects which we will 
pass on this year, I would say just a little in excess of 25 percent of 
the projects. 

We have with us this morning General 
Engineers, with his staff. 

I take it for granted, General Itschner, 
statement to submit to the committee ? 

General Irscuner. I do have an opening statement, yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. If agreeable to you, General Itschner, we shall be 


Itschner, the Chief of 


that you have a general 


glad to have your statement at this time. 
Thank you, sir. 


General IrscHNER. 
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GENERAL STATEMENT OF CHIEF OF ENGINEERS 


Although I have testified many times before this committee regard- 
ing the civil-works program of the Department of the Army, this is 
my first appearance since I assumed the responsibilities of Chief of 
Engineers. On numerous occasions my predecessor, Gen. Samuel D. 
Sturgis, emphasized our desire to cooperate with this committee by 
providing full and factual information, so that the Congress would 
have a firm basis for action on annual budgetary requests. I want 
you to know that I intend to continue that policy . I feel that close 
cooperation and mutual confidence and understanding constitute the 
only sound basis for conduct of an important Federal program such 
as that for which the Corps of Engineers is responsible. 


RELIEF OF DROUGHT 


Destructive floods in the Northeast and Far West were outstanding 
events of the fiscal year 1956. In contrast, the current fiscal year has 
been characterized by a drought which has long since reached disaster 
proportions in the Great Plains and adjacent areas. This drought 
has left its mark in varying degrees on almost every phase of a region 
which embraces over half of the land area of the United States. In 
some parts of the area rainfall has been below normal for 10 years. 
At the present time the Corps of Engineers has placed in operation 
38 multiple-use reservoir projects in this 15-State area. These reser- 
voirs have a combined storage capacity of over 65 million acre-feet, 
including flood-storage capacity, drawdown for generation of power, 
reservations for water supply and irrigation, and permanent reservoir 
pools. 

Many of these reservoirs were completed during the drought period 
and it has not been possible to fill them completely so as to permit 
normal operations. In spite of this fact we have been able to make 
available about 6 million acre-feet of water annually on the average 
during recent drought years for municipal, agricultural, and indus- 
trial use by operation of reservoir storage. At intervals during 
the drought we have been able to make emergency releases to maintain 
munic ipal supplies, prevent shutdown of important industry, and 
save valuable crops. In the same area we now have 16 projects under 
construction which will almost double our capacity to improve water 
supplies. 

I do not wish to imply that reservoirs such as these offer a complete 
solution of the drought problem, as many other considerations are in- 
volved, but large reservoirs with sufficient capacity to store flood flows 
and carry over water for use in dry periods will contribute to an ulti- 
mate solution. 

CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


During the past fiscal year we have carried on a large program with 
construction underway on a total of 223 projects. Of these we antici- 
pate that 52 will be completed to permit useful operation by the end 
of fiscal year 1957; including 35 navigation improvements, 11 local 
flood-protection works, 1 flood-control reservoir, 2 multiple-purpose 
reservoirs, and 3 beach-erosion control projects. 
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In carrying out this program we found that transfer of funds be- 
tween projects in relatively small amounts is one of the most effective 
means available to us to make adjustments in our construction program 
for unforeseen conditions which develop. Since the beginning of 
fiscal year 1957, a total amount of about $11 million has been trans- 
ferred among some 60 projects. All of these transfers have been 
within the limitations established in the reports of the Appropriation 
Committees for fiscal year 1957. 

The request for new appropriations for fiscal year 1958, as contained 
in the President’s budget, totals $645.5 million as compared with 
$637.5 million appropriated for fiscal year 1957. Since over $7 million 
is required for payment into the retirement fund of Federal employees 
in fiscal year 1958, which was not required in prior years, the present 
appropri iation request is actually about the same as the appropriation 
for 1957. 

The total amount for construction in the 1958 budget request is $510 
million. This represents about the same level of appropriation and 
construction activity as in 1957, when the amount for construction was 
$506 million, as the 1958 request includes the payments to the retire- 
ment fund. The amount included for 1958 is essential to continue 
construction at minimum economic rates on 163 projects, and will per- 
mit the initiation of 24 highly desirable new projects. Of the 187 
projects included in the 1958 budget, we expect to complete 35 with 
funds requested. 

I can inform the committee that the President is sending up a budget 
amendment reducing our request for construction by $13,335,000. 
This reduces the 1958 budget below the appropriation for 1957. This 
reduction is based on a review of our program just completed, taking 
ae account all occurrences since submission of the President’s original 
budget. 

os addition to the larger projects for which funds are appropriated 
individually, we have underway two effective “small project” pro- 
grams, within the overall appropriation figures I have just mentioned. 
One of these is the program of small emergency type flood-control 
projects which the Chief of Engineers could undertake, without spe- 
cific congressional approval, for which $3 million is requested in this 
budget. Last year Public Law 685, 84th Cc ongress, raised the cost limit 
on these projects from $150,000 to $4 4,000. The other is the program, 
initiated in the Civil Functions Appropriation Act of 1956, by a lump- 
sum appropriation, for accomplishment of selected small projects pre- 
viously authorized by Congress for which $3 million is requested in this 
budget. The project cost limitation set at that time was $150,000. 
Our. present budget request for fiscal year 1958, however, raises this 
limit to $400,000 ‘to make it comparable with the author ity available 
under Public Law 685. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


The need for adequate appropriations for maintenance and opera- 
tion still exists and will grow as more projects, especially large mul- 
tiple-purpose projects, are placed in operation. This need is empha- 
sized by the fact that during the calendar year 1955 waterborne com- 
merce of the United States reached an all-time high of over 1 billion 
tons and our inland waterways carried a new rec cord volume of 216 
billion ton-miles of cargo. 
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I believe that this essential part of our work has been recognized. 
Appropriations for maintenance and operation in fiscal year 1957 
amounted to $95.9 million, which included $10 million for reduction 
of the backlog of maintenance, which had accumulated over many 
years. We are making every effort to apply these funds to the most 
urgently needed work, and I am able to report that all of the 1957 
funds, both for regular maintenance and for reduction of the backlog, 
are scheduled for use in this fiscal year. 

Our budget request for maintenance and operation for fiscal year 
1958 totals” $99 million which will permit about the same level of 
operations as in the current fiscal year, 1957. Of this amount, $5 
million is provided for reducing the backlog of maintenance. 


LOCAL COOPERATION 


Last year the Senate Appropriations Committee in its report on the 
fiscal year 1957 appropriations bill expressed its concern with delays 
in initiation of projects which have resulted from inability of local 
interests to provide lands and rights-of-way and spoil disposal areas. 
The committee indicated that the Corps of Engineers and local inter- 
ests should take more positive measures to eliminate delays from this 
source. 

I have accordingly brought this matter to the attention of all divi- 
sion and district engineers and have instructed them to determine the 
legal and financial ability of local organizations concerned and obtain 
as early as possible a commitment that the required local cooperation 
can and will be met. We have established a procedure for imple- 
menting this which, in brief, provides for initiation of more positive 
contacts for local cooperation during the early planning stage, so that 
such arrangements can be completed rapidly when the first construc- 
tion funds are made available. 

An important matter of local cooperation in which this committee 
expressed an interest last year was completion by the Chief of Engi- 
neers of a report on cost sharing in the part of the project for central 
and southern Florida which was authorized by the Flood Control Act 
of 1954. 

We have completed this cost-sharing report and have transmitted it 
to the Bureau of the Budget, as required by law, where it is now under 
consideration. My recommendation is for removal of the present 
monetary limit on cash contribution to the entire project, and for a 
20 percent cash contribution toward construction cost of the 1954 
authorization on a basis comparable with the 15 percent now author- 
ized for the first phase of the project. In addition, local interests 
would be required to provide lands and rights-of-way and maintain 
and operate the majority of the works, as now required under the first 
phase authorization. This new recommendation on the basis of _pres- 
ent estimated costs, will mean a local share of about 31 percent in the 
first cost, including lands and rights-of-way: and when maintenance 
and operation is included, represents a local share of about 40 percent 
in the total economic cost of the 1954 authorization. 
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COORDINATION 


In its report last year on the 1957 appropriation, this committee 
called attention to lack of coordination between construction pro- 
grams of public agencies which resulted in unnecessary additional 
costs for relocations. You requested that the Corps of Engineers 
take the lead in developing a system of information exchange and 
better cooperation in this matter; and asked that we report to you 
at this time. 

As a result of this request we have given careful study to this prob- 
lem. There appears to be no feasible way, under existing laws and 
procedures governing the civil-works program, to eliminate all possi- 
bilities of public and private development in project areas during the 
inevitable lag between project authorization and construction. But 
we have adopted and put into effect the following practical procedure 
with respect to both private and public development : 

(a) I have required a more realistic recognition in survey reports 
of possibilities of development in project areas. This will emphasize 
the problem more clearly during review by other agencies, and to State 
and local governments. 

2) We have distributed information sheets on each authorized 
active project which has not been started, with a small map showing 
the general project area, to States, counties, and municipalities in- 
volved, : and to other Federal agencies, as guides for public and private 
development in the area. 

Reports from all divisions indicate that dissemination of this infor- 
mation has been well received. Some agencies have already indicated 
their desire to coordinate activities, or have actually taken steps to 
avoid alterations in their works, if authorized projects are constructed. 


FUTURE OF PROGRAM 


There are a number of matters which I wish to mention briefly in 
conclusion, which will affect the quality and future of the civil-works 
program. 

[ have described at the beginning of this statement the value of water 
storage in alleviating drought conditions. In operation of these exist- 
ing projects we will make every effort to conserve floodwaters, even 
at some flood risk, if there is reasonable evidence of continuance of 
present drought conditions and where critical downstream needs exist. 
And, insofar as future reservoirs are concer ned, we intend as a regular 
procedure to consider possibilities of modific: ation to improve w vater- 
supply potentialities for each project as it reaches the design stage 
and funds are made available for preconstruction planning. 

Another feature of the civil-works program of major importance 
is the growing recreational use being made of the water areas provided 
by our reservoirs, which was not ac tually anticipated when these works 
were planned and authorized. This use has increased from 16 million 
visitor-days in 1950 to more than 70 million visitor-days by 1956. 
Business enterprises panes with recreation have provided new 
economic activity in these areas. Thus, these projects, built primarily 
for navigation and flood santanl, have produced a valuable recreational 
resource, and represent a signifies ant part of the Federal areas available 
for such use. 
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It seems reasonable, therefore, that these real values should be con- 
sidered in the economic analysis of water-resources projects, and that 
the Federal Government should participate with States and local agen- 
cies in making this resource available as one of the purposes of river- 
basin development. I am glad to note that legislation is now under 
consideration by the Congress which, if enacted, will provide for such 
consideration and establish more cle: urly the respective responsibilities 
of Federal and non-Federal interests in recreational use. 

In conclusion, I would like to repeat the belief of the Corps of 
Engineers that, although interest in this program may vary from 
drought relief to control of floods, or center on recreation or some other 
water problem or use, none of these should be considered and planned 
separately. We must plan and build for the best possible use of our 
rivers and streams for all beneficial uses. If we do so, this committee 

can act upon annual programs with the assurance that the individual 
projects do form a part of sound and comprehensive river-basin plans. 

That, sir, completes my statement. 


BUDGET REDUCTIONS 


Mr. Cannon. General Itschner, the prime purpose of this committee 
is to reduce all appropriations to a practical minimum. In order to 
secure the results desired, I am glad to say the committee’s observation 
in past years and this year, especially, indicates that the corps has the 
same objective. It has been true every year, but particularly this year 
we appreciate your cooperation. 

This budget was submitted something like 5 months ago. There 
have been a number of changes in conditions respecting all those proj- 
ects since that time. As a matter of fact, the attitude of the adminis- 
tration seems to be changing, and in practically every department 
budget readjustments are “being made, the effect of all of which is to 
reduce the amount required for these various projects. 

This year, our staff proposed to you, I believe, in the beginning, 26 
projects a study of which seemed to warrant a reduction in the amount 
required, and you worked out readjustments and reductions on 10 of 
these which will materially affect the total of this bill. We are very 
grateful to you and we appreciate your attitude on that. 

So that the result is, as I understand it, to change your request from 
that originally submitted by the Budget Bureau not only on these 
first 10 projects which our staff took up with you, but on a further 
number of projects in which you have found that reductions are pos- 
sible, the result of which will enable us to secure the same effect, to 
reduce appropriations and expenditures, without militating against 
the success of the program. 

I wish you, first, would tell us if, in addition to these projects which 
have alre ady been considered in which you recommend a reduction, 
there are other reductions which you could suggest at this time which 
can be made without retarding the program. 

General Irscuner. Mr. Chairman, we have recently completed a 
survey of all of our divisions and districts to try to determine whether 
we could make any further reductions in the budget, as requested by 
the President, and as a result of that survey we have already recom- 
mended to the Bureau of the Budget that reductions be made on 32 
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ee projects totaling $13,335,000. We believe that that is the 
imit 

Mr. Cannon. That includes some of the projects which were pointed 
out by our staff ? 

General Irscuner. Some of them. 

Mr. Cannon. After considering these in detail, and after agreeing 
with us on some of them, you have then submitted them to the Bureau 
of the Budget ? 

General Irscuner. That is correct, sir, except I believe some of the 
reductions we have recommended are in addition to those discussed 
with the staff. 

Mr. Cannon. And the amount of the reductions which you now 
suggest below the amounts requested by the Bureau of the Budget 
aggregate what sum? 

General Irscuner. $13,335,000. 

Mr. Cannon. That is a very material readjustment and, again, I 
say that the committee wishes to express its appreciation of your 
attitude and of your assistance. The lst of project reductions will be 
inserted in the record at this point. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


Revised budget estimates—-Construction, general 











Original Revised 
Project budget esti- Reduction budeet esti- 
mate, fiscal mate, fiscal 
year 1958 year 1958 

Warrior lock and dam, Alabama.__..._--- Dara eae ang aie ae $2, 192, 000 $192, 000 $2, 000. 000 
Peer en, mn ee cc icc di cceicncdewond 1, 730, 000 300, 000 1, 430, 000 
II, II ik nee aninban 3, 200, 000 | 300, 000 2, 900, 000 
Upper Iowa River, Iowa___.__........_--- ew tic 5 hae 450, 000 | 50, 000 400, 000 
Tuttle Creek Reservoir, Kans. _-......-.------ 7 = 11, 000, 000 1, 000, 000 10, 000, 000 
Buffumville Reservoir, Mass eas j 1, 217, 000 100, 000 1, 117, 000 
Mystic River, Mass. -.- Sika dvstheeioabe oe 600, 000 | 50, 000 550, 000 
Cumberland, Md., and Ridge ‘ley, i 2, 500, 000 | 500, 000 | 2, 000, 000 
Cheboygan River and Harbor, Mich dccatiaath 173, 000 | 123, 000 | 50, 000 
Harrisville Harbor, Mich._...........---- i 170, 000 70, 000 100, 000 
Houghton- Hancock Bridge, Mich.-.....-- 750, 000 | 450, 000 300, 000 
Saginaw River, Mich - pes dee hebabhaed! 600, 000 125, 000 475, 000 
Ww hitefish Point Harbor, “Mich... lee sili tll an 380, 000 | 250, 000 130, 000 
Canton, Mo_-_---- he dio as Loan 400, 000 | 300, 000 100, 000 
Mathews Canvon Reservoir, Nev.__--- ; a eeahd hdl 513, 000 | 50, 000 163, 000 
Pine Canvon Reservoir, Nev. Pes. . 5: 828, 000 | 150, 000 | 678, 000 
Great Lakes-Hudson River W aterway, Ped & cwsherd. -| 340, 000 | 150, 000 | 190, 000 
Oswego Harbor, N. Y Sia Delt ae cas | 1, 000, 000 600, 000 400, 000 
Garrison Reservoir, N. Dak Peete oe SC able 5, 500, 000 | 1, 000, 000 4, 500, 000 
Lower Heart River, N. Dak._-..------- Bite 600, 000 | 400, 000 200, 000 
New Cumberland locks and dam, Ohio and West Virginia | 5, 500, 000 1, 000, 000 4, 500, 000 
Toledo Harbor, Ohio  __-. Ar Ld ee Rese s idee hbo ies 221, 000 | 75, 000 | 146, 000 
Eufaula Reservoir, Okla. a a ae 5, 500, 000 300, 000 5, 200, 000 
Keystone Reservoir, Okla_..._......._______- ert . én 4, 000, 000 | 900, 000 | 3, 100, 000 
Allentown, Pa__-. i a a : Sade 42% 700, 000 350, 000 350, 000 
Bear Creek Reservoir, Pa_.....-.....--- kd , | 3, 700, 000 1, 500, 000 | 2, 200, 000 
Bradford, Pa icc tit At _ wikis 1, 000, 000 500, 000 | 500, 000 
Prompton Reservoir, Pa ...........---- : 2, 000, 000 300, 000 | 1, 700, 000 
Woonsocket, R. I date ih oS is 4 2, 200, 000 450, 000 | 1, 750, 000 
Dallas Floodway, Tex. -.................. — 550, 000 550, 000 | 0 
San Antonio Channel, Tex Ei edeeee aa 1, 500, 000 1, 000, 000 500, 000 
Ball Mountain Reservoir, Vt...--..-- i} abana ceeadsecen 1, 550, 000 250, 000 | 1, 300, 000 
le Be dee oe eA ee 62, 564, 000 13, 335, 000 49, 229, 000 


TRANSFER OF FUNDS 


Mr. Cannon. You mention the transfer of funds provisions estab- 
lished by the committee last year, and as I listened to your testimony 
I take it you approve of this transfer arrangement which the com- 
mittee worked out with you last year and you have found it successful 
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and you have been able to follow it with no appreciable disadvantage ? 

General IrscuNer. Yes, sir, that is true. We have actually trans- 
ferred $11,347,000 to 60 different projects. We, of course, are under 
2 limitations, the 15-percent limitation for projects for which over 
$500,000 was appropriated or available during the fiscal year, and the 
25-percent limitation for projects having $500,000 and less. We feel 
this transfer authority is of very waleabte assistance in helping us to 
accomplish our program. 

Mr. Cannon. You have found no instances, General Itschner, then, 
in which the percentage of these transfers as finally agreed upon by the 
committee last year has in any way interfered with the quality and 
effectiveness of the prosecution of the work ? 

General Itscuner. Mr. Chairman, I would say if we had the per- 
mission of the committee to request the committee to approve excep- 
tions to the rule it would be even more helpful to us. There are a 
number of projects that could have pecunelnal more rapidly in the 
public interest if we had had such a privilege. 

Mr. Cannon. Those are exceptional cases, and if the committee 
should modify the plan which it adopted last year to the extent of 
inviting you to come in when you have a project in which limitation 
would delay or retard progress and give us an opportunity to pass on 
that specific project, you think then that we would have a system 
that would not restrict you in your work and at the same time would 
conserve funds in transfer? 

General Itscuner. I do, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. This would also permit the committee to control the 
amount of the transfer ? 

General Irscuner. I think that that would be a procedure which 
could be put to very beneficial effect. It would not be used very often, 
maybe 10 or at the most 15 times during the year. 

Mr. Cannon. I think there would be no objection on the part of any 
member of this committee to modifying our order of last year under 
which we established a 15-percent maximum of transfer, modifying it 
to the point as has been suggested by General Itschner where, in excep- 
tional cases where the 15 percent seemed to be too restrictive, he could 
come back to the committee and secure reconsideration and secure 
authority for a transfer in excess of the 15 percent. 

Is there objection ? 

Mr. Rapvavt. In each case he would come before us? 

Mr. Cannon. Yes; each case would come before us individually 
and we would pass on it. Is there any objection on the part of any 
member of the committee to that modification ? 

Mr. Jensen. May [ask a question ? 

Mr. Cannon. The gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. JeNsEN. Would you cite a case where you would need such 
authority over and above 15 percent? Would you explain a situation 
where you have found that necessary ? 

General Irscunrr. We have one example on Ferrells Bridge res- 
ervoir where the work was proceeding so rapidly that the contractor 
could have earned much more than he did this year. It will not cost 
us any more so far as the contract is concerned, but it does require 
that we maintain an inspection force for a number of months longer 
than we otherwise would have had to maintain it if we had the 
authority to use more than the 15 percent over the amount appro- 
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priated and available for that project. So in that case we would have 
saved the incremental cost of the inspection force. 

Another example is the project for dredging the Columbia River at 
the mouth. In that case the work is done by our own plant, and because 
we had insufficient funds to do all the work we could have done last 
year at the rate we could have done it, it will be necessary to remobilize 
at considerable additional cost to do work which we could have done 
in 1 year. 

Those are two examples. 

Mr. Jensen. You contend that this privilege of transfer which you 
already have saves money and expedites the completion of a project 

General Irscuner. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. You take this money from some other project? 

General Irscuner. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. And you take it from a project that is not at the 
completion stage, I presume ¢ 

General Irscuner. Either way, sir; either a project that has been 
completed and that has surplus funds available or a project which 
has not been completed, in which case the funds would have to be 
restored to that project. 

Mr. Cannon. In response to a suggestion by Mr. Rabaut, the com- 
mittee would reserve not only the right to expand the percentage of 
transfer, but would also reserve the right to determine the additional 
percentage involved in the transfer. 

Was that the suggestion ? 

Mr. Rapavt. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman, you say the committee. A situation 
might arise and has arisen many times where a transfer of funds is 
justified when the Congress is out of session. Now, then, let us get 
this clear. What would be the procedure for the Army engineers to 
follow in an event of that nature ¢ 

Mr. Cannon. That is a very natural inquiry. We would under- 
stand the procedure in the future would be to consult the ranking 
majority member and the ranking minority member during the recess 
of Congress. If the ranking majority or minority member had any 
doubts about it, they could at that time take it up with their own 
members on their own side of the table, respectively. 

Mr. Jensen. The procedure would be no different than it has been 
in the years gone by ? 

Mr. Cannon. That is right. The gentleman is thoroughly familiar 
with the procedure with the Bureau of Reclamation, and we would 
follow that procedure. 

Mr. Rasavut. May Task a question? 

Mr. Cannon. The gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. Ranaut. Under this procedure there would be some saving to 
the Government, inasmuch as the engineers would be on the job a 
shorter period of time, but would there be any other benefit to the 
Government coming from the benefits that would naturally accrue to 
the contractor by having this decision made by the Government to let 
him proceed with his work? He would not have to attend to his 
machinery, and a lot of other benefits would accrue to him and he 
would get out sooner. Would any benefits accrue to the Government 
on that score ? 
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General Itscuner. I do not think we could expect to effectuate a 
change order with the contractor to obtain a reduction in his cost of 
that particular project. Of course, for future projects it might be 
reflected in reduced bids if he thought he could continue at the opti- 
mum rate. 

I might add that another benefit, which I did not mention, would 
be the project would be completed sooner and therefore the benefits 
would be derived sooner, particularly on power projects where you 
can measure it in dollars and cents. 

Mr. Rapavt. I could see it would be of benefit to the contractor, 
and still I can see you have a set contract, and unless it was volun- 
trary on his part that is the only way we could have it reflected back to 
the Government. 

General Irscuner. It would be hard to obtain it legally. In some 
cases it might be agreeable to the contractor to execute a change order 
which would reduce the cost to the Government. 


LOCAL COOPERATION 


Mr. Cannon. With respect to the program of operation and main- 
tenance, we have had occasion to inquire from time to time as to the 
degree of adequacy with which local interests supplied their part of 
the funds for these various projects. 

We would be glad if you would give us a statement as to any projects 
in which local interests have failed to maintain their agreements, and 
your experience generally in that respect since July 1, 1956. 

General Irscuner. Sir, we have a continuing study to determine 
whether local interests are performing their maintenance as required 
by law. Generally speaking, maintenance is excellent. Out of 266 
cases, only 22 have been found to be deficient. That is 8.3 percent. 

Mr. Cannon. Would you say that percentage in the last year or two 
is increasing or decreasing ? 

General Itscuner. It is slightly better than it has been over an aver- 
age of the last 5 years. 

Mr. Cannon. They are more generally meeting their obligations 
than heretofore ? 

General Irscnner. Yes, sir; and we exert every possible pressure 
on these communities or local interests to perform the maintenance 
they are supposed to perform. 

It is interesting to note that out of the 22 cases that have been found 
to be deficient 4 of them are from the same county in 1 State. We 
have a list of those projects, and, if you like, we shall be happy to 
present it to you. 

Mr. Cannon. I wish you would include in the record at this point 
that type of statement on the subject. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


DEFICIENCIES IN MAINTENANCE 


Maintenance on the following 22 local flood-protection projects was considered 
unsatisfactory as of February 1957: 


Clatsop County Diking District No. 13, Oregon 
Clatsop County Diking District No. 8, Oregon 
Shawneetown, Ill. 

Dry Run, Decorah, Iowa 
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Black River, Poplar Bluff to Knobel, Ark. (Arkansas portion) 
Tucker Lake Levee and Drainage District 

Brookport, Il. 

Golconda, Ill. 

Mancie, Ind. 

Gardens Buitom Drainage District No. 2, Arkansas 
Clatsop County Diking District No. 15, Oregon 

Clatsop County Diking District No. 14, Oregon 

Deep River area, Oregon 

Lower Smith River, Oregon 

St. Maries, St. Joe River, Idaho 

Red River in vicinity of Shreveport, La. 

Pekin and LaMarsh Drainage and Levee District, Illinois 
Hennepin Drainage and Levee District 

Prattviile, Ala. 

Templeton Gap Floodway, Colorado Springs, Colo. 
Brevoort levee, Indiana 

Reevesville-Cache River, Tl. 


UNBUDGETED NEW STARTS 


Mr. Cannon. You mentioned in your testimony the 24 new starts 
in the budget. How many unbudgeted new starts has the Congress 
given you in the past 2 years? 

General Irscuner. In the past 2 years we have had 119 un- 
budgeted new starts. 

Mr. Cannon. 119? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 


ESTIMATED UNOBLIGATED BALANCE 


Mr. Cannon. What do you estimate your unobligated balauce 
will be at the end of June? 

General Irscunrer. We estimate our unobligated balance at the end 
of this fiscal year will be $80 million. 

Mr. Cannon. Would you consider that, generally speaking, as 
an evidence of the fact that your program is just about up to your 
capabilities at this time? 


BUDGET BUREAU EXPENDITURE LIMITATION 


General Irscuner. I think, sir, we would have and could have done 
somewhat better than that if we had not been placed under an ex- 
penditure limitation this year, which reduced our program from an 
estimated $673 million to be expended during the current fiscal year 
to $630 million, or a decrease of $43 million. I feel reasonably con- 
fident that we would have accomplished our goal of expending $673 
million. 

That same reduction is reflected also in our obligation performance, 
and I believe that we could have accomplished an obligation schedule 
during the year so that we would have had only something under $60 
million unobligated. 

Mr. Cannon. This is a rather unfortunate situation, General Itsch- 
ner, that you have been to some extent handicapped by this limitation. 
That limitation was not imposed by this committee, was it? What is 
the source of that limitation ? 

General Itscuner. That limitation, sir, was imposed after the first 
of the calendar year by the Bureau of the Budget. At that time 
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we had expended, during the first 6 months, $350 million, so you see 
our $673 million schedule was well on the way to being accomplished. 

We made a terrific effort this year to try to improve both our ex- 
penditure and obligation performance over the past year, and we were 
making what I would consider excellent progress until that time. 

Mr. Cannon. That limitation, then, you would say following your 
experience with it recently, has restricted rather than accelerated 
progress of your program ¢ 

eamel IrscunerR. Yes, sir. It has restricted our expenditure pro- 
gram by $43 million. 

Mr. Cannon. And to that extent it has been a disadvantage? 

General Irscuner. Well, it is a slowdown, sir. It will not in- 
crease the cost of the program; it merely means the projects will be 
completed later. We selected the projects to be delayed so that it 
would not increase the cost of those projects. 

Mr. Cannon. You selected the pera to be delayed at the in- 
stance and instruction of what agency ¢ 

General Irscuner. The Bureau of the Budget, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. The Bureau of the Budget ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. We had a letter from the Bureau of 
the Budget dated January 23, 1957, which directed us to decrease our 
rate of expenditures. 


PRIORITY LIST OF NEW STARTS 


Mr. CAnNon. We would be glad if you would prepare for the record, 
(yeneral Itschner, a list of these 24 new starts to which you have just 
referred in the order of their priority 

General Irscuner. Mr. Chairman, may I say a word there, sir? 

Mr. Cannon. And we would also like you to take into account the 
degree of readiness for construction, the national interest, and the 
willingness and ability of local people to contribute where local con- 
tributions are required. 

General Irscuner. We will be glad to do so and will insert it in 
the record with the exception of the priority listing. That is very 
difficult for us to determine. In other words, is it worse for a man to 
be drowned in the State of Oregon than in the State of Pennsylvania ? 
Lt is very difficult for us to determine relative priority of projects. I 
would like to ask that you modify your request to that extent. 

Mr. Cannon. Would there not be a distinction there as to how 
badly the man in Oregon wants protection contrasted to how badly 
the man in Pennsylvania wants it? 

General Irscuner. That is very difficult for us to say. We do 
not know how badly they want it. 

Mr. Cannon. If you did indicate the priority, what would be the 
rule on which you would base your determination of priority ? 

General IrscuNer. We would like to base it on relative need, but 
to determine what the relative need is for a navigation project in 
one part of the country as against a flood-control project in another 
part of the country—it is virtually impossible for us to do that. 

Mr. Cannon. General, you are supposed to estimate, and you do 
estimate to great detail, to a fraction of percentages, the advantages 
accruing from any project as compared to the cost of that project. 
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Now you are saying here that those estimates do not mean anything, 
that they are of no value to you. 

The committee takes it for granted when you make those estimates 
that they are dependable, and I see no reason why they cannot be the 
basis of priority. 

General Irscuner. We can give you the list on a priority determined 
by the benefit-to-cost ratio. 

Mr. Cannon. Suppose you do that, give us the priority based on 
that one primary consideration. 

Mr. Bupver. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Budge. 


PROJECTS ON WHICH CONSTRUCTION IS NOT STARTED 


Mr. Buper. I wonder if he could include in his tabulation a list 
of projects on which there has been no substantial construction as 
of this date, in addition to the new starts. 

Mr. Cannon. We would be glad it you would also include that. 

General Irscuner. We will be glad to. 

Mr. Cannon. Is there anything further the gentleman would sug- 

est ¢ 

Mr. Bunce. No, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. The gentleman will include that as a part of his 
tabulation. 

( 1ue matter referred to follows :) 


New starts in fiscal year 1958 listed in order of benefits-to-cost ratios 
Benefit-to- 


cost ratio 
Albuquerque diversion channels, New Mexico___-----___-_-_____-_---- +3. 30 
“1. 22 
I ii) Se AE li iti Seite dksw ssid cbs dimiiceeenich ote 2. 92 
a atta, aa inches ogenaeiieeek diitinis hes bp ies steteclnich Gani vians wit een ae inatidicitnien 2. 82 
Ira RI, 8 oi cecinisinbids nid victuals dives eaaibe enemies thivedaosn de 2.47 
A a 7) A il iets mies ances ietemeiencbesbvnbenenmnasenenind 2 
On i eI I ak ok ta sees eo cs bm cms ms een ets cmi decease ee 1. 86 
Ieee ene BEOSOP ROT) “APR. MRO) MO.0 on oo he enn nena 1. 79 
I I II IN i ela, oe bn enn epee buictitm ish ins ds owned mntshins enteenesab wines 1.71 
I a es al nals ctentbinisi te bth on thcniniw enn endeentnimenne 1.6 
ann etsy etacaniancesoviasannprantes eemsiimnension wie maven ceanipimorenusieninen 1.6 
RE ne a cle ences cimnsbwecclehinw wehinweds 1. 51 
I ca hla ark cabncdleincheindvchenta 1.5 
Ina TN i ict | a leet einen apes 1.5 
I caida is ipa ene Gee gna iocnaeeeeg minnie ak 1.48 
oe ahr Sestak Geng arene rs Staonal ey WF eco poe oe a cacao oan co csin-cgegness wegnagee 1. 36 
Multnomah County Drainage District, Oreg_..__---__.-..-__-__________ 1. 35 
Garson Canuseon Dam end Ulennel, Oalifs i... oo nnn enn 1. 28 
pies Tver ewer velt, N. 2. ONG PR ki iccemenincenpiweccmscncnacem 1. 26 
I a Bes esthimenenepelliniinee 1, 22 
ee SU CCN EUROS NT nc cesteenerencbursenenerenesinnammenmenune, 2 
Sn uray RENNIE,» SIR UOIIINNE Dies al ao Act cpertceakt escceslies wth are eves oven 1.19 
MS Bh os Sh a Ge en a eh chic a: 
I EE ie a, nn ender aesho ued Ride bdn nin mienaduneinesisers La 
Norfolk Harbor, Va. (40-foot channel and ancnorage)_______________ (*) 


1 Project consists of 2 units, namely, North Channel and South Channel. Benefit-to-cost 
ratio for North Channel is 3.30 and South Channel, 1.71. Construction scheduled for 
initiation on North Channel in fiscal year 1958. 

2 Justified for safety of naval and commercial navigation traffic. 
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Projects for which the first work performance contracts will not be awarded prior to 
Apr. 1, 1957 





Estimated Amunt in 
unobligated | approved 
Project balance budget 
June 30 if for 
construction fiscal year 
is deferred | 1958 
all arated lenieetd deine dated thee iiedlaedaenieeteiaimadsinsionis i ad wedeconts lai a 
Yazoo River Basin, main stem. -_.. 4 $90, 000 | $700, 000 
Belzoni 200, 000 
Craig Harbor 355, 000 
Elfin Cove_ - 160, 000 
Ketchikan Harbor 470, 000 1, 990, 000 
Kodiak Harbor 1 . 75, 000 | 1, 440, 000 
Pelican Harbor 350, 000 
Playa del Rey Inlet and Harbor 300, 000 600, 000 
Apalachicola Bay; channels at East Point and Scipio Creek 42, 000 
St. Petersburg Harbor 20, 000 
Savannah Harbor 2 410, 000 
Lock and dam No, 41, Ohio River 4, 000, 000 
Cape Cod Canal (Onset Bay) 150, 000 
Chatham (Stage) Harbor 154, 000 
Nantucket Harbor of Refuge 155, 000 
Newburyport Harbor 135, 000 
Weymouth Fore River 485, 000 1, 350. 000 
Harrisville Harbor 245, 000 170, 000 
Port Austin Harbor_ - 360, 000 
Whitefish Point Harbor 65, 000 380. 000 
Barcelona Harbor... .. 50, 000 210, 000 
Oswego Harbor 465, 000 1, 000, 000 
Cheteo River . 200, 000 200, 000 
Skipanon Channel 170, 000 
Bullocks Point Cove__- 160, 000 
Bellingham Harbor 380, 000 1, 078, 000 
Blaine Harbor 100, 000 355, 000 
Columbia River at Baker Bay 50, 000 i31, 000 
Everett Harbo: 100, 000 316, 000 
Grays Harbor and Chehalis River (breakwater C) 50, 000 291, 000 
Quillayute River 425, 000 
Willana River and Harbor and Naselle River, Wash 110, 000 555, 000 
Milwaukee Harbor 120, 000 
Misnillion River, Del 
Fairfield drainage area, North Carolina 160, 000 
Wabash Railroad bridge 500, 00K 350. 000 
Painted Rock Reservoir 2, 200, 000 3, 165, 090 
*Calion, Ark 350 000 210, 000 
American River levees__-. 340, 000 1, 900, 000 
San Lorenzo River... 95, 000 1, 200, 000 
Success Reservoir 720, 000 5, 000, 000 
Thomaston Reservoir 500, 000 3, 200, 000 
Portneuf River and Marsh Creek 465, 000 
New Harmony Bridge 260, 000 405, 000 
Muscatine, Iowa 270, 000 470, 000 
Abilene, Kans 160, O00 100, 000 
Amite River and tributaries 270. 000 1, 000, 000 
East Brimfield Reservoir 600, 000 1, 509, 000 
Hodges Villaze Reservoir 300. 000 1, 860, 000 
Worcester division 620, 000 1, 500, 000 
Canton, Mo : 210, 000 400, 000 
Billings, Mont _ 
Marmarth, N. Dak 190, 000 os 
Amazon Creek, Oreg__ 80, 000 446, 010 
Johnson Creek 140, 000 ax 
Dyberry Reservoir 280, 000 2. 000, 000 
Prompton Reservoir -- ; 350, 000 2, 000, 000 
Canyoa Reservoir ‘ : ; oil 1, 590, 000 P ae 
San Antonio Channel : 500, 000 1, 500, 000 
North Springfield Reservoir i 200, 000 1, 300, 000 
Townshend Reservoir 300, 000 1, 200, 000 
Jackson Hole, Wyo 370, 000 
Greybull, Wyo 280, 000 
} Dardanelle lock and dam 420, 000 800, 000 
Greers Ferry Reservoir 200, 000 1, 700, 00% 
Barkley Dam (lower Cumberland lock and dam) . 5, 000, 000 


TE sdk nk dane ; : 19, 922, 000 53, 


582, 000 
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NEED FOR ADDITIONAL MONETARY AUTHORIZATIONS 


Mr. Cannon. Will estimates in this budget actually overrun exist- 
ing overall basic monetary authorizations in any areas? 

General Irscuner. They will not overrun the monetary authori- 
zations this year, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. It is possible that may be true in the coming year? 

General Irscuner. It is definitely true in the coming year unless 
the authorization is increased by legislation this year. 

Mr. Chairman, may I correct a statement I made before? That 
statement was based on information received earlier from a branch 
of my office, but I now find there are three projects which would re- 
quire an additional authorization in order to cover the amounts that 
are included in this appropriation bill, and if I may I shall give you 
this information. 

Mr. Cannon. It will be inserted in the record at this point. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


Comprehensive river basin plans—Basin plans not having sufficient monetary 
authorizations to cover appropriations for fiscal year 1958 











Appropria- | Approved 

Estimated Monetary tions budget Remaining 

Basin plan cost authoriza- through fiscal vear | authori- 

tion fiscal year 1958 zation 

1957 
i EE oe | meeaarncmene at 
Florida, central and southern ---_--- $228, 200, 000 | $43,300,000 | $38, 074, 000 $5, 500,000 | —$274, 000 
Kaweah and Tule River Basins, 

_.. aes ci ble ieee eieiad 35, 400, 000 4, 600, 000 3, 982,000 | 7, 500,000 | —6, 882, 000 


Los Angeles River Basin, Calif.._--- 369, 500,000 | 210, 041, 000 193, 826, 000 | 18, 100,000 | —1, 885, 000 


Mr. Cannon. We especially would like to have your recommenda-, 
tions, General Itschner, as to where reductions could be made to bring 
your budget requests within these monetary limitations. 

General IrscHner. Yes, sir. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


If additional monetary authorization is not provided for the central and 
southern Florida and Los Angeles River Basins, the effect would be to reduce 
the scheduled work which could be accomplished in fiscal year 1958 by $274,000 
on the central and southern Florida project and $1,885,000 on the Los Angeles 
County drainage area project. 

For the Kaweah and Tule River Basins, the remaining authorization is 
$6,882,000 less than the $7,500,000 required to continue the Success and Ter- 
minus Reservoir projects leaving only $618,000 to apply to these projects in 
fiscal year 1958. This would result in the necessity to issue stop orders on 
continuing type relocation contracts on Success project and the deferral of 
award of main dam contract scheduled for June 1957 pending additional mone- 
tary authorization. For Terminus Reservoir project, award of main dam con- 
struction scheduled for March 1958 would be deferred pending additional mone- 
tary authorization. 


PROJECT BACKLOG 


Mr. Cannon. How many authorized projects have you completed 
examinations and surveys for that have not moved into the advanced 
planning stage? 

Off the record. 


(Discussion off the record.) 
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Mr. Cannon. Will you place in the record at this point the number 
of authorized projects on which you have completed the examination 
and surveys that have not moved into the advanced planning stage. 

General Irscunemr. Yes, sir. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 

We now have 470 active authorized projects which have not been started. 
Of these 358 have had no planning funds, but this figure includes 123 dredging 
projects for which practically no planning is required. 

Mr. Cannon. Also, in view of this backlog and the large number 
of new starts that have been added to your program in the last 2 
years, have you given any thought to recessing further investigations 
until your program has reached a more manageable proportion ? 
You have sufficient work on hand now that it is hardly practical for 
you to take on much more at this time ? 

General Irscuner. As far as the volume of work that has been 
authorized, we have an acequate volume to carry us on without fur- 
ther authorizations for many years, but we feel that, in view of the 
changing economy and change in population trends and need for new 
projects in the country, it is far better to modify our program each 
year or two as the needs materialize. Consequently, we feel that our 
program should be kept a living one, and we should have more new 
authorizations because some of those projects are more necessary and 
desirable than many that already have been authorized. 

Mr. Cannon. Have you given thought to recessing further inves- 
tigations in that respect ? 

General Irscuner. We have given thought to that proposal, and 
we feel it is not desirable to reduce the number of authorizations, but 
rather to place those authorized projects that are less desirable in the 
lowest priority and not request funds to construct them. 

Mr. Cannon. And you are not requesting funds for such projects 
at this time ? 

General Irscuner. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question at this point ? 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Evins. 


SIZE OF PROGRAM 


Mr. Evins. General Itschner says in his statement that the level 
of work in 1958 will be substantially the same as in 1957. 

How can your level of work be the same when you have cut your 
budget $40 million and you tell the committee you will submit $13.- 
335.000 more reductions ? Do you mean your workload will be the 
same next year as in the current year with those reductions you have 
indicated ? 

General Irscuner. With the reduction of $13,335,000 which we 
understand will be submitted to the committee by the Bureau of the 
Budget within the next few days, if you have not already received it, 
the workload will not be less next year by any substantial amount. 
The $43 million I mentioned is the reduction in expenditures from 
our initial program for the current fiscal year. 

Mr. Evins. Then your workload will be substanti: ally less in fiscal 
year 1958 than in fiscal year 1957; is that correct ? 
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General Irscuner. I would say the size of the program would be 
somewhat less; $13 million out of $64 million, or thereabouts. 

Mr. Evins. One further question, Mr. Chairman, if I may. 

You indicated new starts for the past 2 years had been about 119, 
and now you recommend 24 new starts in 1958, so that would be an 
indication that your workload, at least on new starts, would be sub- 
stantially less in 1958 (if new starts have been 119 in the past 2 years 
and next year you recommend 24. Your new starts are certainly 
down. 

General Irscuner. Mr. Evins, the 119 new starts I mentioned for 
the last 2 years were unbudgeted new starts. There were some budg- 
eted new starts in addition to those, so the difference is even greater 
than you indicate. 

Mr. Evins. In your projects where there are delays or slowdowns, 
I suppose they are not complete postponements or abandonments, but 
slowdowns? 

General Irscuner. That is right, sir. They will proceed, except 
they will be constructed later. 

Mr. Evins. How do you make your selection of the ones you defer ? 
Do you take them on an areawide basis throughout the United States, 
or how do you make your selection / 

General Irscuner. We deferred projects throughout the United 
States, based on the recommendation of the division and district 
engineers about how much they could slow down without incurring 
additional costs. In a case where a project had not yet been put 
under contract, it could be deferred much more easily than a project 
under contract. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF RECREATION AREAS 


Mr. Cannon. It is not clear, General Itschner, from an examina- 
tion of the justifications, how much money is allocated for the opera- 
tion and maintenance of recreation areas in the corps projects. Will 
you determine the exact amount and include it in the record at this 
point ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


MAINTENANCE OF RECREATIONAL FACILITIES 


The amount of funds allocated for maintenance of recreational facilities 
at reservoir projects under the authority of section 209 of the Flood Control 
Act of 1954 is set forth in the following tabulation. The total cost at 60 projects 
during the fiscal year 1956 was $562,000, the estimated cost for fiscal year 1957 
is $638,900, and the allocation for fiscal year 1958 totals $646,100. 

Mr. Cannon. Have you found any reluctance on the part of States 
or local sponsors in assuming their 1 ‘esponsibiliti les ? 

General Irscuner. Generally speaking, the States and local in- 
terests have been willing and anxious to participate in the projects 
to the extent of providing some of the recreational facilities. Some 
States have done extremely well. The State of Oklahoma is one of 
the finest examples. In other areas they have been reluctant to under- 

take any work at all at our reservoirs. 

Mr. Cannon. You would say there have been no notable exceptions 
to that rule? 
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General Ircuner. I cannot give you any notable exceptions, sir. I 
will say this: That approximately 95 percent of all the recreational 
developments at Corps reservoirs has been accomplished by non- 
Federal interest—95 percent. 

Mr. Cannon. That is a rather satisfactory percentage record. 

General Irscuner. We think it is, sir. We would like to obtain 
100 percent, but we have not been able to do that so far. 

Mr. Cannon. You are making every effort to bring it up ? 

General Irscunrer. We certainly are, sir. 


NAVIGATION PROJECTS USED PRIMARILY BY RECREATIONAL CRAFT 


Mr. Cannon. Fine. We would be glad if you would insert in the 
record at this point a list of those navigation projects used primarily 
by recreational craft, projects for which funds are programed, and 
the amounts of such proposals, and will you give the general policy 
that you are following in this respect ? 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


NAVIGATION PROJECTS USED PRIMARILY BY RECREATIONAL CRAFT 


Funds have been programed for maintenance of the authorized navigation 
projects listed below during fiscal year 1958, the benefits from which accrue 
primarily to recreational boating. An analysis of each project shows that the 
substantial recreational benefits and various other benefits justify the cost of 
their maintenance. 

Public Law 16, 72d Congress, approved February 10, 1932, directed that com- 
merce shall include the use of waterways by recreational craft. 

In 1955 the general policy of deferring maintenance operations on shallow- 
draft channels was carefully reviewed. It was concluded at that time and 
reported to the Congress that maintenance of shallow-draft channels should be 
accomplished to the extent necessary to meet the actual navigational require- 
ments of the respective areas, provided the projects are found, after appropriate 
analyses, to be justified. The Chief of Engineers has followed this general 
policy in carrying out the maintenance of navigation projects as authorized and 
directed by Congress. 


Budgeted 
jiscal year 

Project 1958 
New England basin: Southport Harbor, Conn__--~ hiieha da Sh ee eee $40, 000 
Middle Atlantic basin; Indian River Inlet, Del..........-_~_________ 152, 000 
Gulf and South Atlantic basin; Oklawaha River, Fla__......_________ 19, 000 
iv | recone a lla ie aS a i i A ce 211, 000 


General Itscuner. We do occasionally budget for the maintenance 
of projects which are largely used by recreational craft. We feel that 
the basic law, which is Public Law 16, the River and Harbor Act of 
1932, places recreational use of navigable waters in the same category 
as commercial use. a 

Public Law 16 indicates that recreational use is one of the recognized 
purposes. We feel that recreational use of waterways is certainly 
a great benefit to the Nation. In some areas, it becomes their largest 
business—areas where they have many boats that are used by sport 
fishermen, who pay so much per passage. 

We do, in rare cases, budget for maintenance of waterways which 
we are quite willing to admit are largely for recreational uses. 

Mr. Cannon. Are there many such uses, comparatively speaking, 
compared to the whole number involved ? 
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General Irscuner. It is very, very small, sir. I was able to find 
only two cases where there was a predominantly recreational use of the 
waterways. One is in Florida and the other is in Delaware. 


COSTS OF SURVEYS AND TOTAL PROJECT COSTS 


Mr. Cannon. You do not seem to have included in your examina- 
tion surveys the total cost of projects when figuring the benefit-to-cost 

ratios. 

General Irscuner. That is correct, sir. We do not customarily in- 
clude the cost of surveys in the total cost of a project which is used. 

Mr. Cannon. There would be no reason why you should not do that. 

General Irscuner. There is not for many of the projects. The cost 
of a small project could quite well be estimated to include the cost of 
the survey that led to its authorization, and I think it would be a 
good idea for the smaller projects, but when we consider a project 
which is part of an overall basin development, it becomes very difficult 
to estimate the portion of the cost of that survey which should be 
allocated to a particular project. 

I think that it is unimportant, anyway, for this reason: The costs 
of surveys on an average are only three-tenths of 1 percent of the 
total cost of the project, and if a project is that close to a 1-to-1 benefit- 
cost ratio, I do not think very much would be accomplished by in- 
cluding the cost of the survey in the cost of the project. 

We have no objection to doing it at all, and I think that from a purely 
theoretical standpoint, or an accountant’s viewpoint, it would be the 
thing to do. On the other hand, when we consider basin surveys, it 
would be very difficult to do it practically. However, we have no ob- 
jection to including survey costs as part of the total project costs. 

Mr. Cannon. Are there further questions? 

Mr. ANversEN. One question, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Andersen. 

Mr. AnperseNn. Relative to what you have just said, the cost of sur- 
veys would not affect the decision to go ahead with the project? 

General Irscuner. The cost of surveys averages only three-tenths 
of 1 percent of the total project cost. 


REACTION TO DISASTERS 


Mr. AnNpEeRSEN. One more question, if I might, Mr. Chairman. 

The Congress is normally influenced by conditions which might 
arise, and have arisen, from natural disasters. ; am thinking of the 
New England area, following the floods of the year before last. 

Tam glad to see that on the final page of the fisting’ of the projects 
under “New England Basin,” that the Vermont reservoirs, taking 
those for example, are not designated with asterisks. In other wor ds, 
you do feel that there is some discussion necessary relative to those 
particular reservoirs. 

I am wondering, General, if sometimes in the flush of natural dis- 
asters happening, the Congress does not go slightly off on a tangent 
as to the feasibility of some of these partic ular projects which, perhaps, 
on sober second thought, it would relegate to a lower level of priority. 

Am I correct or incorrect in that statement ? 

Mr. Cannon. If the gentleman will yield to me 
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Mr. Anprersen. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. This plan we have devised here for indicating those 
projects which we think would be passed over by unanimous consent is 
a committee arrangement, with which the general has no connection. 
Those asterisks were put there by the staff and not by the corps. 

Mr. Anpersen. I appreciate that, Mr. Chairman, but at the same 
time, to me they indicate that those with the asterisks are assumed to 
be pretty well along on their way. 

Mr. Cannon. That is true; in the judgment of the staff. 

Mr. Anpversen. That is correct. I have much respect for the 
judgment of our staff. 1 think we have a great committee staff here 
in the Appropriations Committee, but I am still bearing a little bit 
on this proposition, on which the committee, and perhaps the Con- 
gress, as we have seen it act, go a little bit astray in their enthusiasm 
because of certain existing circumstances which later on, as time 
works its healing process of res isoning, places the particular projects 
involved down in their proper resting place. 

Mr. Cannon. I think the gentleman is undoubtedly correct about 
it. We would be glad to have any comment which the general would 
care to make. 

Mr. Anpersen. I would invite just a general comment. But I 
would not ask the general for a comment at this point, Mr. Chair- 
man, because I intend to go further into that later on when we come 
to the spec ific items. 

Mr. Cannon. There will be ample opportunity at a later date. 


INTANGIBLE BENEFITS OF WATER PROJECTS 


Mr. Anpersen. I would like to say one more thing while I tem- 
porarily have the floor, with the chairman’s permission. 

I am delighted you do take into consideration the indirect value to 
sections of the country through the construction of these dams— 
as you indicate here, the drought problem, for example. We cannot 
put a real dollar-and-cents value on the fact that we have reservoirs 
of water, ready to release in case of necessity. You cannot say, “That 
is worth so many hundreds of thousands or so many millions of 
dollars.” But there is no question that that is a factor in the feasi- 
bility of some of these projects. 

I believe it is an extreme factor, referring to the Missouri River 
Basin, to see impounded through that area along the river huge 
quantities of water, which I firmly believe have an effect upon the 
climate of that region. 

I want to commend you for that portion of your statement in which 
you enlarge upon that. 

Mr. Cannon. The gentleman from Ohio, Mr. Kirwan. 


CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA PROJECT 


Mr. Kirwan. General, I see here a project in Florida. The first 
phase, local ey aes co was 15 percent. It is now up to 31 per- 
cent. I think 2 years ago we took that up. I remember saying I 
thought it should have been a reclamation project in the first place, 
instead of coming under “Civil functions.” 
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I want to commend you on that. A good job has been done, to take 
local interest up to 31 percent. It w as 15 ) percent when you first started 
out. I went down and viewed that project all the way from Lake Okee- 
chobee down to Lauderdale. I was thoroughly convinced, when I 

came out of there, that the local interests should have paid more 
money, and I see they are going to now. I am glad to see that. I am 
sure also that the Florida Congressmen will be glad to see this. 

I think they would have done it in the first place if it was properly 
taken home to them. I am not boasting. I have been on this commit- 
tee for reclamation, waterways, and this committee on civil functions 
for 14 years. I think I have seen pretty nearly every water project 
in the United States. I have looked at them down through the years, 
and I saw them many years before IT came to Congress, throughout 
the country. You do not sell yourselves in the Army engineers. You 
should start in now and put one of your top-flight men to present te 
the committee and to the United States the value of projects, and what 
the Army engineers have done for this country. 


ACCOMPLISHMENTS OF THE ARMY ENGINEERS AND THE BUREAU OF 
RECLAMATION 


I can give you this as exhibit A. You built two small reservoirs in 
my district. The President of the United States got on the air in 
1941 and said there would not be a dam or reservoir built in the United 
States during the war. They finally built two in Youngstown, Ohio, 
at a cost of $6 million. 

At that time Youngstown was the third largest steel center in the 
world. They ran out of water in 1939, and they were only going 60 
percent of their capacity. Along came the Government and ‘dumped 
$300 million more in there in an expansion. They never thought about 
where they would get the water. 

Two reservoirs were built at a cost at $6 million. There were 7 mil- 
lion tons of steel a year produced in 1939 when they ran out of 
water. Now they are producing 11 million tons. 

If they could only produce 7 million tons before you built those two 
small reservoirs, why do you not add up some time the difference 
between the benefits or income from 7 instead of 11 million tons 
of steel ? 

The Government spent $6 million to build two reservoirs. Why 
do you not multiply steel at $150 a ton by 4 million tons a year? That 
one project alone will show you what the Army engineers have done 
in and for the United States. 

Recently you could not get a girder anywhere in the country unless 
you were a regular customer. You had to request it months in 
advance. That is one of the hundreds of projects that you built. 

When the Central Valley project was completed some years ago, 
the orchards were dying in California by the hundreds. They were 
pumping salt water. You do not turn around and report to this 
committee the many, many good things that the Army engineers and 
the Reclamation Bureau have done, not only in a certain vicinity, but 
all over the Nation. 

Yet, every time this bill comes before us, you pick up the press 
and it reads “Pork Barrel.” I wish you would figure up just what 
the Army engineers have meant to America, and the Reclamation Bu- 
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reau. They have done much for this Nation. We are considering 
only $614 million on this civil functions program. 

That is why you should prepare this, and present to this committee 
the real value, not the benefit-cost ratios and the likes of that, but 
the real value to the country. 

General Irscuner. We would be glad to give you an inventory of 
what we have accomplished. 

Mr. Kirwan. The real value to the United States. 

General Irscuner. We would be glad to submit that information. 

Mr. Cannon. We would be glad to have you summarize that at 
this point. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


BENEFITS OF THE CIVIL WORKS PROGRAM OF THE CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


1. For 135 years the Corps of Engineers has built and maintained the Nation’s 
harbors and navigable waterways, and since 1936 when the Federal Government 
assumed responsibility for nationwide flood control, the corps has been assigned 
responsibility for carrying out that task. To date, the corps has completed some 
2,200 congressionally authorized projects costing in excess of $3.4 billion, and has 
invested an additional $3.9 billion in projects under construction. Unecompleted 
portions of work underway, and authorized projects not started, comprise an 
active program totaling some $9.3 billion. Built primarily for navigation or 
flood control, the projects now in operation have yielded important benefits both 
with regard to their primary objectives and from collateral functions, such as 
hydroelectric power, municipal and industrial water supply, recreational devel- 
opment, pollution abatement, fish and wildlife conservation, irrigation supply, 
and similar related activities. 

2, Navigation 

The navigation element of the civil works program consists of three major 
parts: Coastal harbors and channels, Great Lakes harbors and channels, and the 
inland and intracoastal waterways. Navigation facilities provided under this 
program carry huge tonnages of foreign and interstate commerce and have 
yielded vast savings in transportation costs that have more than justified their 
provision. Total waterborne commerce of the United States in calendar year 
1955 reached a record high of 1,016 million tons. 

(a) Coastal harbors and channels.—Improvement of coastal harbors and chan- 
nels by the Federal Government has been a progressive development keeping pace 
with the growth of maritime commerce and the requirements of development of 
shipping. Natural facilities have been improved over the years from the rela- 
tively shallow depths necessary to serve sailing craft, to the greater depths 
required with the advent of steam shipping, and finally to handle the ocean 
carriers of today. As a result depths of 35 feet generally prevail at major har- 
bors on the Atlantic and gulf coasts, ranging up to 45 feet in New York Harbor, 
and depths of from 30 to 40 feet are generally available along the west coast. 
Harbors and channels of lesser depth have also been provided for commercial 
and sport fishing, general recreation boating, and for use as harbors of refuge. 

(b) Great Lakes.—The Great Lakes system serving the Middle West is the 
world’s largest and busiest inland water, handling over 118 billion ton-miles of 
freight in 1955. The lakes, with a total water surface of about 95,000 square 
miles, joined by the connecting channels, provide a low-cost transport artery 
that permits movement of bulk materials and products of every description in 
huge quantities to advantageously located manufacturing areas. Controlling 
depths in the connecting channels are generally 21 feet in upbound and 24 feet in 
downbound channels; however, improvement to provide depths of at least 27 
feet is now authorized. 

This important transportation artery is connected with the the Gulf of Mexico 
by means of 9-foot barge navigation on the improved Illinois and Mississippi 
Rivers, and the Atlantic Ocean by means of the New York State Barge Canal and 
the Hudson River, and by the 14-foot Canadian St. Lawrence Canals. The St. 
Lawrence seaway, when completed in 1959, will give the lake ports access to the 
sea lanes of the world via channels having a minimum depth of 27 feet. 

(c) Inland and Intracoastal Waterways —Inland and Intracoastal Water- 
ways, the third element of the navigation program, are an important element of 
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the national transportation structure. They have proved their worth, both in 
peace and war, as routes for low-cost movement of bulk commodities to supple- 
ment the major forms of overland transport. 

The Federal Government has improved in varying degree some 22,600 miles 
of waterways in this country to provide the most extensive inland navigation 
system in the world. Traffic on the inland waterway system has grown tre- 
mendously over the years, reaching a record high of 97.6 billion ton-miles in 
1955, about 3.5 times the traffic in 1946. 


3. Flood control 


Federal interest in flood control began in the Alluvial Valley of the Mississippi 
when the Corps of Engineers first became involved in navigation improvements on 
that river early in the 19th century, and when the interrelationship of flood 
eontrol and navigation became apparent. This Federal interest took definite 
form with establishment of the Mississippi River Commission in 1897, but the 
first major Federal participation in flood control began in 1928 when Congress 
adopted the present project for flood control and navigation in the Alluvial Valley 
of the Mississippi. That project, still under construction, provides a high degree 
of protection to the valley extending from Cairo, Ill, to the Gulf of Mexico. 

Responsibility for nationwide flood control was assigned to the Corps of Engi- 
neers by the 1936 Flood Control Act which also established the Federal policy 
for that activity. During the intervening period since 1936, the Corps of 
Engineers has completed 364 flood-control projects, including multiple-purpose 
projects with flood control as a major function, having a total cost of $1.8 
billion; 161 projects having a total estimated cost of $4.9 billion are under 
construction ; and the remainder of the active program consisting of 292 projects 
estimated to cost $2.5 billion has not been started. A recent analysis of the effects 
of the flood-control program indicates that Federal porjects complete or in partial 
operation prevent flood damages estimated to average about one-half billion 
dollars annually, based on conditions generally prevailing in 1954. 

Despite the progress made on the flood-control program, minimum adequate 
protection is not available in most areas, and the Nation is highly vulnerable 
to severe damage from major floods such as those recently experienced in the 
Northeast and on the west coast. 

The disastrous effects of these floods have served to emphasize the fact that the 
Nation will continue to experience large flood losses until a high degree of pro- 
tection is achieved throughout the country. The results obtained through 
operation of completed flood-control projects have proven that most of the flood 
damage now experienced can be economically prevented through comprehensive 
river-basin development of our water resources. 

4. Hydroelectric power 

The position of Aydroelectric power development in the civil-works program 
has grown with the increasing needs of the Nation for electric energy, with 
the greater knowledge accumulated in recent years of the ability of rivers to sup- 
ply that power, and as a result of the expanding Federal interest in its regulation, 
development, and use. 

The civil-works program which involves development of the waters of our 
major rivers has naturally afforded large possibilities for the development of 
waterpower. At projects constructed and operated by the Corps of Engineers 
18.1 billion kilowatt-hours were generated during fiscal year 1956, representing 
approximately 15.1 percent of the hydroelectric power produced and 3.1 percent 
of the total production by all sources of the Nation’s utility systems. 


5. Water supply and streamfiow regulation 


Continued droughts in various parts of the United States over the past 10 
or 11 years, growth of population, and increased demands of manufacturing 
processes have served to focus the attention of the general public on the need 
for adequate amounts of water of a suitable quality. The Corps of Engineers 
has general legislative authority to modify reservoir plans to provide addi- 
tional storage for domestic water supply or other conservation storage, on the 
condition that local interests pay the cost of such additional storage, and to 
make contracts with States, municipalities, local agencies, and individuals, 
for surplus water that may be available at civil-werks projects. In addition, 
water-supply features have been included in project authorization acts and, 
in instances where water-supply storage would encroach upon authorized pro- 
ject purposes, authority has been obtained by special legislation after the need 
has been established. Under the various appropriate authorities numerous 
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communities have availed themselves of the opportunity to obtain needed water- 
supply storage space. The Corps of Engineers is providing a little more than 
1 million acre-feet of storage space in 16 reservoirs in the interest of domestic 
and industrial water supply, which serve over 38 towns and cities. In addi- 
tion, almost 4 million acre-feet of storage space are being operated either exclu- 
sively or jointly for irrigation and other uses. 

Continued extreme drought conditions in the Central and Southwestern United 
States necessitated emergency releases from conservation storage in several 
Corps of Engineers’ reservoirs where small cities and towns would have been 
out of water except for such releases. In addition numerous water shortages 
were overcome where reservoirs were operated for low flow regulation which 
benefited water supplies, pollution abatement, recreation, and fish and wildlife 
along the streams. Examples of such actions are: 

Aid to industry.—Following an urgent request by the Brazos River Authority, 
an agency of the State of Texas, emergency releases were made from Belton 
Reservoir in November and December 1956 to supply a critical need which had 
developed at the Dow Chemical Co. plant near the mouth of the Brazos River. 
This plant, one of the largest in Texas with a purported investment of about 
$300 million, had only a 10-day supply of water on October 30, 1956. <A total of 
72,000 acre-feet was released to overcome this deficiency and avoid a very costly 
shutdown of the plant. Since July 1955, Belton Reservoir has also provided a 
dependable water supply for Fort Hood. 

{id to a city—The Canton Reservoir in Oklahoma served a vital need in 
relieving the critical water-supply shortage of Oklahoma City with a population 
of about 325,000. At the urgent request of State and city authorities emergency 
releases were made in 1953, and operation was modified to assist generally in 
overcoming deficiencies in supply. Releases from the project during the last 
5 years have totaled about 122,000 acre-feet. The city has now leased 90,000 
acre-feet of storage in Canton Reservoir to supplement existing supplies. 

Aid to towns and rural communities.—The Fall River Reservoir in Kansas 
has served to maintain water supplies for six municipalities ; Fredonia, Neodesha, 
Cherryville, Independence, and Coffeyville in Kansas and Nowata, in Oklahoma, 
with a combined population of 42,400. Without the sustained flow provided by 
the reservoir water shortages would have caused shutdown of industries in this 
area. The increased flows in the river also served as a source of water for 
stock, and farmers have been hauling water directly from the reservoir since 
1952. 

Aid to agriculture.—During the past 5 years, John Martin Reservoir on the 
Arkansas River in Colorado increased the water supply available for irrigation 
purposes by over 300,000 acre-feet. The project captured the entire flood volume 
of 260,000 acre-feet during a large flood in May 1956, which made over 138,000 
acre-feet more water available in 1956 than would have been available without 
the project. Since completion in 1948, John Martin Reservoir has provided an 
estimated $9,900,000 in irrigation benefits, $6 million to farmers in Colorado 
and $3,900,000 to farmers in Kansas. 





6. Public recreation use of project areas 

Civil-works projects now in operation provide excellent opportunities for 
public recreation throughout the United States and make available approximately 
3 million acres of water surface area at normal pool levels. These projects 
continue ot provide increasing fish and wildlife benefits. The public continues 
to seek out, over every means of access, the recreational opportunities associated 
with new water bodies, such as camping, picnicking, boating, fishing, and hunt- 
ing. Total attendance for calendar year 1956 exceeded 71 million, as contrasted 
with an attendance of 62 million the previous year. 

7. There are other important advantages that may be attributed in some 
degree to the civil-works program. Often overlooked is the fact that industry, 
recognizing the advantages of low-cost water transportation, dependable and 
economic power supplies, and the availability of adequate water supplies for 
industrial processing, is crowding to and along the riverbanks. Along the 
Ohio River, for example, investments in new industrial development since World 
War II are approaching the $10 billion mark. The resultant increase in Ohio 
River traffic since the end of the war has been outstanding—the 71.5 million 
tons handled in 1955 being about double the 1946 figure, and about 30 percent 
more than was handled in 1954. This is but one isolated example. The economic 
expansion taking place in other river valleys, the Columbia, the Mississippi, 
the Missouri, the Arkansas, to mention but a few, is likewise being influenced 
to a large extent by the availability of adequate water supplies for beneficial use. 
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Mr. Cannon. Are there further questions ? 

Mr. Jensen. I would like to say, along the line that Mr. Kirwan 
has just spoken. I have been on the committee that appropriates 
for reclamation, I think this is the 15th year. I came on the com- 
mittee the same time Mr. Kirwan did. I am quite proud of the job 
that the Bureau of Reclamation has done, in collaboration with the 
Congress of the United States, in developing these lands that other- 
wise would have gone to pot. They would have been of no value to 
the people of America. 

I have also been very satisfied with the job, generally speaking, that 
the Army engineers have done. I have been, as I said, a member of 
this committee for these past 15 sessions. I have never seen a more 
devoted group of people to their responsibilities than are the Army 
engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation. 

I have differed with the Bureau of Reclamation on a number of 
occasions. I have differed on a few occasions with the Army engi- 
neers, but certainly every American. should be thankful for the work 
that has been done by these two great organizations. 

I am especially glad, Mr. Chairman, that the Army engineers are 
giving great consideration to the conservation of our water resources 
relative to the drought situation. 

The Army engineers, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Soil Con- 
servation Service, the Extension Service, and some other organiza- 
tions, are now working hand in glove, as I see it, to conserve this 
liquid gold that falls from the heavens. 

They may go at it in a little different way, but all in all, we are 
getting all of these different organizations of Government, and pri- 
vate organizations, people all over the country, into one band of 
friends and neighbors who are working to conserve this precious 
water of ours. 

I am glad, General Itschner, as you mentioned in your statement, 
that you are taking interest in not only controlling floods, but also 
in conserving the water for use on the land wherever possible. I 
liked your statement. I think you have presented us with a budget 
that has great merit in it. 

I do think, however, that you have some new starts that could be 
slowed up, or sort of held in abeyance for some time during this eco- 
nomic condition which we have here in our country at the present 
time. 

I have in mind certain projects which I shall not mention now. 
As we go through the bill and come across the different projects, I 
will have more to say about it. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Are there further questions? 

Mr. Fenton. I just want to say, since this is the first time I have 
had the privilege of sitting on this subcommitee, that I appreciate 
the very nice, kind words that the chairman said about me this morn- 
ing. I hope that any contribution I can make to this committee will 
inure to the benefit of the country as a whole. 
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DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS BY BASIN 


I wonder if the General could put into the record some informa- 
tion to give us some idea what percentage of the funds given each 
year to ‘the Corps of Engineers have gone into the various basins, 
like the Columbia Basin, } Missouri Basin, Colorado Basin, for, say, the 
Jast 6 years. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. We can give you that information very 
easily, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. Thank you. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


Percentage of construction appropriations by basins 


Fiscal years 


Basin ere ee ee) ee 
1952 | 1954 | 1954 1955 1956 | 1957 
| 

(inact iain ee at file Renn ea 
Alaska-Hawaii-Puerto Rico : 0.05 | - ia | 0.03 0.32 0. 91 
Arkansas-W hite-Red --| 80.5} 60.2) 661] 4.72) 8.85] 8. 23 
Central] and South Pacific. -- , | 283) 2.55 4.07 | 5.00 4.44 | 5. 34 
Central Valley. 5.07] 7.37] 4.88| 5.62] 1.99] 245 
Colorado... | . 09 | | | 14 . 59 
Columbia 23.20 | 30.47 | 33.66 | 28.43 22.33 | 14.10 
Great. | | Sirota 
Great Lakes-St. Lawrence is 1.47] 1.15 | 61} 1.43] 3.91 | 4. 86 
Gulf and South Atlantic 8.68| 642| 679| 7.67| 7.40| 871 
Lower Mississippi ; ; 10.69 | 10.20] 11.30] 9.45] 933 | 10.59 
Middle Atlantic. ..__. : aS 6.06 | 3.32] 200} 2.53] 3.13] 5. 82 
Missouri.. 19.03 | 20.17 | 19.59} 21.07} 21.19 15. 23 
New England... . . 89 | 13 | 09 | -48 | 1.60 | 4.70 
North Pacific Jian | - 60 | 2. 16 
Ohio-- re has 6.88} 6.94 6.31 | 8.37] 8.94 9. 30 
tio Grande and Gulf : shied 4.06 | 2.82 2.00) 2.07] 2.18 | 4. 20 
Souris and Red- ae 15 | -14 22 | 09 | 15 | -07 
Tennessee Valley - -- ahaa tien oe ae = 

Upper Mississippi. .-..-..-.-- ad ; 3.19} 2.21 1.87 | 3.04 | 3. 50 2.74 

| | 





Mr. Cannon. Are there further questions? 
BUDGET ESTIMATE BELOW 1957 APPROPRIATION 


Mr. Focarry. I was a little late getting in here, Mr. Chairman. 

Did you mention in your statement, General, the mandatory cost 
that you are required to absorb this year over last year’s figures? 

General ItscHNER. Yes, sir; I did, if you mean the contribution to 
the retirement fund. 

Mr. Fogarty. That isone. Do you have any others? Would there 
be any additional days’ pay ? 

General IrscHnER. That is the only material difference. There is 
a smal] wage-rate increase. 

Mr. Focarty. What does that amount to? 

General Person. We do not have the figures nationwide. That is 
done district by district. As one example, in the Pittsburgh district 
they just got a wage-board increase. 

Mr. Foaarry. I was not referring to that particular part. I refer 
to the civil-service contributions. 

General Person. Six and one-half percent of all salaries. 

Mr. Fogarty. How much does that amount to in dollars? 

General Person. We would have to get that for you, sir. We do 
not have it here. 
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General IrscHNER. It is over $7 million, sir. 

Mr. Focarry. That would, in effect, be a further cut of over $7 
million in your overall program when we figure out the total amounts. 
Is that about right ? 

General IrscHNEr. That is correct, sir. It amounts to a cut. 

Mr. Foearry. If you say in your general statement you have cut 
your program back so many millions ‘of dollars, if you take into con- 
sideration that this is a new item of expenditure or contributions 
from your allotment, that means that that amount should be added to 
the cut in the program, because it comes out of your total. Is that 
about right? 

General IrscHner. This contribution which is required would, in 
effect, reduce our program by that amount. Actually, before the re- 
cently offered $13,335,000 reduction, the amount remaining after tak- 
ing into consideration that $7 million cut, due to contribution to the 
retirement fund, would be about the same as that which was actually 
appropriated last year. 

Therefore, the net effect is that our request this year is about $15 
million less than was actually appropriated for last year. 

Mr. Focarry. That takes into effect the over $7 million payment 
into the civil-service fund ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANnpersen. Would you yield, Mr. Fogarty? 

Mr. Fogarty. Yes. 

Mr. Anpersen. In other words, we have for the first time this 
session a bill before us which is actually calling for less money than 
was given to this same department of Government last year. 

Mr. Foearty. In this program. 

Mr. Anpersen. When we take the retirement fund into considera- 
tion, and also this $13 million proposed further reduction that the 
general has mentioned, we have the delightful situation of having 
a budget before us for once which is asking for less money than 
was appropriated for that particular division in fiscal year 1957. 

Mr. Fogarty. That is right. 

General Irscuner. That is correct, but even without considering 
that $7 million, the amount requested is slightly less than last yea1 
It is about $5 million less than it was last yeat 

Mr. Anpersen. I wanted that in the record. 

Mr. Fogarty. I think that is about right. I might disagree with 
you as to whether it is a delightful situation or not. You are asking 
for that much less money. I think maybe they ought to be asking 
for more. 

Mr. Anpersen. I might say, Mr. Fogarty, under present economic 
conditions, I still insist it is a delightful condition. 

Mr. Focarry. You might insist. I disagree with you. 

Mr. Cannon. The gentleman would like to have the exact amount 
inserted at this point when they correct their remarks ? 

Mr. Focarry. Yes. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 

The total appropriation for civil works for fiscal year 1957 was $637,532,500. 


The budget estimate for fiscal year 1958 is now $632,130,000, or a decrease of 
$5,402,500 from the fiscal year 1957 appropriation. 


Mr. Cannon. Are there any further questions? Thank you, gen- 
tlemen. 
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BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, DEPARTMENT OF THE 
INTERIOR 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Program and financing 


1956 actual | 1957 estimate | 1958 estimate 





| 
| 
Program by activities: | 
1. Engineering and economic investigations 
(a) Reconnaissance $280, 058 | $322, 310 
(6) Basin surveys 906, 432 992, 600 
(c) Project investigations 4,191, 249 | 3, 946, 110 
(d) General engineering and research 186, 678 | 150, 100 
2. Advance planning | 
Collbran project, Colorado 109, 726 aa aes 
Colorado River storage project and participating | 

projects - - 100, 000 | 
Crooked River project, Oregon. 103, 073 | 
Kern River project, California 720 2% 

Kings River project, California 1, 307 3 : 
Little Wood River project, Idaho-- 14, 485 | 
Minidoka project, American Falls power division, 

Idaho. . 768 x oe 
Washita Basin project, Oklahoma $2, 183 ‘ 
Rogue River Basin project, Talent division, Oregon 140, 692 | ‘ 
Santa Margarita project, California 17, 194 2, 000 | 2, 000 
Ventura project, California 304, 759 
Wapinitia project, Oregon 21, 809 | 
Washoe project, Nevada, California | 210, 090 175, 780 

3. Investigations of existing projects 69, 579 96, 094 125, 800 
4. Alaskan investigations 107, 422 205, 738 250, 000 
5. Ad,ustment in cost: Prior year balance of advances to 
chief engineer, Denver, Colo., and centralized project 
activities in the regional office 51, 051 13, 606 
Total program cost 5, 237, 129 6, 331, 312 5, 964, 700 
6. Relation of costs to obligations 
Costs financed from obligations of other vears, 

net (—) — 345, 420 —6, 700 
Obligations incurred for costs of other years, net 322, 027 

Total program obligations ms 5, 559, 156 >, 985, 892 5, 958, 000 

Financing: 
Unobligated balance brought forward —120, 512 — 150, 433 | 
Reimbursements from non-Federal sources (69 Stat | | 
356-360) —485, 077 | —155, 459 | — 26, 000 
Unobligated balance carried forward | 150, 433 | } 
Appropriation. | 5, 104, 000 | 5, 680, 000 | 5, 932, 000 
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Obligations by objects 


BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
Total number of permanent positions. ----- 5 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions 

Average number of all employees. - -- 
Number of employees at end of year-_-_--- 


Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: 
Average salary __- 
Average grade_- 
Ungraded positions: “AY erage salary 


Direct obligations: 
01 Personal services: 
Permanent positions. -- - 
Positions other than permanent 
Regular pay above 52-week base-- 
Payment above basic rates 
Other payments for personal services 


Total personal services 
2 a a 
Transportation of IE eeesncn pecs 
Communication services 
Rents and utility services. 
Printing and reproduction - - 
Other contractual services _ - ; 
Services performed by other agencies. pie 
Supplies and materials______- 
DN nnd ic ehbsnennwcesnem 
Lands and structures. -_- 

Grants, subsidies, 
to retirement fund. 
Refunds, awards, and indemnities....-----.-__- 

Taxes and assessments ; 


02 
03 
04 
05 
06 
07 


08 
09 
10 
11 


13 
15 


a a as, aa 
Deduct charges for quarters and subsistence - - ----- 


Total direct obligations__......_- 
Reimbursable obligations: 
Services included in other accounts: Reclamation 


Total, Bureau of Reclamation - -- 


ALLOCATION TO FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 


Total number of permanent positions - 
Average number of all employees -- 
Number of employees at end of year. ---- 
Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: 
Average salary _----- 
Average grade 


01 Personal services: 
Permanent positions -__--.- . ant 
Regular pay above 52-week bs ase 
Payment above basic rates...........-..----.--- 
Total personal services 
02 Travel__-- : 
03 Transportation of things a 
04 Communication services-..-.........-.-- 
05 Rents and utility services ; 
07 Other contractual services. - - ------ ee 
08 Supplies and materials 
09 Equipment <sieeines we 
15 Taxes and assessments. ia cdbatindaeketbeaaes 
Total, Fish and Wildlife Service -- 
ALLOCATION TO GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
07 Other contractual services-..---- js 
II, ins sscsisshvonsacitnnisiadiri tithe in nip aiid 


trust 





and contributions: Contribution | 





$3, 524, 942 
116, 783 

12, 924 

32, 786 

2, 833 | 


3, 690, 268 | 


$5, 363 
GS-7.4 
$4, 625 


$3, 832, 860 
93, 452 


34, 405 


3, 960, 717 


1956 actual | 1957 estimate | 1958 estimate 


| $5, 448 
4 


| $4, 087, 956 
110, 411 
18, 465 


oF oer 
37, 777 


os 


, 254, 609 

















253, 234 | 232, 195 235, 458 
30, 508 | 35, 590 32, 674 
33, 675 32, 532 34, 505 
40, 051 42, 490 29, 565 
36, 468 76, 439 73, 341 
358, 129 673, 967 269, 041 
124, 205 | 341, 349 337, 105 
142, 672 125, 671 135, 990 
168, 224 107, 144 105, 941 
28, 425 BONE Disiees bance 
sail ; 255, 600 
1, 261 740 750 
3, 547 | 3, 365 3, 421 
4, 910, 667 5, 634, 199 5, 768, 000 
4, 416 3, 000 3, 000 
4, 906, 251 5, 631, 199 5, 765, 000 
485, 077 155, 459 26, 000 
5, 391, 328 5, 786, 658 5, 791, 000 
— —— > —_——_—— 

8 ; 
$4, 999 - SRcapaes ei 
GS-7.4 

=| : =| — 
$27, 131 | 

135 | 
146 | ; 
© WIE cacin ata See maee 
3, 336 | 
34 ; 
101 
176 s 
1, 654 $1, 244 | 
2, 623 2,000 |... 
1’ 631 | 1,000 | 

51 | a a ret 
37, 018 | 4, 244 | . 
130, 810 | 194, 990 | $167, 000 

* 1? ~ § 985, 892 2| 5, 958, 000 


559, 156 | 
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Budget authorizations, expenditures and balances 


BUDGET AUTHORIZATIONS AVAILABLE 


Appropriation: 
Reclamation fund, special fund 
Colorado River development fund -- 
General fund.........-..-- , 


pe Ee ee 
Balance brought forward: 
III: Cicinbacencnnnconane 
Obligated adie s 
Restored from certified claims account 


Total budget authorizations available 
EXPENDITURES AND BALANCES 


Expenditures— 


Out of current authorizations - - - -- - alae kntineeeeee 


Out of prior authorizations 


Total expenditures.__.-.. whens 
Balance carried forward: 

Unobligated- 

Obligated 


Total expenditures and balances 


1956 actual | 1957 estimate | 1958 estimate 
| 








$4,421,812 | $4,970,000 $5, 182, 000 
532, 188 500, 000 | 500, 000 
150, 000 210, 000 | 250, 000 

5, 104, 000 5, 680, 000 | 5, 932, 000 
| 

120, 512 NE OR icoviniiinticttnhiaiee 

384, 756 704, 863 1, 035, 301 

nice O liccsisdounddal: 


5, 609, 268 6, 


535, 301 


6, 967, 301 


nen ome Uf | 4,700,000 | 
, 753, 972 1 800, 000 


4, 753, 972 | 5, 500, 000 


4, 600, 000 
1, 000, 000 


- 


| 5, 600, 000 

| 
150, 433 | 
704, 863 | 


~~ 1,035,301 | 1, 367, 301 


6, 535, 301 | 


5, 609, 268 6, 967, 301 
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CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 


Allocation of 1957 and 1958 appropriations and application in 1958 of estimated 


Project or activity 


Gila project, Arizona - 

Parker-Davis project, Arizona-California-Ne- 
vada. 

Boulder Canyon project, Arizona-Nevada 

Central Valley project, California 

Santa Maria project, California 

Solano project, California 

Ventura project, California 

Collbran project, Colorado 

Colorado-Big Thompson project, Colorado 

Little Wood River project, Idaho 

Michaud Flats project, Idaho 

Minidoka project, north side pumping division, 
Idaho. ’ 

Palisades project, Idaho... . 

Fort Peck project, Montana-North Dakota 

Middle Rio Grande project, New Mexico 

Washita Basin project, Oklahoma 

Crooked River project, Oregon 

Rogue River project, Talent division, Oregon 

Wapinitia project, Juniper division, Oregon 

Provo River project, Utah 

Weber Basin project, Utah 

Chief Joseph Dam project, Foster Creek divi- 
sion, Washington 

Columbia Basin project, Washington 

Yakima project, Roza division, Washington 

Eden project, Wyoming_- 

Shoshone project, Wyoming 

Drainage and minor construction 

Rehabilitation and betterment of existing 
projects 


Missouri River Basin: 
Ainsworth unit, Nebraska 
Bostwick division, Nebraska-Kansas. 
Cedar Bluff unit, Kansas 
Farwell unit, Nebraska , 
Frenchman-Cambridge division, Nebraska 
Glendo unit, Wyoming 
Helena Valley unit, Montana 
Kirwin unit, Kansas 
Owl Creek unit, Wyoming 
Sargent unit, Nebraska 
Shoshone extension unit, Wyoming 
Transmission division, various 
Webster unit, Kansas 
Drainage and minor construction 
Investigations 
Advance planning pitedatsiielah 
Other Department of Interior agencies 


Total, Missouri River Basin 
Loan program, distribution systems % 
Undistributed reduction based on anticipated 
delays and savings 
Applied after 1958: 
Drainage and minor construction (Savage 
Rapids Dam, fish protective facilities, 


1957 


Allocation of | Obligation of 
appropria- 


appropria- 
tion 


$977, 000 


312, 000 
20, 000 

19, 353, 129 
5, 826, 979 
10, 993, 954 
2, 250, 000 
1, 000, 000 
230, 000 


2, 480, 000 


2, 768, 000 
5, 787, 000 
23, 000 

3, 500, 000 
500, 000 


2, 400, 000 


639, 000 
10, 066, 000 


1, 320, 000 
13, 750, 000 
1, 715, 000 
869, 000 
389, 000 

6, 862, 062 


3, 489, 876 


4, 690, 000 
47, 000 


3, 151, 000 
11, 000, 000 
1, 750, 000 
2, 055, 000 
1, 142, 000 


238, 000 


2, 750, 000 
368, 000 
984, 000 

1, 349, 500 

1, 530, 000 

2, 700, 000 


33, 754, 500 | 


12, 700, 000 


Oregon) : 
Rehabilitation and betterment of existing 
projects - 
Total, construction and rehabilitation..| 143, 975, 500 


1 


tion 


$977, 000 


288, 074 


20, 000 | 


19, 353, 129 
5, 303, 879 
10, 951, 954 
2, 250, 000 
1, 000, 000 
230, 000 


2, 480, 000 


2, 768, 000 
5, 787, 000 
23, 000 
3, 500, 000 
500, 000 


. 400, 000 


nh 


639, 000 
9, 131, 265 


1, 320, 000 
13, 750, 000 
1, 715, 000 
869, 000 
389, 000 

6, 470, 062 


3, 413, 000 


4, 690, 000 
47, 000 


3, 151, 000 
11, 000, 000 
1, 750, 000 
2, 055, 000 
992, 120 
238, 000 


2, 070, 000 
368, 000 
904, 000 

1, 349, 500 

1, 530, 000 

2, 700, 000 


2, 844, 620 | 


32 
12, 500, 000 


11, 500, 000 


} 


| 
| 


unobligated balance of the 1957 appropriation 


1958 


Allocation of 


appropria- 
tion 


$869, 000 
792, 000 


», O00 
000 
72, 000 
, OO 
000 
, OOO 
, 000 
000 





1, 465, 000 
1, 500, 000 
645, 000 
3, 758, 000 
3, 500, 000 
850, 000 
6, 041, 000 
400, 000 
574, 000 
6, 500, 000 


1, 138, 000 
13, 850, 000 
, 000 
875, 000 
544, 000 
893, 000 


3, 530, 000 


1, 100, 000 
1, 471, 000 

50, 000 
750, 000 
. 260, 000 
, 951, 000 
. 500, 000 
, 435, 000 
. 100, 000 
313, 000 
500, 000 
8, 000, 000 
1, 000, 000 
791, 000 
595, 000 
1, 405, 000 
3, 125, 000 





40, 346, 000 
7, 700, 000 


—11, 500, 000 


| 


29, 372, 983 | 135, 658, 000 | 


Application 


of unobli- 
gated balance 
of 1957 appro- 

priation 


$23, 926 


523. 100 
42. 000 


934, 735 


379, 000 


73, 000 


149, 880 


680, 000 


80, 000 


909, 880 
200, 000 


11, 500, 000 


13, 000 
3, 876 


14, 602, 517 
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Unobligated balances, June 30, 1956, and their application in 1957 and 1958 


Project or activity 


Gila project, Arizona_- J ‘ 
Parker-Davis project, Arizona-California-Nevada. 
Boulder Canyon project, Arizona-Nevada 
Central Valley project, California 
Santa Maria project, California 
Solano project, California 
Ventura project, California 
Colorado-Big Thompson project, Colorado 

Michaud Flats project, Idaho 

Minidoka project, north side pumping division, Idaho 
Palisades project, Idaho--. 

Fort Peck project, Montana-North Dakota 

Middle Rio Grande project, New Mexico 

Provo River project, Utah 

Weber Basin project. Utah ‘ 

Chief Joseph Dam project, Foster Creek division, Washington 
Columbia Basin project, Washington 

Yakima project, Roza division, Washington 

Eden project, Wyoming 

Shoshone project, Wyoming 

Drainage and minor construction - 

Rehabilitation and betterment of existing projects 


Missouri River Basin: 
Bostwick division, Nebraska-Kansas 
Cedar Bluff unit, Kansas 
Frenchman-C ambridge division, Nebraska 
Glendo unit, Wyoming 
Helena Valley unit, Montana 
Kirwin unit, Kansas 
Owl Creek unit, Wyoming 
Sargent unit, Nebraska 
Transmission division, various 
Webster unit, Kansas 
Yellowtail unit, Montana-W yoming 
Drainage and minor construction 
Investigations 
Advance planning 
Other Department of the Interior agencies 


Total, Missouri River Basin 
Loan program, distribution systems 
Unallotted reserve 
Applied after 1958: 
Boulder Canyon project, Arizona- Nevada 
Drainage and minor construction (All-American Canal, 
Arizona-C alifornia) 
Unallotted reserve 
Prior year balance of advances to chief engineer, Denver, Colo., 
and centralized project activities in the regional offices 
Allocated working funds 


Total, construction and rehabilitation 


91488—357——-4 


Balance 
June 30, 
1956 


$484, 019 


1, 
4, 


l, 


“~ 


30, 


, 941, 


314, 365 
045, 923 
666, 140 
359, 794 
071, 376 


339, 480 
45, 254 
24, 669 

220, 044 
91, 748 
31, 249 
26, 380 

297, 049 

198, 782 

411, 402 

6, 154 

205, 367 

136, 736 





235, 012 


247, 523 
28, 970 
86, 599 
12, 214 

588, 871 
88, 229 

387, 880 

964, 950 


, 445, 506 


598, 375 
387, 854 


, 296, 248 


33, 617 
62, 430 
194, 076 


, 423, 342 


102 


, 951, 606 


222, 025 


749, 370 


Application of balances 





Fiseal year Fiscal year 


1957 1958 

$342, 226 ciel 
268, 365 Ye Se 
232, 000 $187, 000 


430, 939 


4, 150, 000 
364, 480 
45, 254 
24, 669 
331, 331 
99, 748 
31, 249 
346, 380 
, 009, 959 
81, 782 
811, 402 i 
11, 154 ou 
210, 367 
176, 736 pve 
1, 252, 147 456, 827 
170, 487 





247, 523 | 
51, 970 
86, 599 
12, 214 

1, 448, 871 
88, 229 
37, 880 

975, 950 

5, 284, 134 

455, 375 
80, 000 3, 307, 854 

920, 838 
33, 617 
62, 430 

194, 076 

9, 979, 706 , 807, 854 

3, 400, 000 | .._-- weak 


Ww 


626, 923 


347, 869 
ee 6 


1, 951, 606 ee in 
100, 904 ; os 


25, 822, 891 4, 926, 479 
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Obligations by objects 





RUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
Total number of permanent positions __ 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions 
Average number of all employees. - -- 
Number of employees at end of year... 


Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: 
Average salary 
Average grade 
Ungraded positions: 


Average salary ._..... 


Personal services: 
Permanent positions _- 
Positions other than permanent 
Regular pay above 52-week. base 
Payment above basic rates ue 
Other payments for personal serv ices___. ‘ 


01 


Total personal services -- ‘ / 
Travel_- ok 
Transportation of things. 
Communication services 
Rents and utility services 
Printing and reproduction - 
Other contractual services 

Services performed by other agencies 
Supplies and materials_- 
Equipment-_-.- 


02 
03 
04 
05 
06 
07 


08 
09 


10 Lands and structures_ -_- 

11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions. - i 
Contribution to retirement fund__....___. 

13 Refunds, awards, and indemnities_ - 

15 Taxes and assessments 


Undistributed reduction based on ‘anticipated delays and 
DPN cc h beak ca krevbnawesbants se jebcausnatd : 


Se late tee pais od be keen ceinekans 
Deduct charges for quarters and subsistence. 


Total, Bureau of Reclamation 


ALLOCATION TO FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 


Total number of permanent positions. ‘i Set 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions___-.-_.-- 
Average number of all employees - - - amps 
Number of employees at end of vear-_-- 


Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: 
Average salary 


TR xc cwwcccedncenscs oa 
01 Personal services: 
Permanent positions.............-.-- 
Positions other than permanent___-_- 
Regular pay above 52-week base _- 
Payment above basic rates_...--- 
Total personal services. 
I Th es en citar nin 
03 Transport ition of things ; 
04 Communication services-_---.------ 
05 Rents and utilities____-- ; 
06 Printing and reproduction. 
07 Other contractual services___- 
08 Supplies and materials.. 
09 Equipment. cee 
10 Lands and structures__-_-- 
11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions: 
Contribution to retirement fund. 
13 Refunds, awards, and indemnities___-_-_- das 
Se ee en SI nn acccdessasccennnnnsccnccs 
Total, Fish and Wildlife Service...................-... 
ALLOCATION TO GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
07 Other contractual services. .............--- Sita neta 


1956 actual 





| 
| 




















1957 estimate | 1958 estimate 


5, 912 | 6, 002 5, 595 
91 | 99 84 
4, 934 , 289 4, 947 
5, 343 | 5, 303 | 4, 941 
| | 
$5, 255 | $5, 363 | $5, 448 
GS-7.3 GS-7.4 GS-7.4 
$4, 485 | $4, 625 $4, 709 
$25, 083, 639 $27, 123, 491 $25, 636, 175 
342, 235 414, 649 | 376, 618 
93, 755 | ‘ } 100, 401 
689, 489 535, 784 469, 730 
1, 921 

26, 211, 039 28, 073, 924 26, 582, 924 
| 845, 053 | 867, 634 855, 609 
620, 960 560, 867 740, 363 
7 359, 671 346, 122 
250, 985 249, 070 
y ‘ 245, 462 
3, 28, 397, 328 19, 758, 037 
; 765, 938 746, 610 
2, 135, 919 2, 615, 374 | 2, 606, 299 
2, 934, 231 | 3, 366, 100 3, 206, 880 
92, 971, 835 97, 895, 481 94, 065, 067 
31, 451 32, 000 35, 000 
1, 630, 040 
183, 924 74, 525 66, 345 
29, 991 18, 712 18, 510 

es —11, 500, 000 
130, 066, 918 | 152, 062, 535 | 151, 152, 338 
287, 681 248, 159 182, 016 
129, 7 151, 814, 376 _ 150, 970, 322 

| 

34 | 38 39 
31 } 40 | 36 
31 | 40 39 
$5, 632 | $5, 527 $5, 608 
GS-7.0 


| GS-8.1 | 


| $172, 812 | 

| 1, 408 | 

675 
27 


174, 922 
13, 753 
| 1, 948 
5, 401 
4,790 | 
1, 245 
24, 406 | 
6, 282 
7, 193 | 
| 115 


225 


111 | 


240, 391 


, 559 | i, 





GS8-8.0 | 


$209, 750 
15, 050 


224, 800 | 

18, 550 
700 
450 
050 
250 | 
100 | 
32, 120 | 
20, 092 | 
366, 000 | 


onus 





150} 
713, 5 


562 | 
} 


844, 205 | 


$207, 658 
1, 500 
842 


210, 000 
20, 260 
1, 300 
6, 700 
4, 500 
2, 700 
6, 200 
6, 100 
4, 000 
115 


13, 000 
125 


275, 000 


Bs , OB, 000 
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Obligations by objects—Continued 


ALLOCATION TO BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 


Total number of permanent positions 2 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions __- 
Average number of all employees 

Number of employees at end of year 


Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: 
Average salary -.-- 
Average grade 


Q1 Personal services: 
Permanent positions 
Positions other than permanent 
Regular pay above 52-week base 
Payment above basic rates 


Total personal services 
02 Travel. 
03 Transportation of things 
04 Communication services 
06 Printing and reproduction 
07 Other contractual services 
08 Supplies and materials. 
09 Equipment 
11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions 
Contributions to retirement fund 
15 Taxes and assessments 


Total, Bureau of Indian Affairs 


ALLOCATION TO BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Total number of permanent positions 

Full-time equivalent of all other positions 

Average number of all employees 

Number of employees at end of year-- 


Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: 
Average salary 
Average grade -.. 


01 Persenal services: 
Permanent positions 
Positions other than permanent 
Regular pay above 52-week base 


Total personal services 
02 Travel 
03 Transportation of things 
04 Communication services 
05 Rents and utility services 
06 Printing and reproduction 
07 Other contractual services 
08 Supplies and materials 
09 Equipment 
11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions 

retirement fund 


Contribution 


Total, Bureau of Land Management 


ALLOCATION TO BUREAU OF MINES 
Total number of permanent positions ---- 
Average number of all employees- _- 
Number of employees at end of year 


Average salaries and grades 
General schedule grades: 
Average Salary __. 
Average grade-. _ 
Ungraded positions: Average salary 


01 Personal services: 
Permanent positions 
Positions other than permanent 
Regular pay above 52-week base--- 
Payment above basic rates 


Total personal services 


to 


| 1956 actual 


37 32 
i 
26 | 27 | 

25 | 26 
in nti Sete. 

$5, 421 | $5, 454 

s- 5 | GS-7.6 


169, 676 


19 | 


6 
or 


36 


$5, 217 
Gs 


$87, 665 
27, 316 


“7.3 | 


| 1957 estimate 


| 


$150, 500 
1, 000 | 


3, 500 


155, 000 | 
20, 000 
200 
800 

1, 000 
576 

1, 783 

1, 927 | 


164 


181, 450 





23 | 
6} 
dene 


af 


40 | 


$5, 005 | 
GS-6.9 | 


$121, 500 
24, 000 | 


380 | 


115, 361 
39, 358 
1, 864 

1, 260 
520 


17, 994 
26, 478 


213, 230 


192 
7, 203 | 


145, 500 | 
49, 382 | 
| 3, 284 


4,977 | 
6, 708 
19, 695 | 
11, 332 | 


240, 878 | 


18 20 | 
14 | 19 
16 19 








$89, 861 
299 

438 

41 


90, 639 


$5, 648 
GS-7.6 
$4, 286 


$106, 250 | 
1, 100 


; 950 


107, 600 


1958 estimate 


$218, 305 
12, 000 
840 

5, 000 
236, 145 
26, 500 
1, 500 

1, 500 

1, 500 
878 

2, 500 
5, 729 


13, 500 
248 





99 


21 


20 


$5, 659 
GS-7.6 


$4, 279 


$112, 550 
800 
475 
550 


114, 375 
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Obligations by objects—Continued 


| | ] 
| 1956 actual / 1957 estimate | 1958 estimate 


ALLOCATION TO BUREAU OF MINES—continued 


OP Fel... isan Sire sie ; $5, 322 $3, 570 $7, 300 
03 Transportation of things------- 222 60 400 
04 Communication services : 292 210 470 
05 Rents and utility services__. : 7 81 60 760 
06 Printing and reproduction_- 7 hac 861 660 440 
07 Other contractual services 2, 654 1, 750 2, 675 
08 Supplies and materials__. ‘ te ; 4, 541 2, 715 4, 890 
09 Equip™ment.-__....----- hd 1, 479 450 1, 500 
11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions: 
Contribution to retirement fund 7, 000 
15 Taxes and assessments._.-. 43 58 190 
Total, Bureau of Mines ; ; 106, 134 117, 133 140, 000 
ALLOCATION TO NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
Total number of permanent positions - 20) 19 21 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions-- 1 l l 
Average number of all employees 19 19 21 
Number of employees at end of year 16 19 21 
Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: 
A verage salary _. $5, 477 $5, 526 $5, 604 
Average grade - -- GS-8.6 GS8-8.3 GS-8.3 
01 Personal services: 
Permanent positions. $93, 913 $102, 389 $114, 050 
Positions other than permanent 1,840 2, 125 1, 500 
Regular pay above 52-week base - 347 440 
Total personal services_- 96, 100 104, 514 115, 990 
02 Travel. 9, 681 11, 475 7,000 
03 Transportation of things. - 2, 140 2, 000 1, 000 
04 Communication services 1, 029 1, 450 1,000 
05 Rents and utility serviees.. 1, 964 2, 000 2, 000 
06 Printing and reproduction 786 1,175 1, 000 
07 Other contractual services. - 55, 350 51, 050 40, 225 
Services performed by other agencies_.. 52, 700 85, 000 131, 235 
08 Supplies and materials_---_-- 1, 621 2, 300 2, 000 
09 Equipment ; 3, 476 2, 120 1,000 
il Grants, subsidies, and contributions: 
Contribution to retirement fund 7, 00 
13 Refunds, awards, and indemnities ~ 
15 Taxes and assessments. namie 50 a0 
Total, National Park Service - - - ‘ 224, 855 263, 134 310, 000 
ALLOCATION TO BUREAU OF PUBLIC ROADS, DEPARTMENT OF 
COMMERCE 
Total number of permanent positions 4 2 6 
Average number of all employees 2 6 
Number of employees at end of year l 0 
Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: 
Average salary -- $5, 537 $5, 729 
Average grade _ : GS-7.5 GS-7.7 
Ungraded positions: Average salary _--. $5, 914 $5, 907 
01 Personal services: 
Permanent positions-. $8, 603 $25, 500 
Regular pay above 52-week base 33 
Payment above basic rates__. 468 1, 500 
Total personal services... - 9, 104 27, 000 
02 Travel_-. , 1, 422 4, 000 
03 Transportation of things 324 1, 000 
04 Communication services. - ; 52 200 
05 Rents and utility services__. 76 200 
07 Other contractual services. 3, 940 12, 065 
08 Supplies and materials-- | 616 2, 000 
Total, Bureau of Public Roads. 15, 534 | 46, 465 | 
ALLOCATION TO NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANDARDS, DEPART- 
MENT OF COMMERCE | 
07 Other contractual services. - . - | 2, 000 





Obligations by objects—Continued 


1956 actual | 1957 estimate | 1958 estimate 





ALLOCATION TO AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE, DEPART- 
MENT OF AGRICULTURE 


07 Other contractual services $800 
Services performed by other agencies 200 
Total, Agricultural Research Service 1, 000 


ALLOCATION TO FOREST SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE 


Total number of permanent positions 2 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions 


Average number of all employees ; 4 13 eine aie 
Number of employees at end of year 24 2 
A verage Salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades 
Average salary $4,999 |_. . ° 
Average grade GS-6.7 ; 
Ungraded positions: Average salary $4. 168 
01 Personal services 
Permanent positions $28, O15 
Positions other than permanent 22, 340 
Regular pay above 52-week base 41 : 
Payment above basic rates ; 13 J 
Total personal services 50, 409 nna 
02 Travel a 2,715 
03 ‘Transportation of things 1, 810 
04 Communication services 184 
05 Hents and utility services 663 
07 Other contractual services 2, 580 
Services performed by other agencies 9, 450 
08 Supplies and materials 15, 151 
09 Equipment 1, 122 taka 
15 Taxes and assessments 456 
Subtotal , 84, 540 
Deduct charges for quarters and subsistence 128 ‘ 
Total, Forest Service ‘ 84, 412 ° ° 
ALLOCATION TO CORPS OF ENGINEERS, DEPARTMENT OF THE 
ARMY 
07 Other contractual services = 1, 495 1, 165 
10 Lands and structures 87, 964 8, 826 
Potal, Corps of Engineers 89, 459 9, 991 
ALLOCATION TO GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 
‘Total number of permanent positions 3 1 
A verage number of all employees 3 ] 
Number of employees at end of year 2 1 
A verage salaries and grades 
General schedule grades 
A verage salary $5, 145 $4, 795 
Average grade GS8-7.7 GS-7.0 
0) Personal services 
Permanent positions $12, 183 $4, 795 
Positions other than permanent 174 
Payment above basic rates 55 
Total personal services 12, 412 4,795 
06 Printing and reproduction 267 
07 Other contractual services ae 43 100 
Total, General Services Administration 12, 455 5, 162 
Potal obligations 132, 695, 942 $154, 095, 322 
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Budget authorizations, expenditures and balances 


BUDGET AUTHORIZATIONS 


Appropriation: 
Reclamation fund, special fund 
General fund 


Total appropriation 
Balance brought forward: 
Unobligated 
Obligated 


Total budget authorizations av: 


EXPENDITURES AND 
Expenditures 
Out of current authorizations 
Out of prior authorizations 


Total expenditures 


ilable 


} 1956 actual 


AVAILABLE 


$69, 287, 000 
76, 754, 000 


| 
| 


146, 041, 000 | 


196, 644, 613 


BALANCES 


127, 408, 644 


127, 408, 644 | 


Balance no longer available (other than obligated, expiring 


for obligation) 
Balance carried forward 
Unobligated 
Obligated __- ‘ 


Total expenditures and balance 


49 


30, 749, 370 
38, 486, 550 


196, 644, 613 


| 1957 estimate | 1958 estimate 
$63, 083, 000 $55, 000, 000 
80, 892, 500 80, 658, 000 
143, 975, 500 | 135, 658, 000 
30, 749, 370 19, 528, 996 
38, 486, 550 67, 382, 424 
218, 211, 420 222, 569, 420 
58, 300, 000 67, 000, 000 
68, 000, 000 72, 000, 000 
126, 300, 000 139, 000, 000 
19, 528, 996 1, 091, 674 
67, 382, 424 82, 477, 746 
213, 211, 420 222, 569, 420 
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OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Program and financing 


1956 actual 


PROGRAM BY ACTIVITIES | | 


1, Bek promet, Alssks....5.............-. $180, 845 
2. Gila project, Arizona QudesbaSueets 443, 019 
3. Imperial Dam, Ariz.-Calif ; 39, 204 
4. Yuma project, Arizona-California 2 147, 185 
5. Colorado River front work and levee system, Arizona- | 
California-Nevada 63 








6. Parker-Davis project, Arizona-California-Nevada 2, 

7. Boulder Canyon project, Arizona-Nevada L, 

&. Boulder City municipality, Nevada 591, 609 
9, Cachuma project, California 21, 96 
10. Central Valley project, California 4, 980, 237 
ll. Kings River porject, California 544 
12. Colorado-Big Thompson project, Colorado 632, 047 
13. San Luis Valley project, Colorado 5, 119 
14. Palisades project, Idaho 


15. Boise project, Idaho-Oregon 

Minidoka, project, Idaho-W yoming 
Hungry Horse project, Montana_-. 

Milk River project, Montana 

19. North Platte project, Nebraska-W yoming 
20. Carlsbad project, New Mexico 

21. Middle Rio Grande project, New Mexico-.- 


16 
17. 
18, 





22. Rio Grande project, New Mexico-Texas l, 
23. W.C. Austin project, Oklahoma 
24. Klamath project, Oregon-California 
25. Falcon project, Texas 
26. Provo River project, Deer Creek Dam powerplant and 

reservoir, Utah 8, 464 
27. Columbia Basin project, Washington 3, 528, 692 
28. Yakima project, Washington 507, 370 
29. Kendrick project, Wyoming 209, 455 
30. Riverton project, Wyoming 113, 960 
31. Shoshone project, Wyoming 135, 967 
32. Missouri River Basin 3, 613, 218 
33. Soil and moisture conservation operations 470), 295 
34. Halogeton (poisonous weed) control 40, 151 
35. Projects financed entirely with funds advanced 142, 055 


Foetal program costs 
36. Relation of costs to obligations 
a) Costs financed from obligation of other years net 
\ 


b) Obligations incurred for costs of other years net 


( 


24, 571, 


405, 93 





Total program (obligations 24, 977, 283 
FIN ANCIN( 

Non-Federa] funds advanced by water users 
Unobligated balance brought forward 900, 062 
New advances — 2, 613, 308 
Unobligated balance carried forward 1, 140, 765 
Unobligated balance no longer available 2, 145, 322 
Appropriation . . . 24, 750, 000 





1957 estimate 





$255, 000 
544, 597 
46, 000 
174, 778 


315, 
402, 
, 470, 
676, 
70, 
5, 401, 
1 
3: 


446 
852 
000 
441 
000 
178 
000 
290 
000 
600 
000 
422 
000 
000 
000 
000 

986, 000 
1, 570, 000 
8, 300 

, 312 
000 


— RD 


2, 
938. 
5, 
168, 
399, 
951, 
$22, 
41, 
269, 
12, 


8, 200 
530 
, 000 
000 
, 863 

208, 122 
5, 772, 969 
856, 236 
711 


79, 
179, 158 





505 


7, 764 


, 741 


765 
741 


765 





1958 estimate 


$267, 300 
566, 369 
49, 600 
208, 300 


1, 583, 900 





1, 407, 900 
641, 700 
58, 100 

5, 300, 300 

15, ¢ 






8, 000 
404, 300 
379, 500 
988, 400 
494, 200 

38, 400 
296, 500 

12, 000 

1, 040, 000 
1, 472, 090 

8, 400 
151, 700 

10, 000 


22, 100 
4, 389, 600 
652, 400 
281, 600 
123, 600 
211, 100 
6, 145, 404 
981, 900 


75, 800 
217, 730 





31, 753, 643 


113, 743 


31, 867, 386 


1, 140, 765 
— 3, 529, 386 
1, 140, 765 


28, 338, 000 





o4 


Obligations by objects 


| 


| 1956 actual 


BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


Total number of permanent positions 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions 
Average number of all employees 
Number of employees at end of year 


Average salaries and grades 
General schedule grades: 
Average salary 
Average grade 
Ungraded positions: 
Average salary - 


01 Personal services 


Permanent positions $15, 


Positions other than permanent 
Regular pay above 52-week base 
Payment above basic rates 

Other payments for personal services 


Total personal services 16, 


02 Travel 

03 Transportation of things 
04 Communication services 
05 Rents and utility services 
06 Printing and reproduction 


07 Other contractual services 2, 


Services performed by other agencies 


08 Supplies and materials 3, 


09 Equipment 

10 Lands and structures 

11 Grants, subsidies and contributions 
Contributions to retirement fund __. 

13 Refunds, awards and indemnities 

15 Taxes and assessments 


Subtotal 25, 


Deduct charges for quarters and subsistence 


Total, Bureau of Reclamation J | 24, 


ALLOCATION TO GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 


07 Other contractual services 


Total obligations--.- 24, 


3, 609 

71 
3, 366 
3, 459 





f64, 534 
344, 213 
72, 129 
194, 566 
534, 932 
14, 105 
873, 021 
279, 095 
109, 346 
658, 851 
767, 478 


47,455 


977, 283 





1957 estimate 


3, 669 


$17, 643, 041 
291, 053 


650, 403 


4,400 


420), SY] 
123, 426 


540, 944 
31, 803 

5, 019, 923 
, 864 


3, 334, 464 
1, 291, 061 


736, 150 


30, 742, 242 
01 


30, 181, 741 


30, 181, 741 





1958 estimate 


S4 


$18, 331, 
$04, 


14, 370 


419, $ 


117 


258 


OY, 
) 
32, 


5, 364, § 


413 


2, 831, 


} OF 


31, 867, 


600, 1 


, #99 


is4 


,osh 


3St 





or 
Or 


Budget authorizations, expenditures and balances 


1956 actual 


BUDGET AUTHORIZATION AVAILABLE 


Appropriation 


Reclamation fund, special fund $20, 171, 138 
Colorado River Dam fund 1, 749, 500 
General fund 2, 829, 362 
Total appropriation 24, 750, 000 | 
Balance brought forward 
Unobligated (advances from water users 900, 062 
Obligated 2, 594, 912 


Restored from certified claims account 
Total budget authorizations availabk 28, 244, 974 
EXPENDITURES AND BALANCES 


Expenditures 


Out of current authorizations ; 19, 661, 492 
Out of prior authorizations 2, 169, 366 
Total expenditures 21, 830, 858 
Balance no longer available 
Unobligated (expiring for obligation 2, 145, 322 
Other 180, 846 
Balance carried forward 
Unobligated (advances from water users) - - - 1, 140, 765 
Obligated ; 2, 947, 183 
Total expenditures and balances 28, 244, 974 


1957 estimate 


$22, 055, 700 
2, 115, 000 
3, 096, 300 

27, 267, 000 

1, 140, 765 

2, 947, 183 

460 


31, 355, 408 


3, 200, 000 
1, 800, 000 


25, 000, 000 


1, 140, 765 
5, 214, 643 


31, 355, 408 


UCPPER COLORADO RIVER BASIN FUND 


Program and financing 


1956 actual 


PROGRAM BY ACTIVITIES 


Acquisition of assets 
Colorado River storage project 
Glen Canyon unit, Arizona 
Flaming Gorge unit, Utah 
Navaho unit, New Mexico 
rransmission division 
Advance planning 


lotal program costs 
Deduct interest on investment (not requiring financing 


Net program costs, funded 
Relation of costs to obligations: Obligations incurred for costs 
of other years, net 
Total program (obligations 


FINANCING 


Amounts becoming available: Appropriation 


! Does not include contributions from State and Federal governmental units as follows: 


$1,100,000: 1958 estimate, $540,000 


1957 estimate 


$8, 240, 525 
1, 021, 438 
610, 000 

49, 380 

1, 468, 824 


11, 390, 167 
18, 343 


11, 371, 824 
1, 628, 176 
13, 000, 000 


13, 000, 000 


1958 estimate 


1 


$22, 860, 000 
2, 044, 600 
3, 433, 400 

28, 338, 000 
1, 140, 765 

5, 214, 643 


34, 693, 408 


20, OOO, VOU 
2, 000, 000 


27, 000, 000 


1, 140, 765 
6, 552, 643 


34, 693, 408 


1958 estimate 


$15, 189, 200 
3, 617, 188 
1, 530, 000 

104, 543 
1, 193, 983 





21, 634, 914 

43, 931 
21, 590, 983 
3, 551, 017 


25, 142, 000 


25, 142, 000 


957 estimate, 








ov 
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Condensed statement of income and expenses and financial condition 


Income. - 


Expense: 
Interest, Treasury- . 
Less interest charged to construction 


Net income 


Assets 
Cash 
Current assets - - 
Fixed assets 


Total assets 
Liabilities: Current 
Investment of U. 8. Government 
Appropriation. 

Interest on investment " 
Contributions 


Total investment of U. S. Government. -- 


Schedule A-1. 


Total number of permanent positions 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions 
Average number of all employees 
Number of employees at end of year 


Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: 
Average salary 
Average grade 
Ungraded positions: Average salary 


01 Personal services: 
Permanent positions 
Positions other than permanent 
Regular pay above 52-week base 
Payment above basic rates 


Total personal services 

02 Travel 
03 Transportation of things oa 
04 Communication services wun 
05 Rents and utility services - ‘ 
06 Printing and reproduction s ‘ 
07 Other contractual services ied 

Services performed by other agencies 
08 Supplies and materials 
09 Equipment ‘a 
10 Lands and structures 


11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions: Contribution 


retirement fund 
13 Refunds, awards, and indemnities 
15 Taxes and assessments. - nia 


DIET no Sil wanes oie vamp 
Deduct charges for quarters and subsistence - - -- 


Total accrued expenditures. ___- 
Increase or decrease (—) in undelivered orders 


Total program (obligations 


1956 actual = 1957 estir 


, O87, 
, 021 


17, 008, 


2 S40 


13, 000 


1s, : 
1, 100, 


14, 115 


Accrued expenditures by objects 


1956 actual 1957 estin 


$, 510, 
173, 
47, 
108, 
465, 


000, 


nate 


O00 
O00 
343 


343 


OOO 


ate 


O60 

30 
R16 
O61 


, 119 


2, 021 


|, 300 


440 
516 
350 
925 
390 
, 800 





t 


es | 
200 
, 200 
, 501 


1958 estimate 


000 
¥, OOD 
74 


1958 estimate 


1, 54 
47 

NT 

tet 

$5, 448 
GS-7.4 





, 000 
TOK 
7SU 


25, 282, 400 
40, 400 


25, 242, 000 


— 100, 000 
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Budget authorizations and receipts, erpenditures and balances 


1956 actual | 1957 estimate | 1958 estimate 


7 BUDGET AUTHORIZATIONS AND RECEIPTS AVAILABLE 


Appropriation _ . $13, 000, 000 $25, 142, 000 
Obligated balance brought forward > z 3, 000, 000 
Total budget authorizations and receipts available 13, 000, 000 28, 142, 000 
EXPENDITURES AND BALANCES 
Gross budget expenditures: 
Acquisition of assets ; 9, 903, 000 20, 990, 000 
Increase in selected working capital 97, 000 10, 000 


10, 000, 000 21, 000, 000 
3, 000, 000 7, 142, 000 


Total gross budget expenditures 
Obligated balance carried forward 


Total expenditures and balances. 3, 000, 000 28, 142, 000 


BUDGET EXPENDITURES 


Budget expenditures (out of receipts and balances of the 


fund ‘ wat 10, 000, 000 21, 000, 000 


Status of certain fund balances 


1955 actual 1956 actual | 1957 estimate | 1958 estimate 


Unexpended balance: 


Cash with Treasury -- 


Net obligations outstanding: 
Current liabilities 
Unfilled purchase orders 


$3, 009, 000 


2, 890, OOO | 


110, 000 


$7, 142, 000 


7, 132, 000 
10, 000 


3, 000, 000 | 7, 142, 000 


Net obligations outstanding | 


’ 2 a . | 
Unobligated portion of certain fund balances 


Mr. Cannon. Secretary Aandahl. 

Mr. Secretary, we are glad to have you with us at this time. 
Do you have a statement for us, Mr. Secretary ? 

Mr. Aanpauu. Yes, sir; I have. 

Mr. Cannon. Will you give it to us at this time ? 

Mr. Aanpaut. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


GENERAL STATEMENT or ASSISTANT SECRETA ry AANDAHL 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is a pleasure 
to appear again before this committee to discuss the programs of the 
Department of the Interior which concern irrigation and develop- 
ment of arid lands and the generation and marketing of electric power. 
While these programs are conducted mainly in the Western States, 
they benefit the Nation as a whole. The conservation of our water, 
the reclaiming of unproductive lands, and the producing of power 
which turns the wheels of industry, all add to the common wealth of 
the Nation and thus benefit all the people. 

The estimates of appropriation requirements for fiscal year 1958, 
submitted for your consideration, include the following bureaus and 
amounts: 











Daren Cl Gee es a oS A i ek $199, 312, 000 
monmeriie Power AGministvation......nncacccamenmeccmenensnsunmnn 39, 430, 000 
Southwestern Power Administration._...........___-____________ 2, 525, 000 
Southeastern Power Administration ............................ 1, 989, 000 

a a cate ne unseated amemacmaies 243, 206, 000 


After subtracting civil-service retirement costs which are included 
in these estimates for the first time—as required by law—the request 
for 1958 represents an increase over appropriations for 1957 of 
$15,736,660. 

With the permission of the committee, I would like to confine my 
comments to the general program goals proposed by the estimates. 
The bureau officials will appear before you to explain each program 
item in detail. 





Bureau or RechAMATION 


The total estimate of the Bureau of Reclamation is $199,312,000, an 
increase of $1,864,660 over the appropriation for fise: al year 1957, 
after subtracting civil-service retirement costs. This estimate is to 
meet the need for a continuing program for the reclamation of arid 
and semiarid lands in the 17 Western States through the develop- 
ment, utilization, and control of water resources. The estimate will 
provide funds for investigations and planning, construction, rehabili- 
tation of existing facilities, operation and maintenance of the Bu- 
reau’s irrigation and power facilities and expenses of administration 
of the Bureau. I will comment br iefly on these programs. 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


We are requesting for fiscal year 1958, $5,932,000 for investigation 
activities of the Bureau. The program of investigations will con- 
tinue at the same level as in the current year. We believe that the 
amount requested is the minimum requirement necessary to ig a 
program geared to the development of information on need, feasi- 
bility, and cost which will permit proper evaluation of projec ‘ pro- 
posed for congressional authorization. 


CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 


The estimate for this appropriation is $135,658,000, The appro- 
priations for 1957 totaled $143,975,500. 

The 1958 construction estimates are geared to carrying out in an 
efficient and economical manner a program which ultimately will pro- 
vide water-resource development in those areas where they are badly 
needed. The major portion of the appropriation requested will be 
utilized in financing authorized work already underway. 

During fiscal year 1958, 6 projects and 1 unit of the Missouri River 
Basin project will be completed. Rehabilitation work on 10 projects 
is scheduled in 1958. More than three-fourths of the recommended 
funds will be for nine major developments, including Central Valley, 
Santa Maria, and Ventura projects in California ; Rogue River proj- 
ect, Talent division, Oregon; Weber Basin project, Utah; Columbia 
Basin project, W ashington ; Glendo unit, Wyoming; Helena Valley 
unit, Montana; and additions to the electric-power transmission sys- 
tem in the Missouri River Basin. 


' 
' 
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The estimate includes funds for the initiation of construction of 3 
projects and 3 units of the Missouri River Basin project, all of whic h 
are for irrigation development. They are the— 


Wapinitia project, Oregon Missouri River Basin project : 
Crooked River project, Oregon Ainsworth unit, Nebraska 
Little Wood River project, Idaho Farwell unit, Nebraska 


Shoshone extensions unit, Wyoming 


These new reclamation developments have been authorized by the 
Congress. Preliminary work has been completed and they can be 
started with the amounts included in this budget. 

The estimate also provides funds for loans for distribution sys- 
tems. The committee will recall that this loan program was initiated 
with funds provided in the Second Supplemental Appropriation Act 
of 1957. The authorizing legislation, Public Law 130, 84th Congress, 
provides that irrigation districts may borrow interest-free Federal 
funds for the construction of irrigation distribution systems to be 
constructed under Federal reclamation laws. 

By the close of fiscal year 1958, it is estimated that 8,532,100 acres 
of irrigated land will be mated by full and supplemental water from 
reclamation projects. This will represent an increase of 256,000 
acres over 1957. An increase of 74,100 kilowatts of installed generat- 
ing capacity during 1958 will bring the total installed capacity of 
the Bureau’s power installations to 5,162,000 kilowatts. 


UPPER COLORADO RIVER BASIN FUND 


We are requesting $25,142,000 for the upper Colorado storage proj- 
ect, an increase of $11,734,000 over the amount appropriated in fiscal 
year 1957, after subtracting civil-service retirement costs. The esti- 
mate will provide for the continuation of construction of the Glen 
Canyon unit, Arizona, the Flaming Gorge unit, and the Navaho unit, 
New Mexico, and for advance planning on the Curecanti unit, Col- 
orado, and authorized participating projects. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


The estimate for operation and maintenance is $28,338,000. This is 
approximately the same amount as was appropriated in 1957, after 
giving effect to retirement costs. In spite of the new facilities which 
will be added in fiscal year 1958, the Bureau will be able to operate 
and maintain its facilities within the level of the 1957 appropriation 
by the transfer of the operations of some irrigation works of certain 
projects to water-user organizations. 


GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 


The estimate for this appropriation is $4,242,000, an increase of 
$78,000 over the amount appropriated in 1957, after adjusting for the 
contribution to the civil-service retirement fund. This estimate will 
provide the minimum amount necessary to permit the Bureau to carry 
its administrative burden effectively and efficiently. 
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BonNEVILLE Power ADMINISTRATION 


The Bonneville Power Administration requirements for new funds 
total $39,430,000, of which $30,800,000 is for construction and $8,- 
630,000 is for operation and maintenance, representing increases over 
1957 of $11,675,000 and $670,000, respectively, after adjusting for 
civil-service retirement costs. 

The construction estimate provides for the initiation and continu- 
ation of constructions of transmission facilities which are required to 
meet increases in loads and to transmit additional Federal and non- 
Federal generating capacity. Non-Federal generating capacity is 
transmitted over the Federal system under appropriate contractual 
arrangements. 

The operation and maintenance estimate of $8,630,000 will provide 
for safe and proper operation of the Government’s transmission sys- 
tem in accordance with accepted utility practices. Bonneville Power 
Administration has a responsibility, as a major supplier of power and 
energy to publicly owned and privately owned utilities and industrial 
establishments in the Pacific Northwest, to maintain its system in an 
efficient and dependable manner so as to assure continuity of service. 

By the end of fiscal year 1958, the Administration will be operating 
and maintaining 6,873 structural miles of transmission lines, 185 
substations, and will be supplying power to customers at 342 points 
of delivery on the system. 


SouTHWESTERN Power ADMINISTRATION 


We are requesting $1,480,000 of construction funds for Southwestern 
Power Administration for fiscal year 1958. This will provide for the 
construction of transmission facilities to interconnect Table Rock Dam 
with existing facilities at Springfield, Mo. Table Rock Dam, under 
construction by the Corps of Engineers, is scheduled for initial genera- 
tion in fiscal year 1959. 

The estimate for operation and maintenance of Southwestern’s 
transmission system is $1,045,000. This is the same amount appro- 
priated for 1957 after adjusting for retirement costs. 

The budget estimates include $5 million for appropriation to the 
continuing fund of receipts from the sale of power. This is a decrease 
of $1,400,000 from the 1957 appropriation. The Department has 
executed amended contracts with the Generating and Transmission Co- 
operatives in accordance with the instructions of this committee. The 
provision in the contracts for settlement of accounts with the coopera- 
tives on a net balance basis accounts for the reduction in the finda 
required to be appropriated to the continuing fund. 


SOUTHEASTERN PowrEr ADMINISTRATION 


The estimate for operation and maintenance of Southeastern Power 
Administration is $1,939,000, an increase of $47,000 over the appro- 
priation for fiscal year 1957, after adjusting for retirement costs. 'The 
estimate provides for continuation of normal operation and main- 
tenance activities of the Administration and for the purchase of firm- 
ing energy and payment of wheeling fees under contractual arrange- 
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ments with Virginia Electric & Power Co., Carolina Power & Light 
Co., and Georgia Power Co. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my statement. Officials of the bureaus 
are prepared to present in detail the programs included in the esti- 
mates and answer any questions that the committe may have. With 
permission of the committee I would like to submit for the record sum- 
mary tables for the Bureau of Reclamation and the power marketing 
agencies of the Department covering: 





Summary TAstes—Estimates, Recerpts, AND PERSONNEL 

Summary of 1957 appropriations compared with 1958 budget 
estimates ; 

Actual and estimated miscellaneous receipts and trust funds de- 
posited in the Treasury for fiscal years 1956, 1957, and 1958; 

Comparison of authorized employment for fiscal year 1957 and esti- 
mated employment for fiscal year 1958, financed by annual definite 
appropriations. 

Mr. Cannon. Those tables will be included in the record at the 
close of your statement. 

(The matter referred to follow :) 


. 
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Estimated and actual miscellaneous receipts and trust funds deposited in the Treasury 
of the United Sinles for fiscal years 1956, 1957, and 1958 





Item 


Interest on and repayments to Colorado River dam fund and 


other funds- 
Revenues from Colorado River dam fund project_ S 
Collections, reclamation fund: 
Bureau of Reclamation._- 
Power revenues__.__-- 


Subtotal, collections, reclamation fand_ 


Collections, Colorado River ee fund 
Sale of Bonneville power- ; 

Sale of Southeastern power_ wid 

Sale of Southwestern power.-. 

Sale of Fort Peck power. --__-_- 
Sale of Eklutna, Alaska, power_. st 
Sale of Falcon Dam, Tex., power. _- 


Sale of public lands, buildings, and other reneesy xe-4 


Unclassified receipts. -.--.-..-- 


Gross receipts, general and special funds. ---- 
Less duplication ¢ 


Net receipts, general and special funds__......_---.-.-- 


intense ccsnititindhdeinGeasqunscesdinias 


Gross receipts, all fands...................... 
Net receipts, all fumds------.--- 





| 


| 





1956 actual 


$3, 804, 208 
5, 242, 991 


11, 999, 384 
43, 711, 478 


155, 710, 862 





506, 948 


59, 274, 075 | 


12, 928, 963 
&, 357, 630 
1, 954, 934 
1, 142, 199 

223, 912 
557, 214 
205, 461 


149, 909, 397 
16, 317, 000 


133, 592, 397 
1, 340, 567 


151, 249, 964 
134, 932, 964 








1957 estimate| 1958 estimate 

| 
| $4, 102, 700 $4, 101, 500 
| "5, 618, 700 5, 618, 700 
| 15, 436, 600 15, 616, 200 
46, 825, 400 50, 672, 300 
2 | 2.62, 262,000 | 3 66, 288, 500 
~~ 501,000} 501, 000 
66, 250, 000 73, 050, 000 
15, 842. 050 18, 526, 000 
7.137.000 | 6.360.000 
1' 840, 278 2, 159, 200 
1,507,000 | 1, 546, 600 
495, 000 345, 000 
525, 000 400, 000 
228, 000 277, 500 
166, 308,728 | 179, 174,000 
16, 355, 000 16, 384, 000 
149, 953,728 | 162, 790, 000 
1, 049, 169 38, 800 
| 167, 357,897 | 179, 812, 800 
151,002,897 | 163, 428. 800 


1 Excludes $35, 558, 289 collected hy the Bureau of Land Management but aeoke to “Collections, 


reclamation fund.’ 


2 Excludes $39,914,200 collected by the Bureau of Land Managem 


reclamation fund.” 


ent but deposited to ‘‘ Collections, 


3 Excludes $42,211,500 collected by the Bureau of Land Management but deposited to ‘‘Collections, 


reclamation fund.” 
4 Receipts duplicated are as follows: 


Item 





Receipts from sale of power generated at Bureau of 
Reclamation projects included in “ Collections, recla- 
mation fund”’ and “Sale of Bonneville power”’ 


1956 actual 


$16, 317, 000 


1957 estimate 





$16, 355, 000 


1958 estimate 


$16, 384, 000 


a 
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OS 
USE OF GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS FUNDS 


Mr. CANNON. aon Aandahl, you are requesting for “General 
investigations” $5,932,000. 

It has been our salaaimeacaiil that is true of the preceding year— 
to provide, in response to a breakdown which you submitted to us, a 
lump-sum appropriation for this purpose and, of course, naturally 
and inevitably there will be some adjustment in the application of 
these funds to the schedule which you gave us, and on which we based 
the appropriation. 

I would like to ask you at this point just how wide a latitude, in 
your opinion, is allowed in readjusting the schedule submitted, and 
in transferring and charging the amounts indicated in your justifica- 
tions? 

Mr. Aanpanu. I was just trying to check, Mr. Chairman, to see 
exactly what we have been doing there. We have made some appre- 
ciable adjustments. The budget. officers says that, in some instances, 
we have made shifts of, say, $100,000. 

Mr. Cannon. To just what extent can the committee expect adher- 
ence to the allocations shown in your justifications ? 

For example, Mr. Secretary, our staff, in checking over the schedule 
that you submitted to us last year, has found some ver vy material devia- 
tions from the allocations outlined in your request of last year, as com- 
pared with what was actually done during the year. 

For example, you progr: amed 22 investig: tions for a total of $748,572 
in the justifications last year which are not being allotted any funds 
at all. 

In your schedule which you brought in here, you included proposed 
investigations, and told us about how much would be required. In 
response to that suggestion of yours, we made a lump-sum appropria- 
tion for the purpose. During the year you did not spend a single dol- 
lar on them. You abandoned 2% which you had submitted in the 
original program. 

You are alloc: ating a total of $1,318,617 for 43 investigations, for 
which no funds were shown in the justification last year. When you 
brought in your justification last year, you did not include these at 
all. The committee had no information about them. 

We were rather startled to find that you put in these 45 investiga- 
tions, without giving us any advance notice on them at the time we 
made the appropriation. Then, we also note that you are spending 
Jess than half of what you showed last year on 17 investigations. 

You brought in here in your total list the 17 investigations that you 
scheduled, with the amounts which you expected to spend on them, 
but when we go into the matter, we find that instead of putting into 
them the amount that you requested at the time—the amount that you 
indicated was required—you are spending less than half of that 
amount. 

Last, we also find that you are spending from almost twice as much 
to 10 times as much—that is considerable variation—as you showed 
last year on 27 investigations. 

In view of this fact, Mr. Secretary, after you submitted this to the 
committee and we gave you the money, you seem to have utterly 
abandoned the list. The committee, naturally, is inquiring at this 
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time if we can place any confidence in your general investigation 
figures in the present budget, if you so misled us—unintentionally, 
perhaps—but if you so misled us on the investigations and on the 
amount which you had programed last year ? 

What do you have to say for those that you programed for this 
year? Surely, the committee has a right to expect you to spend this 
money as you indicate you expect to spend it. 

Mr. Aannant. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the Commissioner of Ree- 
lamation to make a statement of whatever information he has in mind 
in this connection ¢ 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Commissioner ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Mr. Chairman, the investigation items in the 
budget, as you will recognize, are submitted sometime in advance. 
As we go through the year, conditions change. 

Under the Bureau of Reclamation program, we have to have very 
close cooperation with the States, with other Federal agencies, with 
local people who are interested in these projects, because they have 
to repay the costs of these projects. We have very serious problems 
in water supply that sometimes take years to resolve. 

When we went up against the situation where we scheduled an 
investigation, we find on going into it that those problems are very 
apparent, and that we will not be able to go ahead with that investiga- 
tion. 

We feel that we need, therefore, to do those investigations which 
have a reasonable prospect of going ahead. We feel that those things 
are nearly all beyond our control. While we do the best we can to 
give this committee the programs as we see them at the time we are 
before you, those things happen, sometimes even shortly after our 
appearance here, that completely change the prospect of that investi- 
gation being worthwhile at that time. 

That is the major reason for these shifts. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Commissioner, that would appear to be a very 
plausible explanation if the variation had been comparatively slight, 
or at least the variation had been limited to 1 or 2 projects. 

When many of them for which we appropriated money have not 
had a dollar, and some for which we have not appropriated money 
at all have been liberally taken care of—it is difficult for the com- 
mittee to escape the conclusion, Mr. Commissioner, that our time, the 
time we spent on this last year, was utterly wasted and did not mean 
a thing in the world. 

You took this money and did what you pleased with it, and did not 
have reference to what you told the committee you expected to do 
with it. 

We wonder, when we take up your list this year, if you are going 
to pay so little attention to it. 

One or two things occur to us, Mr. Commissioner: Either you have 
not exercised any care whatever in collecting these data, or you had 
given no attention to what could be done, or what you expected to 
do, because this has only been a year ago. This has not been over a 
long period of years. It was a year ago that you came in and told 
us what you were going to do and how “much money you were going 
to spend on it. 
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Now that you have utterly abandoned it, we are inclined to take 
with considerable doubt any requests that you make in the future 
with a list like this and the allocations that you recommend. 

It occurs to me that either you have utterly neglected the most 
elementary examinations before you brought the program in, or that 
you have deliberately misled the committee which, of course, is 
unthinkable. 

I see no explanation whatever that can be offered which would 
alleviate this situation. You have been grossly negligent in bringing 
it in here, and you have indicated in the meantime no intention to 
depart from your plan. 

We are very charitable in our judgment in this respect, and we 
say that it must have been negligence, rather than deliberate intent, 
to mislead the committee. We are certain that is not the case. 

We trust that you have given more care and attention to the inves- 
tigation of these projects which you expect to take up in the coming 
year, so that you will not have to come in here a year from now and 
report that a very large part of them you have not done anything on 
at all, or those that you did not tabulate have been given large amounts. 
Some of them you have given 10 times the amount that you told us 
you expected to spend on them. 

In short words, this juggling of this program leads us to believe 
that the time we spent on it last year was utterly wasted. We trust 
that that will not be true in the budget that is before us. 

Now, back to Secretary Aandahl—-Mr. Secretary 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman, right along that line which you have 
just been developing: 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Jensen. 

Mr. Jensen. As I remember, the committee last year requested that 
if the department or the Bureau of Reclamation desired to make 
any substantial changes in allocating funds for investigation, that 
they would so inform the committee. 

Mr. Cannon. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. Was that not an understanding ? 

Mr. DexHermer. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. That is what I thought. 

There is another thing, Mr. Chairman, that gives me some concern : 
I think that the record will show that some of these projects that we 
furnished money for just for investigations have now been shoved 
forward to advance planning; is that right? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. In 1 or 2 instances, Mr. Jensen. We have used 
some of our investigation funds for going a little further than the 
feasibility report that is generally covered under those investigations. 

I would like to assure the chairman and this committee that we have 
no intention at all of deceiving the committee, or withholding infor- 
mation, and I would like to assure you that we do present to you in 
this program our best estimate, at the time, of the way these plans and 
the proposed investigations will occur. 

As I pointed out, these things happen, and, in our best judgment, 
when we are foreclosed from proceeding properly with an investiga- 
tion, we should not waste money on it at that time, but we should 
use that money to the best advantage for efficient work in planning 
those projects which have a reasonable assurance of receiving congres- 
sional approval when we get a feasibility report ready. 

















Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Dexheimer, we recognize that such conditions arise 
‘at times. Sure we do, but in this committee, it is our responsibility 
to keep track of the functions of the Bureau of Reclamation and over 
every other department, agency, board, or commission of the Govern- 
ment. When we ask that you Jet the committee know when you think 
such transfers or such action is necessary—especially to the degree that 
the chairman has just indicated—certainly the committee is entitled 
to have knowledge of such great change in the expenditure of funds. 

You should have at least given the chairman some indication of what 
you were doing. You can understand that unless we know what you 
are doing, we are in a pretty precarious position to spend the people’s 
money, for which we have responsibility. 

It is our responsibility, as well as yours. We can be taken to task 
by the people no end if we continue such practices as this. 

Can you tell us why you did not advise the committee of this action, 
Mr. Dexheimer? 

Mr. Dexnetmer. No, sir; it was just oversight, or negligence, if 
you will, and I offer my apologies to the committee and we will try to 
do better. 

Mr. Cannon. Supplementing what the gentleman from Iowa has 
said, Mr. Jensen, they were not required by | aw to spend this money 
if they found it was not needed. They could have turned it back to the 
Treasury, but they abandoned quite a number of these projects and 
spent the money for something else. 

Mr. Jensen. I know. 


CONTRIBUTIONS OF LOCAL INTERESTS ON INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Cannon. On how many investigations in your 1958 program are 
local interests putting up half the cost, as required by law? 

Mr. Dexnetmer. How many are local? 

Mr. Cannon. Yes. We have a provision here on page 55 of the com- 
mittee print that— 

None of this appropriation shall be used for more than one-half of the cost of 
investigations requested by States or other interests. 

In how many of those investigations in your 1958 program are local 
interests putting up half the cost, as required by this law? 

Mr. Dexuetrmer. [ cannot tell you the number of them, Mr. Chair- 
man, but we have $26,000 of contributed funds scheduled for 1958. 

Mr. Cannon. Will you at this point complete your answer when 
your testimony comes to you? 

Mr. DexnermMer. Yes, sir. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 

The fiscal year 1958 general investigation program at the present time includes 
an anticipated contribution of $26,000 from the ra of Colorado, under the 
act of December 5, 1924 (48. Stat. 685, 43 U. C. 396) for the purpose of 
expediting the study of the closed basin division of the San Luis Valley project. 
A contract is now being negotiated with the Lower Colorado River Authority 
whereby that agency will advance $20,000 under the same act to expedite the 
work on the gulf basin project, Texas. Based on past experience it is fully 
expected that additional contributions of this nature will be received before 
the end of the fiscal year 1958. The program does not include any amounts 


being advanced under the 50-percent contribution proviso referred to above, 
although some are included in the program for fiscal year 1957. 








IRRIGATION PROJECTS PRODUCING CROPS SUBJECT TO PRICE SUPPOR'’ 


Mr. Cannon. Do you know or can you supply for the record the 
number of acres in Federal irrigation projects that are producing crops 
subject to price supports, and the number of acres that have been put 
back in the soil bank ? 

Mr. Dexurrmer. We can get these figures for you. 

Mr. Cannon. Supply them when your testimony comes to you. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


ACREAGE OF Crops PrRopUCED ON FEDERAL RECLAMATION PROJECTS SUBJECT TO 
PRICE SUPPORTS 


The irrigated acreage of price-supported crops grown on projects furnished 
either a full or supplemental water supply totaled 2,010,000 acres in 1955, 
Included in the list of crops are: Corn, wheat, barley, oats, rye, grain sorghums, 
cotton, and flaxseed. The acreage of these crops amounts to less than 1 percent 
of the acreage of the same crops grown in the United States. 

In a statement released March 5, 1957, the Department of Agriculture reported 
a total investment of $8,891 million in price support commodities in inventory 
and in outstanding loans. Four commodities, namely: Corn, wheat, upland 
cotton, and tobacco, account for 87 percent of this investment. 

An analysis was made last year of the relationship of Wederal reclamation 
and the crop surplus problem. This analysis considered each of the principal! 
crops grown on reclamation projects which were in surplus supply. On an 
individual crop basis it was found that irrigated land in Federal reclamation 
projects does not significantly affect national crop surpluses. Wheat is grown 
in small quantities to balance crop rotations and is used in large measure for 
feeding of livestock. In the semiarid regions wheat generally is the principal 
dry-farm crop. Upon developing such land for irrigation more intensive higher 
value crops and less wheat are grown. The acreage of wheat grown on reclama- 
tion projects is less than 1 percent of the total United States acreage of wheat. 

The acreage of corn grown on reclamation projects is about one-third of 1 
percent of the United States acreage of corn and is used largely as feed to 
supplement and permit better utilization of the large area of western rangeland. 

Cotton acreage on reclamation projects is only about 2% percent of the total 
cotton acreage in the United States. This crop is produced more efficiently 
under irrigation and a part of the production is of extra long staple. Because 
of the increasing demand for this long-staple cotton, all of which is produced 
in the West under irrigation, the Department of Agriculture is allowing the 
acreage to be doubled this year. 

The full text of the analysis of reclamation and the crop-surplus problem 
follows: 

FEDERAL RECLAMATION AND THE CROP SURPLUS PROBLEM 


Much has been written and more has been said regarding overproduction of 
agricultural commodities. Many opponents and proponents of Federal recla- 
mation refer to the crop-surplus problem in general terms. The general mis- 
assumption is that the development of an acre of irrigated land in the arid 
West adds to the abundant and oversupply of commodities on hand and for 
which the Government is supporting the price. Generalizations are often mis- 
leading and result in gross misinformation which indicts reclamation as a 
significant contributor to these surpluses. 

In the consideration of the relationship of Federal reclamation to the crop- 
surplus problem it is appropriate that attention be directed first to some of 
the overall factors and considerations, and then to deal with specific crops 
grown on reclamation projects and the relationship of this production to the 
surplus of that crop. 

Evidence is present of peaks and valleys in price cycles of agricultural com- 
modities, indicating that throughout our recent history we have experienced 
repeating cycles of both scarcity and overproduction. Establishment of a sys- 
tem of crop and livestock forecasting with preplanting reports of intentions of 
farmers to plant certain crops was an early move toward voluntary adjust- 
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ment of agricultural production to indicated demand. Price support of agri- 
cultural commodities. has been a further step toward providing security of 
income for the farmer and has provided incentives for the added production 
of some commodities and probably has kept in production marginal and sub- 
marginal producers who, without supports, would have been forced to shift to 
other alternatives. 

The national policy of price supports has intensified the problem of overpro- 
duction of some crops and has shifted the burden of surpluses from low prices 
for the farmer to Government ownership of the commodities. 

The problem of a national crop surplus should be viewed in-relation to time 
and related factors. Who are the strong nations of the world? Are the nations 
who have limited agricultural and other resources strong? Do those nations 
who are unable to adequately feed their population have a greater or lesser prob- 
lem than the United States? If food were not such a pressing problem of the 
world, would we as a nation be providing technical aid to so many have-not 
countries? In the field of irrigation alone we have missions in about 25 coun- 
tries. Other forms of agriculiural aid will probably far exceed this. 

Assistant Secretary of Agriculture Earl L. Butz presented a statement for 
Secretary Benson before the Eighth Conference of the Food and Agriculture 
Organization of the United Nations at Rome, Italy, on November 8, 1955. This 
statement is quoted in part as follows: “In a world beset with large areas of 
undernourishment and subject to the vicissitudes of weather, including floods 
and drought, it is a fortunate thing that buffer stocks of agricultural commodi- 
ties do exist.” It was also said that supplies of only 2 food items, wheat and 
rice, and 2 other items, cotton and tobacco, remain in substantial excess position. 

Viewed in this light of world need, the overproduction in the United States is 
a distinct asset. How mich better to have unneeded supplies than to be unable 
to produce or obtain our needs. 

The Population Reference Bureau, Inec., Washington, D. C., in its November 
1955 bulletin, points out that in the last 10 years world population has in- 
creased 300 million and at an accelerating rate. From 1930 to 1940 the increase 
averaged about 22 million per year. The current rate of increase is estimated 
at 35 million annually. 

The world-population problem is brought into sharp focus in a recent survey 
in Pakistan, where food production has increased 20 percent since World War II 
but the food available per capita is 10 percent less than 15 years ago. 

Population in the United States is increasing at a rate which a short decade 
ago would have been unbelievable. Twenty-five years ago our demographers 
were forecasting a stationary United States population of less than 145 million 
by about 1940. Ten years ago our population experts were saying we would 
reaeh about 162 million by 1975. We have already exceeded that forecast. 
Recent estimates by the Bureau of the Census indicate a total population by 
1975 of about 221 million (an upper limit of 228 million) and, by 1965, only 9 
years hence, of 190 million. 

The present estimate for 1975 is about 60 million greater than the estimates of 
10 vears ago. This emphasizes the tremendous actual and potential increase 
within our own Nation. Yhe indicated rate of increase in the 17 Western States 
is about double that of the 31 Eastern States. 

Our real and long-term outlook, then, is one of protecting our present agri- 
cultural resources and of developing additional resources to provide a level of 
production on a sustaining basis that is adequate to meet the needs of future 
generations. 

The Administrator of the Soil Conservation Service, Mr. D. A. Williams, in a 
recent speech before the National Reclamation Association, pointed out that 
more than 115 million acres are now occupied by cities, highways, airports, 
defense establishments, and for industrial use. Eighty million acres of this 
area was originally good farmland. Mr. Williams also pointed out that we are 
losing farmland to nonagricultural uses at a rate of more than 1 million acres 
per year despite any new acreage brought in by irrigation projects. 

Dr. Byron T. Shaw, in recent testimony before congressional committees, has 
called attention to the trend in eating habits. Dr. Shaw says that, if we are to 
consume an average of 156 pounds of red meat annually, which was the consump- 
tion in 1954, we will require some 35 million acres more of land in 1962 than was 
used in 1953 to grow feed. It has been variously estimated by responsible offi- 
cials in the Department of Agriculture that a balance will be reached between 
production and consumption within about 3 to 5 years. 
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Other significant trends are in evidence, also. The increasing population of 
the West is consuming more and more of the farm production of the Western 
States. Only a few years ago, cattle raised west of the Rocky Mountains were 
shipped eastward for slaughter. Now the line of demarcation between the east 
and westbound movement of cattle extends generally from eastern Montana 
south through the Panhandle of Texas, thence to a point on the Gulf of Mexico, 
a short distance west of the Texas-Louisiana border. 

The increase in per capita consumption of fruits and vegetables reflects a 
further change in our diet and eating habits. Many foods used extensively 
throughout the country, produced only in the arid West on irrigated farms, have 
been classed as protective foods by dietitians and are considered necessary for 
proper physical growth and maintenance of health. 

The 17 Western States account for the entire production of apricots, dates, 
figs, raisins, lemons, hops, honeyball and honeydew melons, almonds, filberts, 
walnuts, Bartlett pears, prunes, mustard seed, late fall, winter, and spring 
earrots, late fall and early spring cauliflower, fall and winter peas, and late 
fall lettuce. These irrigated farms also produce approximately 90 percent or 
more of the production of brussel sprouts, plums, early fall and winter lettuce, 
winter spinach, winter and early spring broccoli, early and midspring asparagus, 
and spring cantaloups. 

Significantly, many of these items are produced during the late fall, winter, 
and early spring months and constitute off-season production in terms of most 
United States agricultural areas. It is also significant that many of these 
crops are grown on reclamation projects exclusively. The Gila, Yuma, Salt 
River, and Boulder Canyon projects alone, for example, produce over 97 percent 
of United States-grown dates; 45 percent of winter lettuce and 42 percent of 
spring lettuce; 85 percent of early spring cantaloups and 80 percent of early 
summer cantaloups; over 85 percent of spring carrots; and sizable portions of 
the Nation’s supply of other choice vegetables and truck crops. 

In this perspective, consider that many years elapse between the time a Fed- 
eral reclamation project is first proposed and the time the lands are in full 
agricultural production. We must go through the extensive process of investi- 
gation, review of proposed reports by all interested State and Federal agencies, 
authorization by the Congress, the appropriation of funds for construction, the 
development of final plans and specifications, the construction of the physical 
facilities of the project, and finally the settlement of the land. 

Even after the farmers are on the land, several years are necessary for the 
leveling and construction of farm ditches. On a project settled over an ex- 
tended period, it is estimated that from 5 to possibly 25 years may thus be re- 
quired to bring the total area served into full production. Projects or additions 
to projects which are proposed today will not come into full production for 
several years after we have attained a balance in overall production and con- 
sumption. Many of our projects supply supplemental water to an existing 
economy, that is, they assure water year after year to stabilize production. 

The United States Department of Agriculture reported on November 7, 1955, 
that as of September 30, 1955, the investment of the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration in price-support commodities amounted to $7,336,491,000. This total 
included $1,551,278,000 of loans outstanding, and $5,785,213,000 of cost value of 
inventories. 

More than 86 percent of the total investment is made up of 5 commodities as 
follows: wheat, 37.5 percent; upland cotton, 20.1 percent; corn, 19.5 percent; 
tobacco, 6.8 percent ; and rice, 2.2 percent. Tobacco is not grown on reclamation 
projects so the question of surplus crop production actually concerns, for the 
most part, only four commodities; namely, wheat, corn, upland cotton, and rice. 

The price-supported crops on which there is some production on reclamation 
projects are barley, corn, oats, rice, rye, wheat, grain sorghum, cotton, dry and 
edible beans, flaxseed, and soybeans. 

Data obtained from the Department of Agriculture show by States the 1954 
production of each of these crops under the support program. The amount of 
total United States production which is actually price supported varies from 5 
to 63 percent. Using the percentage of. production supported in each State, esti- 
mates were made of the amount produced on reclamation projects which might 
be considered supported. 

The total production of each cereal crop on reclamation projects in 1954, as a 
percentage of United States production, varies about one-sixth of 1 percent of 
rye to about 7.5 percent of barley. Thus, when you take into consideration the 
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relatively small portion of each total crop which is price supported, it becomes 
clearly evident that support for reclamation project production is negligible 
and of little significance. These cereal grains are grown primarily for feed 
and to provide a balanced farming operation, including the rotation of crops 
for maintenance of soil structure and soil fertility. 3 

Many western irrigation projects are in close proximity to large public graz- 
ing areas. These cereal crops supplement the grazing lands and permit better 
utilization of the 700 million acres of western rangelands by providing a late 
fall, winter, and spring feed supply. 

Corn production in the United States averages about 3 billion bushels an- 
nually. The total under loan and in inventery of the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration on September 30, 1955, amounted to about 29 percent of a year’s pro- 
duction and was valued at about $1.4 billion. Total corn constitutes about 20 
percent of the value of all crops under loan or in inventory of CCC. Corn pro- 
duction on reclamation projects, in 1954, amounted to about one-third of 1 
percent of the United States production and the estimated amount under sup- 
port was less than two-tenths of 1 percent of the value of the total 1954 crop 
put under support. This negligible amount is of no significance in the overall 
problem of corn supply. 

We hear a great deal about how wheat production on reclamation projects is 

in competition with Midwestern wheat. Wheat under loan or in inventory of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation on September 30, 1955, amounted to about 1 
year’s production and constituted about 37 percent of the value of all crops 
under loan or in CCC inventory. Wheat produced on reclamation projects in 
1954 was less than 2 percent of United States production and the amount sup- 
ported was less than 1 percent of the United States production of about 970 
million bushels. This is hardly a major contribution to the problem of over- 
production of wheat. Actually, instead of contributing to that problem, farm- 
ing as practiced under irrigation tends to alleviate this problem. 

In Washington State the Columbia Basin Federal reclamation project is 
under construction. Facilities are being completed each year to serve an addi- 
tional fifty to sixty thousand acres with irrigation water. In the principal 
counties in which the project is located, approximately 92 percent of the crop- 
land was used for dryland wheat in 1950. The acreage harvested was 45.6 
percent, indicating the amount in summer fallow to be about equal to that har- 
vested each year. The yield averaged slightly less than 22 bushels per harvested 
acre. 

In the Columbia Basin project in 1954, wheat was grown on less than 12 per- 
cent of the harvested cropland with a yield of 48 bushels per acre. This is 
approximately double the per-acre yield from dry land. However, the conver- 
sion of dryland farms to irrigated farms on the Columbia Basin project results 
in a 50-percent reduction in wheat production. In order to determine that the 
Columbia Basin project was not an exceptional situation, projects in Utah and 
South Dakota were examined. 

If the dry-farmed wheatland in counties adjacent to the Moon Lake project 
could be put under irrigation, the production of wheat would be reduced by 
about 53 percent. On the Angostura project in South Dakota, wheat occupies 
only 2.5 percent of the harvested acres under irrigation as compared with 20.6 
percent in the nearby dry-farm area. By converting the project lands to irri- 
gation, the production of wheat on these lands was reduced about 90 percent. 
Thus, it appears that construction of additional reclamation projects will not 
add to the wheat surplus. 

Rice under loan and in inventory of the Commodity Credit Corporation on 
September 30, 1955, amounted to about 44 percent of a year’s production in 
the United States. This crop constituted about 2.2 percent of the value of all 
crops under the support program. Rice grown on reclamation projects in 1954 
was less than 1 percent of the United States production, and the estimated 
amount under the support program was only about one-half of 1 percent of the 
total rice put under support in that year. 

Approximately two-thirds of a year’s production of upland cotton was under 
loan and in inventories of the Commodity Credit Corporation on September 30, 
1955. This represents about 20 percent of the value of all crops under loan and 
in CCC inventory. 

Of the approximately 13.6 million bales of upland cotton produced in 1954, 
almost 17 percent was under the support program. Upland cotton production 
on reclamation projects in 1954 was about 6.5 percent of the United States 
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production, and the amount estimated under the support program was about 
1.2 percent of United States production.’ Upland cotton produced on reclama- 
tion projects and under the support program is estimated to total slightly over 
1 percent of the total value of all crops under loan and in inventory of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation. 

Cotton can be produced under irrigation with other areas of the country. In 
a free market the irrigated areas probably could continue to produce profit- 
ably and many of the producers in dry farm areas would be forced to other 
alternatives. To criticize this production is to put a premium on inefficiency. 

About 44 percent of the American-Egyptian (1%-inch and longer staple) 
eotton grown in 1954 was produced on reclamation projects. The total eumu- 
lative amount under loan and in inventory of the Commodity Credit Corpora- 
tion on September 30, 1955, amounted to less than 100,000 bales valued at about 
$35 million. The amount grown on reclamation projects and estimated to 
be under support would represent less than one-fifth of 1 percent of all crops 
under loan and in CCC inventories. 

Dry- and edible-bean production in 1954 totaled 17 million bushels, of which 
23.5 percent was under price supports. This compares with 44 percent of wheat 
and almost 52 percent of rice production in 1954 under the support program. 
Approximately one-third of the total bean production comes from reclamation 
projects. This is a western crop and a good crop, but in terms of total agri- 
eultural production beans are not of great significance. All of the beans under 
loan and in CCC inventories are estimated to be less than 1/100 of 1 percent of 
all crops under price supports. 

The Committee on Agriculture of the House of Representatives, in its report 
on the Sugar Act of 1948, stated in part: “Sugar is an essential food product 
and it has long been the established policy of the United States Government 
for defense and strategic reasons—to preserve within the United States the 
ability to produce at least a portion of this vital food product needed by 
American consumers.” ‘Two emergencies during the first half of this century, 
when offshore sugar supplies had been cut off, have pointed up the wisdom of 
this national policy. 

Sugar production is controlied under the Sugar Act of 1948, as amended, by 
the Secretary of Agriculture, through quota allotments to sugar processors. 
Of the estimated annual United States consumption of & 400,000 tons, sugar 
beet processors are allotted a quota of 1,800,000 tons, approximately 21.4 per 
cent. Beet-sugar processors in turn allocate production quotas to the farmers. 
Sugar is traded in the open market with the price seeking its level within the 
limits of quotas established. Production of sugar beets on Federal reclamation 
projects amounts to 45 to 50 percent of the total United States sugar-beet 
production. 

Sugar processors are taxed at the rate of 50 cents per hundredweight of 
sugar. These Treasury receipts approximate S85 million to S90 million annnu 
ally and the Congress appropriates for use by the Secretary of Agriculture ap 
proximately $60 million to $65 million each year for payments to farmers. 
Thus the sugar program results in net Treasury receipts over expenditures. 

The production of sugar beets on Federal reclamation projects is not, in the 
overall sense, a part of the crop-surplus problem. Rather, it is a problem. 
within specific national policy, of limiting production in the continental United 
States to encourage and keep alive both domestic and offshore production. 

The production of other crops on reclamation projects, such as soybeans, 
flaxseed, etc., is negligible and of no significance in terms of the overall crop 
surplus problem. 

Further perspective is gained of reclamation and the crop-surplus problem 
when it is realized that facilities have been constructed in more than 50 years 
of such developments to serve either a full or supplemental water supply to 
about 7.2 million acres. This represents less than 2 percent of all land used 
for crops in the United States. Annual increments to the total United States 
cropland base through reclamation construction would constitute only about 
one-fortieth of 1 percent. In general, less than 50 percent of any crop is under 
the price-sapport program. ‘Thus, the critics of Federal reclamation develop 
ments appear to be concerned with, as & maximum, about one-eightieth to 
one-fortieth of 1 percent of the problein. 

In summary, it appears clearly evident that production of agricultural com 
modities on Federal reclamation projects does not contribute significantly to 
the overall crop-surplus problem. In the light of forecasts of future needs, it is 
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also clearly evident that we should proceed with all speed to develop and bring 
into production all of the potentially irrigable lands of the West. 

Information is not available as to the number of acres in Federal irrigation 
projects that have been put back in the soil bank since that ‘program is handled 
by the Department of Agriculture. 


Mr. Cannon. Then will you also supply this same information with 
respect to price-support crops which have been grown in acres to be 
irrigated in the new starts proposed in the budget? You will be 
unable to do that at this time, I realize, but when your testimony comes 
to you, supply it for the record. 

Mr. Dexneimer. Yes, sir. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


ACREAGE OF CROPS SUBJECT TO PRICE Support ON PRoposeD New STARTS 


An examination of the cropping pattern of areas proposed for development 
of the Ainsworth, Farwell, and Shoshone extension, all in the Missouri River 
Basin project, and the Wapanita, Little Wood, and Crooked River projects shows 
that under present conditions the acreage of crops grown which are subject to 
price supports aggregate approximately 91,000 acres. It is anticipated that after 
development the acreage in these crops will be reduced to about 76,000 acres, 
a net drop in price-supported crops of approximately 17 percent. The principal 
crops involved are corn, wheat, barley, oats, and dry edible beans, Almost 22,000 
acres less of grains will be grown. Corn acreage will decline from 45,000 to 
about 31,000; and wheat will drop from 19,000 to 5,000 acres. Slight increases 
are anticipated for oats and barley. However, the small grains are needed in 
the rotation and for use as nurse crops in developing additional acreages of 
alfalfa and other such forage crops. 

In the development of these areas for irrigation, major adjustments will be 
made in the farm enterprises and the acreage of the various crops grown. For 
all of these proposed new starts there will be about 57,000 acres more of pasture 
and forage crops. A slight increase is indicated for sugar beets; however, any 
acreage in this crop will, of necessity, have to be within the overall sugar-beet 
acreage allotments. 

An example of the shift in cropping patterns and farm enterprises may be 
gained from an analysis of the Farwell unit in Nebraska. 


CROP PRODUCTION AND SALES OF FARM PRODUCTS, FARWELL UNIT, NEBRASKA 


Construction of the Farwell unit in Nebraska will result in a distinct decrease 
in the amount of those crops now in surplus supply to be put into market channels. 
This is due to the change in cropping pattern, a better balance between forage 
and grain crops and the utilization of a greater share of the farm production 
as feed for livestock. 

Prior to construction, approximately 57 percent of the farm area has been 
used for production of grain, principally corn, wheat, oats, and barley. Hay 
and pasture occupy about 37 percent, and farmsteads, wasteland, etc., accounts 
for the remaining 6 percent. 

After development of the project it is estimated that about 35 percent of the 
farm area will be used for grain crops and hay crops and pasture will be grown 
on approximately 48 percent of the land. Sugar beets will be grown on 7 percent, 
farmsteads, rights-of-way, etc., will account for the remaining 10 percent. 

Corn and wheat are the principal crops now grown that are in surplus sup- 
ply. It is estimated that the future cropping pattern will exclude wheat as a 
crop. Under present conditions, approximately 202,000 bushels are produced 
each year, of which about 183,000 bushels are sold. Also, more than 200,000 
bushels of corn are now sold off the farms. After project development only 
about 34,000 bushels will be sold. The remainder of the production will be con 
sumed on the farm by livestock. Alfalfa hay and sugar beets will be the prin«ipal 
crops produced and sold off the farms. It is estimated that about 16,000 tons 
of hay excess to farm needs may be available for sate to adjacent areas. Sugur- 
heet production will, of course, be within overall allotments. 

The principal income from the area after project development will be from 
the sale of livestock and livestock products, consisting mainly of cattle and hogs. 
The estimated value of sales prior to project development are in the magnitude of 
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about $1.34 million, and after project development these sales are expected to 
total approximately $4.76 million. The following table summarizes the esti- 
mated differences in the amount of each farm commodity available for sale after 
project development : 


Estimated differences in sale of farm prodticts after development of Farwell unit, 














Nebraska 

| Unit Amount | Value 
—102, 300 | —$131, 000: 
—183, 200 | —273, 000 
+9, 200 +6, 000 
y —54, 300 —51, 000 
a Coake ntsidnodvabatuant Ta Madancs | +16, 200 | +268, 000 
PIED ONT ite ciariacnicnnntiquaensceesestotulcaiek ees +250 -+-4, 000 
SE Ole ccttacaneaces eel +74, 600 | +862, 000 
WR te ck see Pd, ek hk thnk tae Sede et +635, 000 
Livestock and livestock products. ................------ | feta tution shicénctecsdt sckicbeawk bases +3, 421, 000 
ee ee ry ese ---| +4, 106, 000 


A most revealing and significant statement on the need in the immediate 
future for agricultural land was made recently by Dr. Byron T. Shaw of the 
United States Department of Agriculture before the Subcommittee on Depart- 
ment of Agriculture and Related Agencies’ appropriations. The portion of Dr. 
Shaw’s statement relating to this need follows: 

“Next to farmers themselves, soil and water are undoubtedly our most val- 
uable—and from a standpoint of supply—our most critical agricultural pos- 
sessions. 

“We can get a good idea of the vital necessity of protecting our soil and 
water by briefly examining these two resources in terms of our needs. 

“Each minute that I talk with you, our population increases by 5 or 6 persons. 
Tomorrow at this time our numbers will have grown by 7,000 to 8,000. 

“It is estimated that to meet the needs of this expanding population, farm 
output must increase 25 percent by 1975. 

“If this increase were to come by simply farming more acres, it would be 
necessary to boost cropland by 100 million acres; pasture and range lands by 
300 million acres. In reality, we will add very few acres to our productive lands 
within the next two decades. The likelihood is that we'll add not more than 
30 million acres to our total cropland; we'll lose about 25 million acres of our 
pasture and range land. 

“We must remember, too, that we are still fighting an uphill battle against 
soil loss through deterioration, erosion, and watershed damage. 

“Water offers similar problems. 

“It is estimated that there is only enough extra water in the West to irrigate 
16 million more acres. In the humid region, where farmers normally depend on 
rain, they currently lose one-third of the water as runoff. 

“Without a doubt, research can do much that will help farmers protect their 
soil and water. For example, soil scientists believe that it’s ultimately possible 
to eliminate the loss of soil by wind and water erosion. 

“Evidence of their progress toward this goal shows up in the results of research 
from many sections of the United States.” 


VEGETABLES PRODUCED ON IRRIGATED LANDS 


Mr. Jensen. I would like to know how many acres of land have 
been irrigated with Federal funds which now produce vegetables of 
every nature. Could yousupply that, Mr. Dexheimer ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes; I think so. 

Mr. Jensen. The reason I ask that, Mr. Chairman, is that there 
are an awful lot of people who do not realize the value of our irri- 
gated land. I have information to the effect that we raise about 3 
times more vegetables on an acre of irrigated land than on dry farm- 
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land; and were it not for the acres of irrigated lands that have been 
irrigated with Federal funds, the price of vegetables today might be 
50 percent or even 100 percent higher than they are. That is why 
I would like to know the number of acres of land that are in irrigation 
today and have been put in irrigation with Federal funds that grow 
vegetables. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. Yes, sir. I would like to say that, as to surplus, 
the putting of irrigation on land reduces the number of surplus crops 
grown on those lands, and about 85 percent of the green vegetables 
of this country in the winter are produced from western irrigation 
projects. 

(The information requested follows :) 


ACREAGE OF VEGETABLES, FRUITS, AND Nuts GROWN ON FEDERAL RECLAMATION 
PROJECTS 


The acreage of all vegetables, fruits, and nuts on Federal irrigation projects 
furnished either a full or supplemental water supply in 1955 totaled 719,364 
acres. This acreage represents approximately 1114 percent of the total area 
irrigated on Federal reclamation projects. Many of these crops are harvested 
during the late fall, winter, and early spring months—the off season for most 
other vegetable-producing areas in the United States. As for example, the Gila, 
Yuma, Salt River, and Boulder Canyon projects in the southwestern United 
States produce ovre 97 percent of the dates, 45 percent of the winter lettuee, 
42 percent of spring lettuce, 85 percent of early spring cantaloups, and over 85 
percent of spring carrots, together with significant portions of other choice 
succulent and protective foods. 


Mr. Jensen. Do you have or could you get the figures on the num- 
ber of acres of private land, that is, non-Federal irrigated land, that 
grow vegetables ? 


Mr. Dexuermer. We will atiempt to get that. I doubt we would 


have those figures, but we will attempt to get them from the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 


Mr. Jensen. The Department of Agriculture would have them, I 
think. 


Mr. Dexuetmer. We will try to get them. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


Information furnished by the Department of Agriculture shows that, in 1954, 
1,237,602 acres of vegetables harvested for sale from all irrigated land in the 
United States. This figure excludes Irish and sweetpotatoes. Approximately 
82 percent, 1,016,796 acres, was non-Federal irrigated land. The total acreage 
of vegetables grown on both irrigated and nonirrigated land in the United States 
aggregated 3,739,994 acres, thus non-Federal irrigated land in vegetable pro- 
duction is about 25 percent of the total United States acreage. 

Generally, production per acre on irrigated land is greater than on dry farm- 
land. It appears reasonable to assume that the vegetables produced from non- 
Federal irrigated land probably would aggregate more than one-third of the 
total United States production. 

Essentially all of the vegetables grown in the 17 Western States are from 
irrigated lands. The following listing of total production in these States and 
for the United States is indicative of the significance of the West in meeting 
the dietary requirements of the Nation. Federal and non-Federal production 
are included in the 17 Western States list. 
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Production of selecied crops in the 


Almonds 
Apples 
A pricots 


Asparagus 
Fresh market 
Farly sprin 
Midspring 
Late spring 


Total 
Processing 
Avocados. 
Barley... 
Beans 
Green lima 
Fresh market 
Processing : 
Green snap, fresh market 
Dry, edible 
Soybeans... .. 
Berries 
Straw berries 
Early spring 
Midspring 
Late spring 
Winter 
Total 


Broccoli 
Winter 
Early spring 
Late spring 
Fall 


Total. 


Brussel sprouts 
Cabbage 
Cantaloups 
Spring 
Early summer. 
Midsummer 
Late summer 


Total___. 


Carrots 
W inter 
Spring 
Early summer 
Late summer 
Early fall... 
Late fall 


Total 


Cauliflower: 
Winter 
Farly spring 
Late spring 
Summer 
Early fall 
Late fall 


Total 


O¢ lery 
Winter 
Spring 
Early summet! 
Late summer 
Early fall 


Late fall 


Total 
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{Thousands of units] 
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United States and the 1? 
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3, 412. f 
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6, O92. 0 
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306. 0 
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1, 922. 0 
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9, 607.0 
850. 0 
672.0 
846.0 
984. 0 
, 675.0 


28, 634. 0 


1, 551.0 
3, 220. 0 


728.0 | 


1, 126.0 
3, 184.0 
2, 160.0 


11, 969.0 


7, 586. 0 
6, 553.0 
2, 919. 0 

799.0 
1, 684.0 
5, 170.0 
24, 711.0 


We slern Stales, 1955 








1 
17 Western States 
Total Percent 
of U.S 

35.6 | 100.0 

44, 922.0 | 12,7 

267.9 | 100.0 
1. 45 | 100. { 

335.0 | 100, 0 
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1, 789.0 | 2.4 
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38.0 | 8.9 
4,443.0 72.9 
3, 635. 0 | 60. ¢ 

0 | 0 
8,116.0 | 63.3 

640.0 4 Q5 
1, 922.0 100.0 
oa 0 
1, 577.0 | 62.3 
4,139.0 | 79.6 
17.2 91 
283.9 | 28 
) 52.0 | 97.7 

420.0 | 33.5 
5, 924.0 } RO. 9 

481.0 | 35.8 

12, 366.0 | 79. 2 
9, 607.0 | 100. 0 
SA0. 0 | 100.0 

3, 672.0 | 100.0 
650.0 | 35, 2 

2, 309.0 | 28.9 
4,675.0 } 100. 0 

21, 763.0 76.0 
1,199.0 77.3 

3, 220.0 100. 0 

428.0 5S. 8 

400. 0 35. § 

4132.0 | 
2, 160.0 | 100. 0 
7, 839.0 | 65.5 
3, 320.0 13.8 
3, 836.0 58. 5 
1, 482.0 50. 8 

799.0 100.0 

0 0 
5, 040.0 97.5 
14, 477.0 58. 6 





owe 


Production of selected cro 


Crop 


Cherries: 
Sweet 
Sour 

Total ‘ 

(Citrus 

Oranges 
Early e 
Mid-season 


Total 
Grapefruit 
Lemons 
Limes 


Cucumbers 
Fresh market 
’rocessing 


Total 
Dates 


Eggplant. 
Escarole 


Figs 
Filberts. (See Nuts.) 
Garlic 
Grapefruit. (See citrus 
tor apes 
Raisin varietis 
Other 
Total 
He ney 
Hops 
Kale 
Lemons See Citrus 
Lettuce 
Winter 
Early spring 
Late spring 


Summer 
Early fall 


Late fall 
Total 
Limes (See Citru 
Melon 
Watermelon 


Late spring 
Early surnmer 
Late summer 


Total 
Hioney ball 
Honeydew 
Mint 

Peppermint 
Spearmint 


Total 
Mustard seed 
Nuts 

Almonds 
Filberts 
Peanuts 


Pecans 


Improved varieties 
Wild and seedling pecans 


Total 
Walnuts 


Agricultural statistics 


at the 
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United States and the 
Continued 


Thousands of un ts] 


Unit 
lo 
0 
j 
lo 
Box 
do 
B 
10 
0 
Bushel 


Pound 
do 
Bushel 








17 VM é stern Slates, 
17 West 
Votal 
United 
Stat, I | 
117.3 102. 0 
150. 4 11.4 
67.7 113.4 
965. 0 14, 750.0 
65, 050. 0 26, 050. 0 
132, 015.0 410. 800. 0 
15, 200. 0 7. 200.0 
». 200. 0 13, 200. 0 
Ho i) 
x 50 ] 3.0 
13, 004. 0 2, 593.0 
21 Q { >, 706. 0 
16. 5 16. 5 
1. 476.0 65. 0 
» 553.0 0 
0 195.0 
1, 690. 0 690. 0 
1, 483. 7 l 2 
3,17 $, 003. 2 
64. 874.0 6. 874.0 
990. 0 0 
l 72. 0 11, 377.0 
6, 899. 0 6, 671.0 
1. 864.0 367. 0 
10, 298. 0 ® 824.0 
&, 421.0 8. 115.0 
2, 484. 0 2, 484. 0 
4] 0 37, 838. 0 
38, 104. 0 5, 544. 0 
82, 400.0 30, 312.0 
10, 666. 0 1. 010.0 
131, 170.0 36, 866. 0 
0 0 
624.0 3. 624.0 
1, 831.0 1, 287. 
585. 0 218.0 
2, 416.0 1, 505. 0 
35, 830. 0 35, 830. 0 
35. 6 35. 6 
7.4 7 
R05. 2 186.3 
11.4 2.8 
$7.1 24.7 
48.5 27.5 
75.4 75.4 


1955! 


100 
x8 


100 
0 


14 
36 


100 
100 
23 


24 
bb. 


56 
100 


.0 


Q 


4 


0 
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Production of selected crops in the United States and the 17 Western States, 1955— 
Continued 


[Thousands of units] 


























17 Western States 
ee m 
Crop Unit United ; 
States Total Percent 
| of e 8. 
} 
it sciitntinecn cbbadene wad Hgdennnnnimeneninnnte i enican 39.0 | 39.0 | 100.0 
Onions: 
ND ns. vedadbbnonasudenaase wn cltleno malas ee 4, 700.0 4,700.0 | 100. 0 
Se carte ekcaccccetannenatebuonsnsede a “Ue 4, 230. 0 4,070.0 | 96. 2 
INN oh sn. = ceroccnih iliiocmo th ional do.........|  31,765.0 | 14,8180 | 46. 6 
IE tesa assem -------|-----0.......--| 40,695.00 | 23, 588.0 | 58.0 
Oranges. (See citrus.) | 
OR oe De ny ih ck Si Jat aes | 51,291.0 | 40, 690.0 | 79.3 
Peanuts. (See nuts.) | 
Pears: | 
Pacific Bartiletts.................- cemnoiiiile’ i scitesde aon 20, 751.0 20, 751.0 100. 0 
DUET. ci edacetnccestdicodewccenee exeelenase G0.....0- | 9,760.0} 7,356.0 75.4 
ORs bike at dwnnnntectacsewaen deiictireriney ert ashi vena 30, 511.0 28, 107.0 92.1 
Peas: | | | 
Fresh market: j | 
dese i himceciuaeeeiee jnumadee ..do 30.0 | 30.0 100. 0 
PE a dincecancbvicnuen a nithinantesiriessiietenieneina te do 757.0 733.0 96.8 
OS See oes fei ..do 382. 0 217.0 56.8 
Deets seo do ; pie inde Lontted do 288.0 | 288..0 100.0 
Ss s cteunededsckowssesecueensectbuaseesh tellin wl 1, 457.0 1, 268.0 | 87.0 
a doesnt dacdnniesccancancessunensbanes Ton.. iat 454. 2 | 138. 4 30.5 
BP eta Uecbenknnneen Bag. 2, 793.0 | 2, 745. 0 98.3 
Pecans. (See nuts). 
Peppermint. (See mint). 
Pe rs, green: 

PWinter ip tekinnawicaaewe oe " ...| Bushel__- 1, 980. 0 0 0 
tn tiiicdanicacicttiancacuvencnatentiiions éulewsen do... 2, 380. 0 0 0 
Summer- -.- e ee 00... 5, 925.0 1, 762.0 29.7 
Fall... siecle ain 1, 156.0 680.0 58.8 

MDD tlie nonce cowaacnns eones thei awe htpsinicaus 11, 441.0 2, 442.0 21.3 
RIES ads occa dbdbdcccsccmiiwetnwestlbtecs Ton.. 34.5 0 0 
Plums_-- as en ‘ — 92.4 88.0 95.2 
Potatoes: 

Early - - . edkoss ‘ ..| Bushel_. 60, 767.0 37, 912.0 | 62. 4 
SRN bcc obi vebaccagsbaeiecnccsuesesweskbuewnces biel do 320, 864. 0 142, 417.0 44.4 
eee . ° a 381, 631.0 180, 329.0 | 47.3 
DIG oa Sci i cccccescdsveics~ncoseceneness Bushel | 38, 406.0 5, 539. 0 14.4 
PN. , stad dtlitnanagcliadihestocestcucwucetapewuss Pcs 434.3 434.3 100. 0 
Raisins. (See grapes.) 
Die cidsttilinditnnsdtetuinetase ae 53, 420. 0 26, 066. 0 18.8 
Spearmint. (See mint.) 
Spinach: 
Fresh market: 
WED titi scat tinitcekin wenenneddad buses tes Bushel-.--- 3, 368.0 3, 188.0 94.7 
Spring - - .--- ES ee ne —_— 3, 143.0 210.0 6.7 
PE ccwccsdeaddcds a. Aaistnieha dl caniaamte es 257.0 257.0 100. 0 
RR Ree eae eens 9 oe ee Ee a 1, 829.0 0 0 
RE ee ee gnecns 412.0 60.0 14.6 
I ct BAO cccstcinccnatl banc benien ties 9,009.0 | 3,715.0 | 41.2 
PROUT ais nic ccccencde Ton. 123.0 86.8 70. 6 
Tomatoes: 
Fresh market: 
0 ae ett oid tassel Bushel 5, 094. 0 0 0 
2 ee : ote aanin — eee 8, 308.0 | 3, 290.0 39. 6 
| ERS oud , 2, 850.0 | 1, 100.0 38. 6 
Early summer. .- - --- a 5, 712.0 1, 860. 0 32.6 
Late summer...---- ar 7, 837.0 | 996. 0 12.7 
Early fall-------- do.. 6, 700. 0 6, 700. 0 100. 0 
Late fall_....-- do- 2, 731.0 | 256. 0 9. 
Total_-.- “ , 39, 232.0 | 14, 202.0 36. 2 
Processing. -...--..---- ..| Ton. ‘ 3, 224.5 2, 109. 7 65.4 
Tree nuts. (See nuts.) 
Walnuts. (See nuts.) 
Watermelons. (See melons.) 





! Agricultural statistics. 


' 
' 
‘ 





sreeEpEnneTTs: 





83 
REPAYMENT CONTRACTS 


Mr. Cannon. In our conference report last year both Houses agreed 
on a directive under which you were to make no new contracts for 
construction of irrigation features of projects until the repayment 
contracts were executed. There had been laxity about that. Has 
there been any deviation from that directive ? 

Mr. Aanpautu. I think not. 


PROJECTS TURNED OVER TO LOCAL GROUPS 


Mr. Cannon. How many projects have been turned over to local 
people for maintenance since last year ? 

Mr. Aanpauu. There have been three. 

Mr. Cannon. They have been completed / 

Mr. Aanpauu. They either have been completed or are nearing 
completion. 

Mr. Cannon. And they are now in operation ? 

Mr. AANDAHL. Yes. 

Mr. Cannon. Include a list of those when your testimony comes 
back to you. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 

Projects turned over to the water users for operation and maintenance on 
January 1, 1957, included the Tule Lake Division of the Klamath project, parts of 


the Bostwick Division of the Missouri River Basin project, and parts of the 
Frenchman-Cambridge Division of the Missouri River Basin project. 


PRIORITY LIST OF NEW STARTS 


Mr. Cannon. In connection with your proposed new starts, will you 
prepare for the record a list putting these projects in priority order, 
taking into account the national interest, the economic feasibility of 
the project, the status of the repayment contract, and the amounts 
per acre that the water users are willing and able to pay. Put that in 
your testimony when it comes to you. 

Mr. AANDAHL. Yes, sir. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


Fiscat YEAR 1958 New STArtTs IN ORDER OF PRIORITY 


In answer to the chairman’s request for a list of new starts in order of priority, 
taking into consideration national interests, economical feasibility of project, 
status of repayment contract, and amounts water users are willing and able to 
pay, we submit the following table: 














| 
| Amount 
| Benefit- | Status repay- } water users 
Name of project 1958 request | cost | ment contract repay an- 
| ratio | on Mar. 31 nually (per 
| | acre) 
Bret ieee ene beh Ee SS a eh hidsbioeteds Ved iLL dediccidh iii okie ak, 
Wremmnitiosi it. 223h ee. ee at ee, $400, 000 1.8 Executed ! $6. 92 
FarwelLunit, Missouri River Basin. ._._...____.. 750,000 | 1, 66 } fb csceec 8.10 
Crooked River. ee eae > +A, 850,000 | 22.15 | To be exe- 5.05 
cuted be- | 
| fore June | 
| 30, 1957. | 
Ainsworth unit, Missouri River Basin hs deat 1, 100,000 | 2.16 | Executed ! | 8. 82 
Little Wood De er oe 400,000 | 2.17 | To be exe- 5. 31 
| cuted be- | 
fore June | 
| 30, 1957. 
Shoshone extension unit, Missouri River Basin 4. 500, 000 | 1.4 Pp ublic lands 7) 6.10 
| 
Percent | Total Allocation | | Invest 
of repay- | estimated to | Acres in- | ment pe 
Name of project ment by cost irrigation | volved | acre 
irrigators | 
| 
Wapinitia 100 $581, 000 $546, 130 | 2, 108 $250) 
Farwell unit, Missouri River Basin 31 | 33, 631, 000 32, 425, 500 | 52, 530 61s 
Crooked River. - 38 | 6,603,000 | 5,894,000 | 20,210 | 208 
Ainsworth unit, Missouri River Basin 29 26, 336, 500 | 25,918,200 | 33,960 Th 
Little Wood 100 | 2,220,000 | 1, 681, 600 9, 550 177 
Shoshone extension unit, Missouri River Basin ¢ | 19 48, 041,100 | 47, 451, 111 56, 700 837 


| ’ ’ | 

‘ Contract includes provision making its execution contingent upon availability of appropriations 
2 Current ratio 1.9. 

’ Current ratio 2.1. 

4 Rated last because of current lack of support 


The projects listed above are in the order of priority which in our judgment 
gives effect to the considerations listed above. The first five projects could be 
rated in different orders of priority by giving different weights to the criteria 
All of them are in essentially equal status regarding repayment contracts. If 
different weights were given to pertinent points of national interest, the drought. 
the total estimated cost, and the percentage of repayment by water users, a 
different order of priority would be arrived at. The Shoshone extension unit 
is rated last in priority because of current lack of cooperative support and water 
exchange problems. 


160-ACRE LIMITATION 


Mr. Cannon. On the question of legality of the 160-acre hmitation 
that was recently challenged by the State of California, we would like 
to ask you what the status is and what steps you propose to take? 

Mr. Aanpau. We are, of course, uncertain as to just what we will 
ret do in the State of California. The attorney general of 

California, together with the water users’ organizations involved, are 
in the process of appealing the case, and until there is a final court 
determination we will continue to deliver water and receive payment 
under the contracts which we have, contracts that are in operation. 
But just what we will do if the position of the California court is sus- 
tained by the Supreme Court or is not heard by the Supreme Court, 
is uncertain at the moment. Our attor neys are speculating on it. 

Mr. Cannon. You are appealing it? You are taking it to the 
Supreme Court? 

Mr. AanpDAHL. The attorney general of the State of California to- 
gether with the water users’ associations involved are appealing it. 


i ee 








So 


COST ALLOCATIONS 


Mr. Cannon. Are the Corps and the Bureau now in agreement 
with respect to cost allocations of power on all multipurpose projects 
for which the Department of the Interior markets the power? 

Mr. AanpAanL. We have an agreed-upon formula, and that formula 
is agreed upon by the Department of the Interior, the Department 
of the Army, and the Federal Power Commission. 

In applying a formula, there are always a number of details that 
have to be worked into the formula, and the Department of Interior 
staff people and the Corps of Engineers staff people are constantly 
working on these details. Sometimes they are in full agreement and 
sometimes there are some differences as to what details and how they 
should be used in the formula. 

Mr. Cannon. But in general / 

Mr. Aanpaunt. In general we are working in a fully cooperative 
manner and I think are very successful in cost allocations. 

Mr. Cannon. Successful to both ? 

Mr. AANDAHL. Yes. 


COST ALLOCATIONS OF POWER MARKETED BY THE DEPARTMENT 


Mr. Cannon. Insert in the record the cost allocations of power of 
both the Corps and the Bureau on all completed projer ts for which 
the Department markets the peer on those now in progress, and 
those proposed as new starts in the budget requests a both agencies 
now before us. 

Mr. AANDAHL. We will do that. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 
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Mr. Cannon. Has any member of the committee any further ques- 
tions ‘ 
USE OF GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS FUNDS 


Mr. Aanoama. Mr. Chairman, before we adjourn, may I just say 
a I am-disturbed by the information that you have about the 

ransfer of investigation funds to projects other than those that were 
outlined j in the budget submission to the committee, and I will make 
it my business to do ev erything possible to get that straightened out. 

Mr. Cannon. We will appreciate that. “I will confess the com- 
mittee was quite startled when we looked at the record. I am sure 
there was no intention to deliberately mislead the committee, but it 
looked as if there had been a sad disregard of caution in carrying 
it out. 

Mr. Aanpau.., It is a type of thing that has been going on for quite 
some time, but it_ has blossomed out in aggravated form in connec- 
tion with the 1957 budget, and I am as disturbed about it as you are. 

Mr. Cannon. We will appreciate it if you will give that particular 
attention. 

Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 


Tuurspay, Marcu 28, 1957, 
COLUMBIA BASIN 


Mr. Ranaut. The committee will come to order. 

This morning we will take up the Columbia Basin. We have Gen- 
eral Foote, Major Garrett, and Colonel Pickett with us this morning. 

Good morning, gentlemen. 

Have you a statement, General ? 

General Foorr. No, sir. I have no prepared statement, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. Rapaut. We mht just as well proceed. 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, CorPs OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Rasaut. Under “General investigation” you have $322,600 for 
5 projects. We will put pages 3 and 4 of the justifications in the 
record. 
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(The justifications referred to follow :) 
EXAMINATIONS AND SURVEYS 


(a) Navigation studies.—None. 

(b) Flood-control studies.—The amount of $137,600 is requested for prosecution 
of 4 studies during fiscal year 1958. This amount will permit completion of 
1 report and progress on 3 others. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 





Total esti- Allocation Tentative Additional 

Study estimated prior to fis- jallocation, fis-| to complete 

Federal cost. | cal year 1958 | cal year 1958 | after fiscal 

| year 1958 
Idaho: Upper Snake River, Idaho and Wyo...| —_—_ $350, 000 $173,500 | $100, 000 | $76, 500 

Washington: | 

Esquatzel Coulee - - - - aie 35, 000 20,000 | 15, 000 0 
Mill Creek......-- an ss 62, 500 | 28, 400 12, 600 21, 500 
Touchet River 40, 000 15, 500 | 10, 000 14, 500 
eee . 00s > 4 487, 500 237, 400 137, 600 112, 500 


(c) Beach erosion cooperative studies.—None. 
(d) Special studies —The amount of $185,000 is requested for completion of 
the Columbia River review study during fiscal year 1958. 


j i 
Total esti- Allocation , Tentative | Additional 


| 
Study estimated prior to fis- jallocation, fis-| to complete 
| Federal cost | cal year 1958 | cal year 1958 | after fiscal 
year 1958 
Columbia River Review - - 1 $435, 000 250, 000 185, 000 0 
Total 3 435, 000 | 250, 000 | 185, 000 | 0 





Grand total. ___.____- | 922, 500 487, 400 | 322, 600 112, 500 
| 











1 Exclusive of $220,000 for Columbia River (Rock Island to Chief Joseph Dam) for which funds were 
appropriated in fiscal year 1956 under ‘‘Flood control studies.”’ 





UPPER SNAKE RIVER STUDY 


Mr. Rasavur. Explain the need for the flood-contro] study of the 
upper Snake River, for which an additional $100,000 is requested. 

General Foorr. Mr. Chairman, the upper Snake River Basin is an 
area that has been under development for irrigation and related water 
uses for many years by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

There are, particularly in the upper portion of the basin, up in 
the vicinity of Idaho Falls, at the upper end or appreciably the upper 
end of the basin, substantial areas that suffer annual recurrent flood 
damage. All along that reach of the river from the upper end of the 
American Falls Reservoir clear to the lower end of the Henry Fork 
and the lower Teton area this occurs. 

They have annual flood damages. We have annual flood damages 
in the Jackson Hole area, of course. We have flood damages on the 
north bank tributaries, Little Wood, Big Wood, both of the Lost 
Rivers, flood damages on the Bruneau, and going further downstream 
then, on the Boise River, Payette, Weiser, “Malheur, Burns Rivers— 
an area that certainly requires, if economically feasible, a substantial 
amount of protection. 

The necessity for the survey, sir, is simply to develop in collaboration 
with the Bureau of Reclamation, a plan for improvement up there 
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that will protect against floods, will permit maximum utilization of 
water resources for irrigation, and for other beneficial uses. 

Mr. Rasavt. The estimated Federal cost for this study was $350,000. 
You have had $173,500 to date. This request for $100,000 leaves a 
balance of $76,500. 

Do you figure that this study is really going to stay within the con- 
fines of this original sum of $350,000? 

General Foore. I believe it will, sir. 


COLUMBIA RIVER REVIEW 


Mr. Rasavr. $185,000 is budgeted to complete the Columbia River 
review. What progress have you made on this study during the past 
year ¢ 
~ General Foorr. We have made very excellent progress on this study, 
sir. We have continued investigations on a number of reservoir proj- 
ects, interim surveys and investigations on run-of-river projects. We 
have worked consistently and steadily through the year on our power 
studies, to determine the power values that will be obtained from the 
proposed development. 

We have had one series of public hearings within the past year held 
in July, last summer. It involved a total of four hearings. 

We have continued to develop the view and desire of the people in 
the basin by the repeated meetings of our advisory groups. The study 
as of this time, sir, is on schedule. 

In brief, sir, that is the progress that we have made in the past year. 
Weare, I feel, making excellent progress. 

Mr. Rasaut. I notice it says. “This is to complete the study.” Is 
this going to complete the study ? 

General Foorr. No, sir. 1 do not believe it will. 

Mr. Rapavt. Originally there was $435,000. You had $250,000 in 
the past. This leaves a balance of $185,000 which is requested at this 
time. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. You do not think it will complete it ? 

General Foorr. No, sir; I do not think it will. 

Mr. Rasavut. Why do you say that, and how much do you think it 
will take to complete it, General ? 

General Foorr. Mr. Chairman, since these submittals were prepared 
and made to the committee—— 

Mr. Ranaut. When was that? 

General Foorr. In January, as far as my office is concerned, sir. 

Mr. Rapavt. You are talking about the $185,000 ? 

General Foorr. Yes. Since that date the Federal Power Commis- 
sion has declined to license the projects on the middle Snake River, 
the Pleasant Valley and Mountain Sheep projects, for which the Pa- 
cific Northwest Power Co. has made application, and it appears now 
that there is substantial question as to what should be the form of 
development in the middle Snake portion of the Snake River. 

In the conduct of our survey, we had assumed, since the FPC had 
accepted this application for license, that it probably would grant a 
license, and that that process would establish the form of development 
in that reach of the river. 
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Now it appears very evident that we must include a substantial 
amount of work in our survey and in our report which we had not 
contemplated would be required, so that I feel, sir, it is going to take 
approximately $100,000 in addition to the $185,000 contained in this 
request to complete that study. 

Mr. Rasavr. Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Evins. In the whole Columbia and North Pacific Basin you 
only have 4 or 5 additional studies under “General investigations.” 

General Foorr. That is just in the Columbia Basin, sir. We have 
others in the North Pacific Basin which I understand will be taken up 
separately. 

Mr. Evins. Under Idaho you have the Snake River, Wash.; three 
are listed, and on the next page, Columbia River. You have only five 
investigations listed for the next year; is that correct? 

General Foorr. That is listed for the Columbia River drainage 
proper, sir. The North Pacific Basin is the area of the Pacific North- 
west draining directly into the Pacific Ocean, not through the Colum- 
bia River. 

We have other investigations in that area. I understand those will 
be taken up separately in the North Pacific Basin category. 

Mr. Evins. In those two States and in the Columbia River, that 
does not indicate a great many studies for that vast area. 

General Foorr. We have five additional in the North Pac?fie region 
as distinguished from the Columbia Basin. 

Mr. ANvERSEN. What type of territory surrounds the upper Snake 
River? Isit agricultural in potential ? 

General Foorr. There are very excellent agricultural potentials. 
The reach from American Falls on up—essentially the area that is 
colored in green that is shown as the irrigated area—is highly pro- 
ductive agricultural land. Unfortunately, a great deal of it is also 
subject to flood damage. 

Mr. Fenton. General, in its current review of the Columbia River, 
will the Corps of Engineers determine what the flood-control potential 
will be with existing projects and those now under construction, includ 
ing Federal and non- Federal ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. Is it also reasonable to assume that the incremental 
flood-control effect and value of all the presently proposed new storage 
projects in this country and Canada will be determined so as to make 
it possible for the Congress to have some idea of the relative merits 
of each 

General Foorr. Insofar as projects which may be recommended for 
construction are concerned, there will be determined a specific benefit- 
cost ratio for each individual project. 

The overall evaluation of all the potential projects both in the 
United States and Canada, to the degree of refinement that we would 
or could establish a specific benefit-cost ratio for each of those possi- 
bilities, which you appreciate in many cases are alternatives, we would 
not be able to go to that detail and to that refinement within the scope 
of the present study, but I believe, sir, to answer the spirit of your 
question, that the report will furnish a very adequate‘basis upon which 
the Congress can determine the actions that should be taken for de- 
velopment of the Columbia River Basin. 
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Mr. Fenton. In addition, will the corps study analyze various 
alternate groups of projects that could provide the degree of flood con- 
trol desired, so that here, again, some knowledge of the relative merits 
of these various alternate groups might be av: ailable ¢ 

General Foorr. I do not believe I fully follow your questions, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. In addition to what you have said, will the corps study 
analyze various alternate groups of projects that could provide the 
degree of flood control desired, so that here, again, some knowledge of 
the relative merits of the various alternate projects and groups might 
be available? 

In other words, do you have available alternate suggestions ‘ 

General Foorr. We will have available alternate projects, sir, which 
I feel will provide the information which you referred to. In order to 
determine whether we should recommend project A, for instance, sir, if 
projects B and C are alternate to that project, we must also determine 
their value in order to know which one is the most desirable and the one 
to be recommended. I feel we will have the information on alternates 
complete enough to satisfy the requirements. 

Mr. Fenton. I believe a corps witness testified before the Federal 
Power Commission that, under normal circumstances, the initial search 
for the most effective flood control is on the tributaries that are the 
worst offenders. Is that true? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. I would also like to ask what are the relative merits 
and value of an acre-foot of flood-control storage on the Clearwater 
River, the Salmon River, the middle Snake River, the central and 
upper ’ Snake River, the various major tributaries of the Columbia 
River above the Snake, and potential storage on the main stem of the 
Columbia River and on the Upper Columbia River in Canada ¢ 

General Foorr. That involves a very long, involved story, sir. 

Mr. Fenron. I wish you would put it in the record, General. 

General Foorr. If I may put it nm the record, 1 would be very happy 
to do so. 

(The information follows :) 


FLOOD CONTROL STORAGE, COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN 


I. The table attached furnishes the data as to source of major floods. In 
order to simplify the presentation, the volume amounts and associated percent- 
ages given refer to the observed volumes of water passing from each subbasin 
at the referenced point which contributed to the total volume at The Dalles 
between the time the flow, for the 1894 flood, reached 800,000 cubic feet per sec- 
ond at The Dalles until it receded to 800,000 cubic feet per second at The Dalles. 
Similar figures for the 1948 and 1956 floods refer to volumes between flows of 
700,000 cubic feet per second and 550,000 cubic feet per second respectively. In 
the actual flood operations, volumes in excess of these amounts will be stored at 
the projects due to the assumption made to attempt lower control in each case 
than was finally achieved. For the 1894 flood operation in House Document 531, 
flood operations were started on the basis of controlling the 1894 flood to 600,000 
cubic feet per second until it was evident that control to only 800,000 cubic feet 
per second was possible. This variable operation, intended to duplicate actual 
operation conditions, resulted in storage of water at most locations in advance 
of the flood-crest period. 

Il. The relative value of reservoir storage for flood control on the main stem 
of the Columbia River is dependent upon several major factors. These include 
(a) the magnitude of flood runoff volume at the reservoir which would contrib- 
ute to the peak flows for the Columbia River at The Dalles, Oreg.; (0b) the vari- 
ation in relative amounts of flood runoff at particular sites, for the major floods 
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of record; (c) the location of the reservoir with respect to major natural lakes 
and stream channels; (d) the shape of the flood hydrograph at the reservoir 
site; (e) the capacity of outlets at the dam to evacuate water and maintain stor- 
age space in the reservoir until needed for flood operation; and (f) extent to 
which operation of the project for maximum reduction at The Dalles is consistent 
with operation to achieve maximum overall flood-control benefits considering 
benefits to local areas upstream from The Dalles. These items will be diseussed 
in sequence. 

(a) The magnitude and distribution of flood runoff is important in determin- 
ing the amount of reservoir storage space which can be used effectively at up- 
stream headwater sites. The limitation of magnitude of flood runoff applies to 
such sites as Hungry Horse, Spruce Park, Long Meadows, Ninemile Prairie, 
Evaville, and middle and lower Snake projects. The maximum amount of stor- 
age that can be used 100 percent effectively at these sites also depends upon 
the controlled discharge for the Columbia River at The Dalles, which in turn is 
dependent upon the level of development being considered. 

(b) The variation in flood-runoff volume between floods is of relatively minor 
consequence in the Columbia River Basin. 

(c) The location of reservoir storage with respect to major natural lakes and 
stream channels is an important factor in judging its effectiveness. There are 
seven major lakes in the Upper Columbia River Basin, which offer considerable 
natural storage delay to flood runoff. Reservoir storage located above these 
lakes is not entirely effective for flood control, because the water stored in the 
reservoirs is partially replacing natural storage in the lakes. The following 
tables lists percent effectiveness for water stored for flood control, by reason 
of lake storage or excessive travel times in channels between the project and 
the Lower Columbia River: 


Relative value of flood-control storage, Columbia River Basin 


Upper Snake Palisades____-~_- 85 to 90 percent effective. 
i i if A el 90 to 95 percent effective. 
Middle and lower Snake__-__-_-- 100 pereent effective. 
KRoetenni:: Labby............-. 60 to 65 percent effective (Kootenai Lake). 
Clark Fork: 
Hungry Horse__-_- sh dienes 50 to 60 percent effective (Flathead Lake and 
Pend Oreille Lake). 
rama 1 70 to 75 pereent effective (Pend Oreille Lake 
only). 
I i a 70 to.75 pereent effective (Coeur d’Alene Lake). 
Mica Creek and Arrow Lakes__ 70 to 75 percent effective (Arrow Lakes). 
Arrow Lakes Alone__._____-___ 0 percent effective. 


CAUTION: There is a point of diminishing returns. For example, storage on Middle 
Snake in excess of 2,300,000+ acre-feet could not be considered effective in reducing the 
1894 flood to 800,000 cubic feet per second at The Dalles. 


(ad) The shape of the flood hydrograph at reservoir sites is important only for 
projects first added in the present stage of development. In considering a sys- 
tem flood-control operation, the relative value of storage should be based only on 
the total volume of water stored at the project, which is effective in reducing 
flows during the effective control period for Columbia River at The Dalles. 

(e) The outlet capacity of some projects presently constructed limits their 
effectiveness for flood control. The outlet capacity is required to assure that 
reservoir levels are kept down prior to the flood control period, without involun- 
tary filling of storage at the reservoir during the preflood period. This is im- 
portant for main-stem projects, where preflood flows are high, and for many 
presently constructed irrigation reservoirs. The 60 outlets at Grand Coulee 
Dam will be adequate for passing discharges only after storage is developed 
upstream, which will reduce inflows to the project. The irrigation reservoirs 
with inadequate outlet capacity for effective use of storage space for flood con- 
trol are generally the smaller projects in the Snake River Basin, including such 
projects as Owyhee, Island Park, and Deadwood Reservoirs. All projects present- 
ly being planned for multipurpose storage include provision for adequate outlet 
capacity. 

(f) The operation of a tributary reservoir to provide maximum flood reduction 
at The Dalles would result in storing waters at the site only during that period 
when the at-site flows would later combine with flood peaks at The Dalles. This 
could result in large at-site releases immediately before and after the storage 
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period described above. Adjustment of the storage period may make it possible 
to substantially reduce the releases otherwise necessary and thus make available 
substantial flood-control benefits on the tributary stream. In this case, the 
entire storage capacity may not be effective in reducing flood flows at The Dalles. 

III. Theoretically an acre-foot of flood-control storage which is fully effective 
at The Dalles has the same value for flood benefits on the lower Columbia River 
regardless of where it is located in the basin upstream. The total volume 
of flow during the 1894 flood in excess of 800,000 cubic feet per second at The 
Dalles was 14,100,000 acre-feet. With perfect operation, it would have been 
possible to reduce the peak flow from 1,240,000 cubic feet per second to 800,000 
eubie feet per second with 14,100,000 acre-feet of storage immediately upstream 
from The Dalles. If the storage is distributed over the basin, a greater total 
storage capacity for flood control would be required considering the various fac- 
tors discussed above and, also, because of the complexity of operating a multi- 
reservoir system, it would not be possible to achieve the maximum theoretical 
reduction. In the flood-routing studies for House Document 531, it was con- 
sidered that a total effective storage at The Dalles of 17,300,000 acre-feet was 
required to achieve the above annual flood control benefits on the lower Columbia 
River. 

IV. The total estimated annual flood-control benefits assigned to flood-control 
storage for reduction of flood flows on the lower Columbia River is $18,800,000. 
This amounts to a little over $1 per acre-foot of effective storage. The value of 
flood-control storage is being reviewed in current studies and may be somewhat 
more than the above values. Although it is not correct to directly discount this 
$1 value by the percentages of effectiveness given above because of the many 
factors involved, this would give a very rough comparative evaluation. 


Columbia River Basin—Source of major floods 





June 1894 (observed) 





Peaks Volume 
During 
| Contrib- period flow 
Actual | uted to is above 
| cubie The Dalles | Percent of | 800,000 eubie | Percent of 
| feet enhie The Dalles feet per | The Dalles 
per feet flow second at flow 
second per | The Dalles | 
second | 1,000 acre- | 
feet | 
Columbia River in Canada (above | | 
Kootenai | 277, 000 267, 000 21.5 | 15,600 | 23.8 
Kootenai River (at Nelson) 216, 000 192, 000 15.5 11,800 | 18.0 
Clark Fork-Pend Oreille (at Z-Canyon) 195, 000 169, 000 13. 6 10, 000 15.3 
Clearwater River (at Spalding) 160, 000 151, 000 12.2 5, 000 7.6 
Slamon River (at Whitebird) | 129, OOF 112 ) 9.0 5,000 | 7.6 
Snake River above Salmon (at Oxbow) --|} 130, 000 105, 000 8.5 5, 900 9.0 
Spokane River below Coeur d’Alene | 
Late 47, 000 46, 000 3.7 | 2,010 3.1 
Miscellaneous streams and local inflow | 
(difference) 198, 000+ 16.0 10, 200+ 15.6 
Columbia River at The Dalles 1, 240, 000 | 1, 240, 000 100. 0 65, 500 100. 0 
Snake River at Clarfston ! | 409, 000 409. ONO 39 7 | 17, 240 #4 
Columbia River at Trinidad ? 800, 000 761, 000 61.5 44, 940 68. 7 





91488—57——-7 
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Columbia River Basin—Source of major floods 


May 1948 (observed) 
| 
Peaks Volume 


During 


Contrib- period flow 
Actual | uted to | is above 
| eubie The Dalles | Percent of | 800,000 cubie | Percent of 
| feet cubic The Dalles feet per Ihe Dalles 
per feet flow second at flow 
second per The Dalles 
second 1,000 acre- 
feet 
Columbia River in Canada (above 
Kootenai. 182, 000 124, 000 12.3 8, 700 17.0 
Kootenai Kiver (at Nelson) _-- 166, 000 125, 000 12.4 8, 200 15.9 
Clark Fork-Pend Oreille (at Z-~Canyon) 171, 000 127, 000 12.6 8, 400 16.3 
Clearwater River (at Spalding). 177, 000 166, 000 16.4 5, 600 10.9 
Salmon River (at Whitebird) 103, 000 99, 000 9.8 4, 300 8.4 
Snake River above Salmon (at Oxbow) 55, 000 51, 000 5.0 2, 500 19 
Spokane River below Coeur d’Alene 
Lake 40, 000 39, 000 3.9 1, 790 3.5 
Miscellaneous streams and local inflow 
(difference) 279, 0004 27.6 12, 0004 23.1 
Columbia River at The Dalles 1,010,000 | 1,010, 000 100. 0 51, 500 100. { 
Snake River at Clarkston ! 369, 000 369, 000 36.6 13, 550 26.3 
Columbia River at Trinidad 2 692, 600 565, 000 5G | 34 R80 67.8 


Columbia River Basin—Source of major floods 


June 19 ybserve 
Pea Volun 
During 
Contrib- period flow 
Actual uted to is aby 
cubie The Dalles| Percent of | 800,000 cubi Percent o 
feet cubic The D feet per The Dall 
per feet flov 1on4 at 
second per lI Dalles 
econd 1,000 acre 
i t 
Columbia River in Canada (above 
Kootenai 162, 000 114, 000 13.9 70 lf 
Kootenai River (at Nelson) 171, 000 156, 000 19.0 g 100 19.7 
Clark Fork-Pend © reiile (at Z-Canyon) 130, 000 126, 000 15.3 5, 420 15.7 
Clearwater River (at Spal ling) 118, 000 RS ODO 10. 7 4, 290 10.4 
Salmon River (at +. hitebird) 104, 000 94, 000 11.4 1 50 11.2 
Snake River above Salmon (at Oxbow AR, OO 48, 000 58 2 630 6.4 
Spokane River below Coeur u’Alene 
Lake 32, 000 29. 000 3.5 1, 500 7 
Miscellaneous streams and local inflow 
(difference) 168, 000 %). 4 6, 730 16.4 
Columbia River at The Dalles $23, 000 $23, 000 100. 0 11. 000 100. 0 
Snake River at Clarkston 296, 000 262, 000 1.8 12. 650 1.0 
Columbia River at Trinidad 2 550, 000 505, 000 61.4 26, 180 64.2 


the Salmon River at Whitebird, the Snake River at Oxbow together with the flows from the interveu 
watershed and minor tributaries. 

2 The flows of the Columbia River at Trinidad include the flows of the Columbia River in Canada abov 
the Kootenai, the Kootenai River at Nelson, the Clark Fork-Pend Oreille at Z-Canyon, the Spokane River 
below Coeur d’Alene Lake together with the intervening watershed and miner tributaries 


The flows ofthe Snake Riverat Charleston include the contribution ofthe Clearwater Riverat Sy 


Mr. Fenron. One final question: Does the Corps of Engineers have 
a constantly changing flood-control-rule curve so that maximum con- 
trol can be achieved with presently available flood-control storage and 
with the flood-control storage added year by year? 
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General Foorr. Yes, sir. If I understand your question correctly, 
is our operation rule geared to our existing capability so that each 
year we are able to make the best possible utilization of the resources 
available for flood control in that particular year? The answer to 
that, sir, is yes; we do. 

Mr. Fenton. Thank you very much, sir. 

Mr. Bupver. General, I think we ought to correct the record regard- 
ing your statement about the licensing by the Federal Power Commis- 
sion of the Mountain Sheep and Pleasant Valley projects. That was 
the staff report of the Federal Power Commission. ‘The Commission 
itself has not yet acted on the application. 

General Foorr. I stand corrected, sir. 


SURVEY OF UPPER SNAKE RIVER 


Mr. Buper. General, on these surveys which are being conducted, 
and for which further funds are sought here, in the Upper Snake 
River in Idaho and Wyoming, is the purpose of those projects to 
demonstrate the feasibility of storage / 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. ‘There is, as you well know, sir, great in- 
terest and demand throughout that portion of the basin for develop- 
ment of additional headwater storage, and it certainly would mark- 
edly serve to alleviate the flood-damage problem if such storage can 
be economically developed. 

It appears at this time, in the course of our work which is being 
done, again, jointly with the Bureau of Reclamation, that through 
multiple use of headwater storage—that is, being able to use the same 
storage capacity, or a substantial portion thereof in any one project, 
both for irrigation and for flood control, we may be able to demon- 
strate economic feasibility of additional storage in that basin. 

It certainly would be very questionable if we had to proceed on the 
basis of single-use storage—that is, storage for flood control only. 

Mr. Bupeée. For irrigation and for flood control. and for all bene- 
ficial uses of water, would you not agree that the optimum place to 
store the water is up in the headwaters of the tributaries rather than 
at some lower elevation down the river? Certainly for irrigation it 
would have to be stored near the headwaters. 

General Foorr. As a general statement, yes, sir; I certainly agree. 

Mr. Buper. I am very happy, Mr. Chairman, to see the corps spend- 
ing some time in thisarea. I hope that its efforts are coordinated with 
the Bureau of Reclamation. As the general knows, we have had 
some very severe floods there in this last year. These are local floods, 
of course, primarily on the tributaries of the Snake River. 

I hope that yeu will cooperate with the Bureau of Reclamation so 
that we can have a comprehensive use of the water for all purposes 
of irrigation, flood control, and generation of electric power, recres- 
tion—all of the uses of water. 

General Foorr. That is the purpose of our study, sir, and on the 
matter of cooperation with the Bureau of Reclamation, we have a 
standing, coordinating joint committee which meets at least once a 
month, to see that we are not in any way duplicating effort, or that 
we are not going out and procuring original data that the other agency 
hi appens to ‘have alre: idy avi nds able, and to see that our work is not only 
coordinated in theory but in fact. 


a sence ser meee 
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COLUMBIA RIVER REVIEW 


Mr. Buper. Thank you, General. 

Just one further question: Pursuing a little further the questions of 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania, it is true, is it not, that in your 
studies of the overall Columbia River Basin, and all the tributaries of 
the Columbia, that you develop certain alternatives? In other words, 
you can put A into the picture and if something happens to change 
that, you have an alternate group of projects, such as group B or 
group C. Would that be correct ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. That occurs in many cases. An example 
would be, perhaps, the Paradise project on the Clark Fork which is 
considered and contemplated as a large storage reservoir. Another 
project that is under consideration is Buffalo Rapids No. 4. 

The Paradise project is located right here, below the confluence of 
these two streams [indicating]. 

Mr. Bupce. That is on what river ? 

General Foorr. That is on Clark Fork of the Columbia, sir. If 
that project is built, it would flood out another project, Buffalo 
Rapids No. 4, which is under consideration up on the Flathead River. 
We must consider the alternative, sir. In many cases if we are able 
to recommend or build one project, then other projects would nec- 
essarily be eliminated. 

Mr. Bunce. In other words, this is not a static thing. You do not 
have any particular plan to which you are actually bound by the use 
of alternatives. You can develop the storage which you need by a 
number of different combinations; is that not correct 4 

General Foorr. That is correct, Mr. Budge, and going further than 
that, | would say that there is the matter of practicality; there is no 
finite, positive, unchangeable scheme of development which can be 
established as the most desirable and necessary for all time. 

I am voicing personal opinion, I am afraid, but I believe that plan- 
ning should be continuous and flexible. 

Mr. Buner. In other words, you can take several different alternate 
proposals and come up with the same answer insofar as the needs of 
the basin are concerned ? 

General Foorr. That is correct. 

Mr. Buper. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman, | have a question or two. 

Mr. Rapavt. All right, Mr. Jensen. 

Mr. Jensen. Will you point out on the map where the Salmon and 
the Clearwater enter into the larger stream ¢ 

General Foorr. This is the main stem of the Snake River [indicat- 
ing|. The Salmon River comes this way, entering the Snake at this 
point. 

Mr. Jensen. That does not mean much for the record, General. 
Where is that point located in relation to some familiar point ? 

General Foorr. It is located downstream about 50 miles from the 
high Hells Canyon Dam site, sir. 

Mr. JENSEN. Now the Clearwater. 

General Foorr. The Clearwater is made up essentially of these three 
major tributaries. It flows in here and enters the Snake River at the 
towns of Lewiston, Idaho—Clarkston, Wash. 
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Mr. Jensen. It is from that area that you get.a lot of floodwaters 
into the Snake River; is it not? 

General Foorr. From both the Salmon and the Clearwater; yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. At what point does the Snake enter the Columbia 
River ? 

General Foorr. At this point, sir, which is just below the towns of 
Pasco-Kennewick in Washington. 

Mr. Jensen. What rivers contribute most to the floodwaters of the 
Columbia River? 

General Foorr. The Snake River—if I may use a very rough ap- 

roximation, sir—contributes about one-third of the flood flow in the 
Columbia River at this point. That is, at the confluence of the Snake 
and the Columbia, approximately two-thirds of the flood flows, then, 
come from the upper portion of the Columbia River Basin. 

Mr. Jensen. There is a great area there where you show no rivers. 

General Foorr. That is the big Columbia Basin, the big arid basin 
that is being reclaimed by the Columbia River Basin project. 

Mr. Jensen. That is the million or so acres that we are irrigating 
there ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Speaking of the area in the vicinity of Hells orange 
will you give us your figures on the percent of floodwaters, or the 
rivers that are most responsible for the floodwaters of the Chitnabie 
River? 

I might tell you that I have my own figures on that, and I want to 
see how they jibe with yours. 

General Foorr. I hope I am able to confirm yours, sir, so that we 
will have no question about them. 

Mr. Jensen. I think you had better make quite a full explanation 
of that, and supply it for the record, General. 

General Foorr. Very well, sir, I can do that, or I can give you these 
charts which demonstrate that. 

Mr. Jensen. Will you supply it for the record, and explain it in 
full? 

General Foorr. Very well, sir. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, could I ask a couple of additional ques- 
tions to clarify the record ? 

Mr. Rapavt. Yes. 

Mr. Buper. General, I understand you to say that the Snake River 
contributed about one-third of the flood potential of the Columbia. 
You were referring there, of course, to the Snake, after the Clearwater 
and the Salmon entered the Snake; were you not ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bupcr. Roughly, what is the storage now on the Snake River 
itself above the confluence of those two rivers? 

General Foorr. May I supply that for the record, sir? I have a 
figure, but I cannot lay my hands on it. 

“Mr. Bunge. Yes, sir. 

(The information follows :) 

The existing gross storage on the Snake River above its confluence with the 
Salmon River totals approximately 9,967,000 acre-feet, located in a total of 138 


reservoirs. Of this amount approximately 8,750,000 acre-feet is considered 
active storage. There are approximately 2,833,000 acre-feet of usable storage 
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for downstream flood control and in addition to this, irrigation diversion and 
storage will provide a considerable measure of flood control. 

Mr. Buper. I would like to follow this through a little bit. Is there 
any storage of any kind on either the Salmon or the Clearwater River? 

General Foorr. No, sir. 

Mr. Buper. There is, of course, a very substantial amount—— 

General Foorr. A very substantial amount of building on the Snake 
River above the mouth of the Salmon. 

Mr. Buper. What is the relative contribution of the Snake River 
above the confluence of the Salmon and Clearwater? You said it was 
a third after those two rivers join. What is it above the confluence of 
the Salmon and the Clearwater? Would you supply that for the 
record ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. It is approximately a third. It varies 
from flood to flood, of course. That is, it is approximately a third 
of that third. For instance, in the 1956 flood, the Snake River above 
the mouth of the Salmon produced only 6 percent of the total contribu- 
tion to peak flow in the Columbia River at The Dalles. In the 1948 
flood it contributed 5 percent, and in the 1894 flood of record it con- 
tributed 9 percent. 

Mr. Buper. That would not be a third of a third. 

General Foore. It is short by a few percent. 

Mr. Buper. In = area above the confluence of the Salmon River 
it would be in the area of 5 to 6 percent; is that correct 

General Foorr. It has varied from 5 to 9 percent with various floods. 

Mr. Buper. There has been substantial additional storage since the 
first flood to which you referred ¢ 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Buper. That percentage would not be increasing, would 
It would be decreasing ? 

General Foorr. The tendency, with the additional storage and with 
the increased withdrawals or depletions of flow for irrigation purposes, 
is to bring down that contribution to flood flow ; yes 

Mr. Buper. That is all, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, General. 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND Destcn, Corps or ENGINEERS 


Mr. Ranaut. We will take up “Advance engineering and design.” 
The total request for these projects is $929,000. 

We will put pages 8 to 32 in the record. 

(The justifications referred to follow :) 


LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
CoLUMBIA RIVER LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (3 UNITS) 


Location and description.—The 1950 Flood Control Act authorized local flood 
protection work at 35 localities in the Columbia River Basin subject to the con- 
dition that prior to initiation of construction, the work at each individual location 
be found economically justified. These projects are at scattered locations through- 
out the basin. The three locations, for which funds are requested, are— 

(1) Lower Cowlitz River, Wash. Improvement is located in the Cowlitz River 
Valley in the reach extending from the foothills above Toledo, Wash., to Kelso, 
Waush., a distance of approximately 40 miles. The plan of improvement provides 
fur channel clearing and revetments at critical damage points. 
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(2) Umatilla River, Oreg. Improvement is located on Umatilla River, a tribu- 
tary of the Columbia River, in the vicinity of Echo, Umatilla County, Oreg. The 
plan of improvement provides for levees and channel improvements on a 5-mile 
reach of the river. 

(3) Weiser River, Idaho. Improvement is located on Weiser River, a tributary 
of the Snake River, in Washington County, Idaho. The plan of improvement pro- 
vides for channel rectification, levees, revetment and appurtenant flood-control 
facilities along three reaches in the vicinities of Cambridge, Midvale, and Weiser, 
Idaho. 

Summarized financial data 


, | | . ! 
| Estimated | Appropria- Planning Balance to 





Name of unit | Estimated | non-Federal | tions toJune; allocation j|complete after 
Federal cost cost 30,1957 =| for fiscal year| fiscal year 
1958 1958 
Lower Cowlitz River, Wash....- | $435, 000 (‘) 0} $10, 000 $425, 000 
Umatilla River, Oreg..--.------ 72, 000 $20, 300 0 | 16, 000 | 456, 000 
Weiser River, Idaho............- | 2, 740, 000 131, 000 $12, 000 | 70, 000 | 2, 658, 000 
UE soicciistbdiidnceensses 3, 647, 000 12, 000 | 96, 000 | 3, 539, 000 


| | | | 


1 Not evaltiated. 





JUSTIFICATION 


Lower Cowlitz River, Wash.—Funds requested for this project will be used 
for an economic evaluation of this unit. Parts of four towns and a large acreage 
of very fertile land in the vicinity of and below Toledo, Wash. and new suburban 
residential areas in vicinity of Kelso, Wash., are periodically flooded as a result 
of the low gradient and meandering course of Cowlitz River. Floods cause ero- 
sion of the banks and deposit debris, sand, and gravel on cultivated lands and 
urban properties. The extent and locations of these damages have not been 
determined. 

The Umatilla River project will provide protection for the town of Echo, Oreg., 
and upstream rural areas together with related transportation facilities which 
are located within the flood plain, the main line of the Union Pacific railroad 
from Omaha, Nebr., to Portland, Oreg., is located along the Umatilla River through 
this area, a portion of which lies within the flood plain. Local interests con- 
structed flood control works of limited scope but complete solution of the flood 
problem is beyond their capabilities. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.24 to1. Funds 
requested will permit completion of basic design studies. An additional amount 
of $28,800 will be required for detailed planning prior to initiation of con- 
struction. 

The Weiser River project will provide protection for portions of the city of 
Weiser, and the towns of Midvale and Cambridge, Idaho, adjacent suburban and 
rural areas within the flood plain together with related transportation and com- 
munication facilities. The main line of the Union Pacific Railroad transconti- 
nental line from Omaha, Nebr., to Portland, Oreg., traverses the flood plain in the 
Weiser area, and a branch line located in the flood plain serves the entire valley. 
United States Highway No. 95 is located in the flood plain and serves the entire 
valley. Local property owners, county, State, and Federal Governments have 
constructed intermittent protective works of a temporary nature in past years, 
much of which has been damaged or destroyed during subsequent floods. Floods 
of damaging proportions affect not only the local economy but also disrupt trans- 
continental transportation facilities. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.11 to1. Funds 
requested will permit completion of basic design studies. An additional amount 
of $90.000 will be required for detailed planning prior to initiation of con- 
struction. 

Non-federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the units on which funds are recommended is broken down as follows: 





Name of unit Lands Relocations | Cash contri- Total 
bution 
Lower Cowlitz River, Wash...............-..-]..-.- Pe debe i eecliba thet (‘) 
Umatilla River, Oreg._..-- oe | $11, 200 | 4 ae ‘ $20. 300 
Weiser River, Idaho. ..-- sot bees 8 | 127, 600 | iy | ee ee 131, 000 


INot evaluated; 
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Status of local cooperation 


Lower Cowlitz River, Wash.—No action can be taken to acquire assurances of 
local cooperation until such time as the justification report is completed and the 
project improvements defined. 

Umatilla River, Oreg.—Local interests in attendance at hearings conducted in 
connection with a survey report on the Umatilla River Basin and at informal 
conferences have agreed with the proposed plan of improvement. Upon allocation 
of planning funds, local interests will be contacted for the required assurances. 

Weiser River, Idaho.—Flood control district No. 3, formed under Idaho State 
laws to fulfill the requirements of local cooperation in connection with emergency 
flood-control construction on the Weiser River, has concurred with the proposed 
plan of improvement at the selected locations. Upon allocation of additional plan- 
ning funds, local interests will be contacted for the required assurances. 


Comparison of Federal cost estimates 

Lower Cowlitz River, Wash.—The current Federal estimate of $435,000 (July 
1956 base) reflects an increase of $135,000 over the project document estimate 
of $288,000 (January 1948 base). The increase is due to higher price levels. 

Umatilla River, Oreg.—The current Federal cost estimate of $472,000 (July 
1956 base) reflects an increase of $328,000 over the authorization estimate of 
$144,000 (1948 base). The conditionally authorized project as contained in the 
1950 Flood Control Act was based upon incomplete preliminary reconnaissance 
data for flood protection at the most critical points along an 11-mile reach. Sub- 
sequent studies localized the justifiable protection to a 5-mile reach within the 
original reach. Design modifications based on more complete engineering anal- 
yses account for $228,000 of the increase in the project cost estimate, and price 
level increases account for $100,000. 

Weiser River, Idaho.—The current Federal cost estimate of $2,740,000 (July 
1956 base) reflects an increase of $2,105,000 over the authorization plan of 
$635,000 (1948 base). The conditionally authorized project as contained in the 
1950 Flood Control Act was based upon preliminary reconnaissance data and 
detailed estimate was not available. Subsequent studies localized justifiable 
protection to three localities. Design modifications based on more complete 
engineering analyses account for $1,099,000 of the increase in the project cost esti- 

ate, and price level increases account for $1,006,000. The Public Works Com- 
mittees were advised of the increased cost since the time of authorization and 
the reasons therefor by letter dated January 7, 1956. 


RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
B1vuE RIVER RESERVOIR, OREG. 
(Initiation of-planning) 


Location and description.—Blue River Reservoir will be located on Blue River, 
a major tributary to the McKenzie River, 0.6 mile above the confluence of the 
two streams and about 38 miles easterly of Eugene, Oreg. The plan of improve- 
ment consists of an earth—and gravel-fill embankment with outlet works lo- 
cated in the left abutment and a chute type spillway on the right abutment. 
The reservoir will provide about 85,000 acre-feet of usable flood-control storage 
and will be operated as a unit of the coordinated reservoir system of the Willam- 
ette River Basin in the interest of flood control, navigation, irrigation, and other 
conservation uses. 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit ratio.—2.15 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Cee ene ee ee ks abit taeecaseacbaned $13, 700, 000 
Pee et Ole a ea 0 

eer I rs ore os oe aa eS ictal 0 

Other  (0esateiii 4 tel hia Mal ict ncaa latn acces ltt. aan 0 
a re I ih ec een cciecune 13, 700, 000 
Preconstrortion planning estimate... ....-.........5..-..-.. i.e 400. 000 
Ame 0 SURG DO) DOO iu ao ie enenetnnnnlcniesive 96, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1958___._.._______.________ 100, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1958_ 204, 000 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


Dam: 


Earth and gravel fill with uncontrolled spillway on right abutment. 
388 miles east of Eugene, Oreg. Crest elevation 1,353. 
Maximum height: 300 feet. 
Length of dam: 1,175 feet. 
Spillway : 
Uncontrolled chute 126 feet wide. 
Capacity, 30,900 cubic feet per second at elevation 1,348. 
Crest elevation 1,332. 
Reservoir : 


Drainage area above dam____.._--__-~_----__---~--_- square miles__ 88 
Flood-control storage (elevation 1,168 to 1,332) _-------__ acre-feet__ 85, 000 
Dead storage (elevation 1,062 to 1,168) ~-._--__-__-____-_____ do____ 5,000 
Total storage. nana wien nn nit i ee ee do___. 90, 000 
Outlet : 


Tunnel, circular, 12 feet in diameter. 
2 control valves, 80 inches in diameter. 
Capacity, 4,000 cubic feet per second at elevation 1,168. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Blue River Reservoir is a unit of the coordinated reservoir system of the Wil- 
liamette River Basin and will provide flood storage capacity for reduction of flood 
flows on the McKenzie River and the Williamette River. Blue River Reservoir 
and Cougar Reservoir, which is under construction on another tributary of the 
McKenzie River, will reduce the extensive flood damage occurring in the highly 
developed industrial and agricultural areas along lower McKenzie River. Flood 
damages estimated at $1,077,100 annually will be prevented by Blue River Reser- 
voir. Other benefits, including increased depth for navigation, additional water 
for irrigation of lands, increased flows at downstream municipal and private 
powerplants and further dilution of pollution loads, are estimated to have an 
annual value of $213,000. 

Non-Fedcral costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——No change from latest estimate sub- 
mitted to Congress. 


HoLLeEY RESERVOIR, OREG. 
(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—Holley Reservoir will be located on the Calapooya 
River, a tributary of Williamette River, 49.7 miles above the confluence of the 
two streams, and about 25 miles southeast of Albany, Oreg. The plan of im- 
provement provides for an earth- and gravel-fill embankment with outlet works 
and spillway located on the left abutment. The reservoir will be operated as a 
unit of the coordinated reservoir system of the Williamette River Basin in the 
interest of flood control, navigation, irrigation, and other conservation uses. 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.93 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Wetimated VWederel COG 3c cctcniciinincen dl Cth. DS $12, 500, 000 
meeimeted OOF CCOTS! COR cn ce ineemcemmasimnncnnsiont 0 

ORSR COmtripUlions... 222 oo enemas 0 

FEROS - COW aint intten cncherbnitcs emanate n taiwan 0 
Total estimated: project COC bsicnininsics ewreneiceecn AY 12, 500, 000 
Preconstruction planning. estimate... 2. cccesctncustionassus 310, 000 
Apetopriations ‘to June 30)-196 Tis ei de 100, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1958__..._____-______________-_ 100, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiseal year 1958__ 110, 000 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Earth and gravel fill with uncontrolled spillway on left abutment 
25 miles southeast of Albany, Oreg. 
Crest elevation 679 feet 
Maximum height : 150 feet 
Length of dam 4,700 feet 
Outlet : 
Tunnel, circular, 10.5 feet in diameter 
Two slide gates, 5 feet by 7.3 feet 
Capacity 2,500 cubic feet per second at elevation 584 
Reservoir : 
Drainage area above dam, square miles 99 
Flood control storage (elevation 584 to 660) acre-feet 90,000 
Dead storage (elevation 531 to 584) acre-feet 7,000 
Total storage acre-feet 97,000 
Spillway: 
Uncontrolled chute 180 feet wide 
Capacity 38,000 cubic feet per second at elevation 674 
Crest elevation 660 
JUSTIFICATION 


The Holley Reservoir would provide flood protection to 36,000 acres along the 
Calapooya River and the lower reaches of its tributaries and as a unit of the 
overall plan for flood protection in the Willamette River Basin will contribute 
substantially to the protection of an additional 130,000 acres along the Willamette 
below the mouth of the Calapooya. These properties are valued at over $220 
million. The Calapooya River contributed about 5 percent of the peak flow of 
the Willamette River at Albany during the December 1955 flood and has con- 
tributed to other floods on the Willamette in varying degrees. This reservoir 
would furnish water for irrigation of 19,700 acres of class 1 and 2 land and 
25,200 acres of grassland along the Calapooya River. Improvement of low flow 
conditions and consequent pollution abatement as well as beneficial effects on 
power production at the Willamette Falls project are additional benefits inci- 
dental to the principal project functions. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal estimates.—No change from the latest estimate sub- 
mitted to Congress. 


LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
LOWER COLUMBIA RIVER BANK PROTECTION, OREGON AND WASHINGTON 
(Initiation of planning) 


Location and description.—This project is located along the Columbia River 
and its major tributaries in the reach from river-mile 125 to the sea. The project 
consists of about 135,400 linear feet of bank protection at 66 locations in Oregon 
and Washington where river currents and wave wash from storms and passing 
vessels have caused severe erosion. Beaver Slough, Beaver Drainage District, is a 
unit of this project located north of Clatskanie, Oreg., near Columbia River mile 
49.7. About 10,400 linear feet of bank protection are required at this location. 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.4 to 1.0. 


Summarized financial data 


I ie $7, 860, 000 


Estimated non-Federal cost._...--- ts a oe NO ea a ca csccheeeiins eos (*) 

I wince missin iaw dank vehi kitbdath None 
I is seins res ena LAME NA = cab eblalle a Bidets (*) 

pees watimated WEOSECE COR be ein nein see ee st erred 7, 860, 000 
peeceemarnction ‘maneing ostimste....oo. io ses elet eeeeel 40, 000 
Appropriations:to June G0;.1067. . oun eos ce a HSC. 0 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1958__....__.___.___.--___--_-_---- 40, 000 
Balance to complete reconstruction planning after fiscal year 1958__-_ 0 


1 Not evaluated. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


These bank protection improvements are necessary to prevent further bank ero- 
sion at critical locations along the lower Columbia River and its tributaries. 
About 50 percent of the flood plain downstream from mile 125 is protected by 
levees. These levees protect high-value agricultural or industrial properties. 
Several of these critical areas of erosion threaten the existing levees. Other 
areas, still unprotected by levees, are potential industrial sites. Bank protection 
through this ara would also aid in stabilizing navigation channels. The funds 
requested ($40,000) will be used for basic design of the overall project and for 
detailed planning on the initial unit of construction, Beaver Slough, Oreg. 

Non-Federal costs.—Local interests are required to furnish all lands, ease- 
ments, and rights-of-way and to maintain the project upon completion. These 
costs have not been evaluated. 


STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION 


The majority of the 66 authorized locations are adjacent to levees protecting 
organized districts which are capable of furnishing the necessary cooperation 
and in general now possess or have easements on lands required for the bank 
protection work. Informal contacts with local interests at high priority loca- 
tions indicate that assurances will be forthcoming when requested. Beaver Drain- 
age District has indicated willingness to furnish assurances for the Beaver Slough 
improvement on request. 


COMPARISON OF FEDERAL COST ESTIMATES 


The current Federal cost estimate of $7,860,000 (July 1956 prices) reflects an 
increase of $2,960,000 over the latest estimate submitted to Congress which is 
the authorization estimate of $4,900,000 (1948 prices). The increase is based 
on higher price levels. 


CoLFax, PALOUSE RIVER, WASH. 
(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—The project is located on the Palouse River and its 
tributaries, the South Fork Palouse River and Spring Flat Creek, in the city 
of Colfax, Whitman County, Wash. The plan of improvement provides for 
levees, revetment, floodwalls, and channel improvement on these streams. 

Authorization.—1944 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.88 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


SUC LRCOE -P ORCTO? - COR Hii mimics neo eee _... $2, 780, 000 


PCA ER COG -BOR-F CHOPRA COB. a iesieccee nek ee 223, 800 
UR SERN CNET ENN etches ss Se eathat it ca en nde cates ea ey 0 
OCbeP .0Gnei a clo SL i lace oe 223, 800 

SRN CIC RIIRIUIOE PE ORROO ECG oan src eas dean ecaimepeaehomseeaaon cen Tae 3, 003, 800 

Preconstruction planning estimate____________________- se eae 2 a 257, 000 

Aporoptiations to June S30, 100t.....<wnnnicecnenncnsasetb cite 121, 000 

Panning allocation for fiscal year 1006... ee 136, 000 

Balance to complete preconstruction planing after fiscal year 1958____ 0 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide protection for the city of Colfax, an important local 
trade, grain storage, and shipping center situated in the Palouse area which is 
noted for the production of peas, wheat, and other grains. It is the junction 
point of U. S. Highways 195 and 295 and State Highway No. 3 and is served by 
the Great Northern and Union Pacific Railroads. Practically all of the busi- 
ness and commercial development, related transportation facilities and a large 
portion of the residential section are within the flood plain. Concrete floodwals, 
constructed by local interests at more critical locations, were proven inadequate 
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in the 1948 floods, and channel improvements made in recent years may be con- 
sidered only as temporary. Three floods of major proportions occurred in 1948 
within a period of 2 months. A recurrence of the largest of these floods under 
present conditions would result in estimated damages of $1,079,500. 

Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $223,800, broken down as follows: 





CAL en tees i a ee tL akan bnbledd $164, 800 
Relocation of utilities, streets, and bridges_._.-.--. .._._--------_---- 59, 000 
Si heclitad Cle Sele ee ee i ee lela 223, 800 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance 
and operation will total $6,560. 

Status of local cooperation.—The city of Colfax formally indicated on October 
4, 1948, that it would sponsor construction of the project and subsequently main- 
tain and operate the completed works. All utility alterations and additions are 
being coordinated with the proposed plan of improvement. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$2,780,000 (July 1956 prices) reflects an increase of $320,000 over the latest 
estimate submitted to Congress of $2,460,000 (July 1954 prices). The increase is 
based on price level rise. 


WASHOUGAL AREA, WASHINGTON, LOWER COLUMBIA RIVER, NEW LOCATIONS 
(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—Washougal area lies in the southeastern part of 
Clark County, Wash. The area subject to flooding extends about 414 miles along 
Columbia River between Washougal River and Lawton Creek. The area includes 
part of the residential and industrial area of the city of Washougal, part of the 
Oak Park residential area of Camas, Wash., and partially developed agricultural 
lands. The improvement will consist of a levee and pumping plant with appur- 
tenant facilities to provide protection against a flood equal to the 1948 flood. 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.96 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 
a eM Di Be Sl detonate 8 i ee ea CD 
Estimated non-Federal cost 


_. $773, 006 
Soh cea setae Nah eaalhdac Rial Deiiarcelin erica snderenian ceuapa te shea ieee tettnen 91, 000 


I hace ccc eying sistant None 

Ir PO ee 2 wath silat ccanentaeba 91, 000 
a) cos ti oleic wns estan cin inion iti ed os 864, 000 
IS OD TI RIE IT sss ec sarees an einen csi enw esti iets aay 49, 000 
SEI RN UN NS IG cd el ch ici tice vn eller bac ales 17, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1958_......_-..._-___--...__._..-. 32, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1958___~_ 0 


PHYSICAL DATA 

Modified plan area: 675 acres. 
Levee: 

Length 16,520 feet 

Height 30 feet (maximum) 

Top width 10 feet 

Side slopes 1 on 3 
Pumping stations: 

Number: 2 

Total capacity 66.8 cubic feet per second 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will reduce flood damages in the town of Washougal, Wash., the 
suburban district of Oak Park, and the Washougal Woolen Mills. Most of this 
area, which is about 2 miles long and contains approximately 675 acres, was in- 


—— 
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undated during the 1948 flood on the Columbia River. Some portions of the area 
were under water for a period of more than 3 weeks. The damages to this area 
during the 1948 flood exceeded $400,000, of which $75,000 was expended by the 
Washougal Woolen Mills for reconditioning of underground electrical systems 
and cleanup after the flood. A flood of the magnitude of 1894 would inundate 
most of the town of Washougal, including practically the entire business district, 
and the residential area of Oak Park. Funds allocated for fiscal year 1958 will 
be utilized for completion of preconstruction planning including coordinated 
studies with Washington State Highway Department in the development of a 
joint levee-highway plan. 

Non-Federal costs —Local interests will be required to invest about $91,000, 
as follows: 


ne URINE SUNN cescasoncencesiegeginvgpethonwn een ervanenpteieaonreisagaeene- os waiah-aemecaraaten ali eae Sauna $70, 100 
perocetions. salad Netcare ipccmea ata to ee 3, 500 
a CONC ae a ha kc ect ene eetie ie a este 17, 400 

ire pcos aaa os inci dutiansauanbaieoeaadaccciealalilndamanie dais 91, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion at an estimated cost of $8,700 annually. 

Status of local cooperation.—Formation of a district for the purpose of fur- 
nishing items of local cooperation has not been initiated. Areas within the 
corporate limits of two cities are included in the area. Individuals and organi- 
zations have indicated strong support for the project. The State of Washington 
Highway Department is considering a major highway relocation through the 
area. The possibility of a joint highway-levee project is being investigated 
prior to requesting assurances of local cooperation. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—No change from latest estimate sub- 
mitted to Congress, 


MULTIPLE PURPOSE PROJECT (WITH POWER) 


GREEN PETER RESERVOIR INCLUDING WHITE BRIDGE REREGULATING RESERVOIR, 
OREGON 


(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—Green Peter project will be located on the Middle 
Santiam River about 4 miles above the confluence with South Santiam River 
and 30 miles southeast of Albany, Oreg. The project is a unit of the compre- 
hensive plan for flood control and multiple purpose use of the water resources 
of Willamette River Basin. Green Peter Dam will consist of an earth and rock- 
fill dam, spillway, and powerhouse with installed capacity of 81,000 kilowatts. 
White Bridge Dam will be located approximately 3 miles below Green Peter 
Dam and will reregulate the flows resulting from peak power operation on Green 
Peter powerplant. A 15,000 kilowatt powerplant will be provided at White Bridge. 

Authorization.—1950 and 1954 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.39 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 
printed Pederary ‘cowl... a ea $58, 400, 000 


ecreea Cony Catal O06 Loa ea asda 0 
er CO r emerson es ee a 0 
amen CU ob is Se a ee eh seein eet 0 

Onn Geren: Ore seer CONC. ee en en 58, 400, 000 

Precomtraction plamming cutimeate... nnn Lk 950, 000 

Rontenriations to’ Jund' G0; 1067.2. 2. 4 nk ee 415, 000 

Planning allocation for fiscal year 1958__......________________. 225, 000 


Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal yea r 1958__ 310, 000 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


pete Generator capacity, 2 units at 40,500 kilowatts each; total 81,000 kilo- 
watts. 


Outlet : 
Pressure tunnel 
ee Capacity 13,000 cubic feet per second at pool elevation 871 
am: 
{arth and rockfill with uncontrolled spillway on left abutment 
30 miles southeast of Albany, Oreg. 
Crest elevation, 1,010 
Maximum height, 366 feet 
Length of dam, including spillway, 1,482 feet 
Spillway : 
Free overflow chute 
Length 300 feet 
Capacity 105,000 cubic feet per second at elevation 1,004 
Crest elevation, 984 
Reservoir : 


SPPRINORS MPCR: GHove GAM. scccs ew nlicisvsscavncsce square miles__ 279 
Flood control storage, elevation 871 to 984_____________ acre-feet__ 270, 000 
Power storage, elevation 827 to 871___________________ acre-feet__ 52, 000 
Dead storage, elevation 664 to 827....__.______________ acre-feet__ 38, 000 

NUON ei eshte eel esasa) ui acre-feet__ 360, 000 


Notre.—For White Bridge Reservoir project : see the following : 


Dam: 
Concrete gravity with gate controlled spillway 
28 miles southeast of Albany, Oreg. 
Crest elevation 680 
Maximum height, 109 feet 
Length, 580 feet 
Power : Generator capacity, 1 unit at 15,000 kilowatts 
Spillway: 
3 gates, each 45 feet wide 
Capacity 108,000 cubic feet per second at elevation 670 
Crest elevation 635 
Reservoir : 


UR ie scent cenahieniaibiibcseneteninn tsa square miles__ 283 

Power regulating pondage, elevation 662.5 to 670_--___--_- acre-feet__ 1, 850 

Minimum power pool storage, elevation 571 to 662.5___-_- acre-feet__ 6, 650 

TO IE 2a A a ebibce den ditonind. __acre-feet__ 8, 500 
JUSTIFICATION 


The project is an integral unit in the comprehensive plan for the development 
of Willamette River and its tributaries in the interest of flood control and other 
purposes. Green Peter Reservoir is located on one of the largest tributaries of 
South Santiam River, which is one of the larger flood-producing tributaries of 
Willamette River. Control of flood flows from Santiam River is necessary to 
reduce the extensive flood damage in highly developed industrial and agricul- 
tural areas along lower Santiam River and downstream along Willamette River. 
Further, until floods on South Santiam River are controlled an interim unbal- 
nneed flow condition exists on the rich delta between North and South Santiam 
ltivers. Because of already achieved stage reductions on North Santiam River, 
vverbank flows from the lower reaches of the South Santiam River will tend to 
flow across the delta toward North Santiam River at increased velocities and 
will, therefore, cause greater erosion. Green Peter Reservoir, as the major unit 
in the 3-reservoir system in the South Santiam River will assist in reducing flood 
stages and damages both on Santiam and Willamette Rivers and will provide 
increased flow and depth for navigation on Willamette River during low-water 
periods in the summer and fall; generate over 210 million kilowatt-hours of 
electric energy in an average year; increase flows at a privately owned power 
generating plant on Willamette River at Oregon City; provide adidtional water 
for irrigating lands by pumping directly from Santiam and Willamette Rivers: 
and provide additional dilution of the poliution load carried by lower Willamette 
River. 
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Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—No change from the latest estimate 
submitted to Congress. 


MULTIPLE PURPOSE PROJECTS INCLUDING POWER 
LowER MONUMENTAL LOCK AND DAM, WASHINGTON 


(Resumption of planning) 


Location and description.—The project is located at river mile 44.7 on the 
Snake River, a tributary of the Columbia River, at the head of the Ice Harbor 
pool, in Walla Walla, Franklin, Columbia, and Whitman Counties, Wash. The 
plan of improvements provides for a dam, powerplant, navigation lock and ap- 
purtenant facilities for public use of the reservoir and for passage of migratory 
fish. 

Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.01 to 1 for initial installation and proportionate share of 
Snake River navigation benefits. 


Summarized financial data 


REIN INTE Te UU UNN, CRs sates es os sina pha cows seta oes sik ast ten es ie a $133, 000, 000 
a ee eee ee ee a ee 0 
ee, SR sinh era clei ec eeaens wareesaeee 0 
CIEIIOP - GONED  carerunceaat teste mannan bees eee ee 0 
Total estimated project cost (initial installation) ........_______ 133, 000, 000 


‘stimated Federal cost for ultimate installation-__.._._..______ 153, 000, 000 
PROCORSLIUCTION DIRDMINE GStIMAUS. .... .n. nee cnn 1, 725, 000 
BUOCORIAICES 60 SURG DU, TOO liana cee 180, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1958_.................._....-- 200, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal 

NIT. Oise kite lca ating Ral ia in 1, 345, 000 


LOWER MONUMENTAL LOCK AND DAM, WASHINGTON 


JUSTIFICATION 


Lower Monumental Lock and Dam, the second of four authorized multiple- 
purpose dams to provide slackwater navigation, hydroelectric power, and other 
beneficial water-use development of the Lower Snake River, is an essential unit 
in the authorized slackwater navigation and hydroelectric development of lower 
360 miles of Columbia River and lower 140 miles of Snake River, and provides 
for an initial installation of 270,000 kilowatts of generating capacity. 

Present and prospective power demands in the Pacific Northwest region are in 
excess of capabilities now existing or under construction, and power shortages 
retard industrial and other resource development essential to regional economic 
growth and prosecution of the national defense effort. The Pacific Northwest 
Governors’ Power Policy Committee has estimated that a power deficiency in 
excess of 300,000 kilowatts will exist in the Pacific Northwest during the 1964- 
65 winter season which estimate is based on capabilities of projects now existing, 
under construction, or assured of completion at that time. This prospective 
deficiency is expected to increase by at least 500,000 kilowatts annually there- 
after unless additional power resources are developed. 

The project will develop a second reach of the lower 140 miles of Snake River 
for navigation by providing a slackwater pool 27 miles long from river mile 
44.7, the head of the downstream Ice Harbor pool to river mile 72.2, the site of 
the next upstream dam. Studies made in 1948 indicate seasonal navigation may 
be expected to develop on the lower Snake River immediately after completion 
of the Ice Harbor project, and this commerce wil] increase progressively as the 
slackwater development is extended to an estimated 2,500,000 tons of commerce 
moving on and through the pool. This commerce will be principally bulk com- 
modities such as wheat, wood products, limestone, ores, petroleum, and 
fertilizers. More recent studies, still under review, indicate that previous esti- 
mates of anticipated waterborne commerce are very conservative and previously 
estimated navigation benefits will be exceeded considerably. Realization of the 
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complete navigation program, with availability of adequate power supply, would 
expand the regional economy by affording an economic outlet for products not 
now processed and therefore not presently available for consumer use. 

The project will also reduce pumping lifts for irrigation developments along 
the reservoir shoreline and will provide incidental recreational benefits. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—Not applicable. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$133 million is an increase of $10 million over the latest estimate ($123 million) 
submitted to Congress. $6,250,000 of the increase is due to higher price levels. 
The estimates for relocations; navigation lock and approach channel; engineer- 
ing and design; and supervision and administration have been increased $13,- 
733,000 due to reex: imination of requirements. This increase has been partially 
offset by a net decrease of $9,983,000 in lands and damages; powerhouse; and 
dam and appurtenances due to analysis of the estimates based on design and cost 
of the similar Ice Harbor project. 

Mr. Rapsaut. Here we have three local protection projects. You 
have the lower Cowlitz River, in Washington, and the Umatilla River 
in Oregon, and Weiser River in Idaho. 

On the first one, you request $10,000 for 1958. This is for planning. 
On the second one, $16,000 is requested, and on the third one, you 
request $70,000, 


UMATILA RIVER, OREG.—LOCAL PROTECTION 


On the Umatilla River in Oregon, the $16,000 was requested to initi- 
ate planning on levees and ch: anne] improvements on this river in the 
vicinity of Echo, Oreg. The benefit-cost ratio is only 1.24 to 1. 

When was the last flood, and what was the damage ? 

General Foorr. The last damaging flood was in 1953. 

Mr. Rapsautr. What was the damage at that time? 

General Foorr. $24,500. 

Mr. Botanp. How much? 

General Foorr. $24,500 in 1953. 

Mr. Ranaut. Have there been previous floods showing greater dam- 
age ¢ 

General Foorr. Yes, sir; the largest one we have of record is the 
flood of 1908 which is estimated to have caused $100,000 worth of 
damage. 

If you would project that flood water to present day conditions, you 
would probably have a damage of approximately $257,000. $234,000 
of such damage would be prevented by this project. 


SMALL LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Mr. Rasavut. The justification states: 

Local interests have constructed flood-control works of a limited scope, but com- 
plete solution of the flood problem is beyond their capabilities. 

Why cannot local interests finance this project, costing only $472,- 
000, or at least contribute more than the $20,300 proposed ? 

General Foorr. The total cost of the project, while it is only $472,- 
(00, sir, is a very substantial amount of money for agricultural econ- 
omy, and the relativ ely limited area involved. The ‘total population 
in the affected and protected area is only 480 people, sir. 

Mr. Rasavr. 480 people? 

yeneral Foorr. Yes. 
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Mr. Razavur. Naturally, they would be having some large expenses 
out there, such as schools and things of that type. They must be pay- 
ing some big bills. It is a question that comes to the mind of anybody 
that takes a look at this, with a damage of only $24,000 and a $456,000 
project. 

When did that other damage occur, when they had the estimated 
$100,000 damage ? 

General Foorr. That was in 1908. We have had damaging floods 
in 1908, 1931, 1932, 1946, 1949, 1952, and 1953. 

Mr. R. \BAUT . Tot: sling what damage? I would like a rough figure. 
You may supply the proper figure. 

General Foor. There is a total of $357,000. 

Mr. Razaur. We have one more project, and then we will inquire 
about those projects. 

Are there any questions on this project / 

Mr. AnpersEN. Just a comment, Mr. Chairman. This does seem 
to be a lot of money for the correction of the potential damage. 

Mr. Rasavur. And the recent damage is less. It is very small. 


WEISER RIVER PROJECT, IDAHO 


Mr. Rapaur. We will take up the Weiser River, in Idaho. $79,000 
is asked to initiate planning of local flood protection on the Weiser 
River, Idaho. The total cost of the project is $2,740,000 and the bene- 
fit-e ost ratio is only 1.11 to 1. 

When was the flood of record in this area, and what was the dam- 
age? This ison the Weiser River. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. On the Weiser River there is.a flood of 
record in 1894. 

Mr. Rarnavr. What was the damage ? 

General Foorr. $338,000. 

Mr. Rasavt. What floods have you had since then, and will you 
give us the damage? 

General Foorr. In 1925, $233,000, sir; 1928 the same amount; 1932, 
$298,000; 1940, $242,000; 1952, $162,000; 1956, $191,000. 

That is only a partial answer to your question, sir, because there 
have been other damaging floods. This is not a complete listing of 
all flood damage. 

Mr. Rapavut. When was this estimated as to what the Federal cost 
would be? The current estimate is $2,740,000. 

General Foore. It is fairly recent, sir. I will have to supply it for 
the record. 

(The information follows :) 

The current estimate of $2,740,000 for the Weiser River project was developed 
in connection with the recent preparation of a justification report, surveys for 
which were made in the spring of 1956. The estimate is based on price levels as 
of July 1956. 

Mr. Rasavut. We have had some surprises before the committee, 
where the estimates were way short of what the price actually was 
when we come to pay the bill. That is why I asked when this esti- 
mate was made. 

Here is a $2,740,000 project. All the floods together amount to ap- 
proximately $3 million. It is in that neighborhood. 

91488—57——_8 
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INCREASE IN COST 


The current cost estimate is $2,740,000, compared with the authori- 
zation planned of $635,000. What changes have caused this great 
increase in cost ? 

Originally, when authorized, it was going to be $635,000. Now it is 
$2 million plus. 

General Foorr. This is one of some thirty-five-odd projects that 
were authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1950 on a contingent 
basis, subject to a showing of economic justification. 

The data submitted and included in House Document 531 was based 
on a very rudimentary examination and study of the area. That was 
the reason why the authorization was contingent upon further analy- 
sis, and a showing of economic justification. 

It was not possible to go back into that area until funds were pro- 
vided for the justification report. At that time we got into a more 
detailed analysis, and we found it necessary at that time, in order to 
protect the area, to come up with the enlarged project. Of course, 
in the interim, you have had continuing increases in construction 
costs. 

Mr. Rasavr. It will take another $90,000 to complete planning? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Raszaut. Should not this project be sent back to the legislative 
committee for reconsideration ? 

General Foorr. We have given the chairman of the Public Works 
Committee, sir, a full report on this Weiser River situation. 

Mr. Kirwan. I would like the corps to put some informat’on in the 
record. The flood of record was back to 1894. That is approximately 
60 years. Will you please put the experience of the while 60 years 
into the record? 

General Foorr. We will supply that for the record. 

(The information follows:) 

The flood damage on the Weiser River since 1894 is estimated to total $4,000,000. 


Mr. Evins. The question I want to ask is general information. 
What is the criteria where you change from general investigations into 
advance planning? You have five studies under “General investiga- 
tions. * There are several nroiects in the next category of “Adv: ance 
engineering and planning.” What causes you to place a project in 
the advance engineering “stage even though it shows here you have 
expended only a very sm: 1all zmount of money ? 

General Foorr. Generally, sir, the criteria is this: “General investi- 
gations” constitute the type of study that is made for preparation of 
a report to the Congress as a basis for project authorization. 

“Advance engineering and design” is the type of work that is done 
in finalizing location plans, establishing the basic design for struc- 
tures and arriving at a more accurate cost figure, so that you are in a 
position to go forward with actual construction. 

Mr. Evins. I understand the definition. What I am trying to deter- 
mine is what causes the Cor Ds of Engineers to tr: ansfer a project from 
the “General investigations” over into “Advance engineering.” What 
are the criteria that cause you to make the different classification ? 

General Foorr. That change in category, sir, comes when the proj- 
ect is authorized for construction. 
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Mr. Evins. These five preliminary ones have not been authorized, 
then ? 

General Foorr. That is correct. The five studies have not been au- 
thorized. 

Mr. Evins. Are you making those five on your initiative, or at the 
request of outside sources ? 

General Foorr. They are made on the basis of direction and au- 
thorization by the Public Works Committee, sir, of either the House 
or the Senate. 

Mr. Evins. Just directions for studies, but not approvals? They 
are not authorizations ? 

General Foorr. That is correct, sir. It contemplates that the study 
will be made:and the report submitted. 

Mr. Evins. After the Public Works Committees have authorized 
them, then you classify them as advance engineering. 

General Foorr. It requires authorization by the Congress, sir; not 
just the committee action in the way of authorization. 

Mr. Evins. In other words, then, it is not the amount of money that 
has previously been expended on the project. It is the congressional 
approval that puts it in that category ‘ 

General Foorr. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. These projects, General, are all local protection proj- 
ects on the Weiser River ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. When you gave us these figures on the damage that 
occurred in that area, what kind of damage i is it—to what; to whom? 

General Foorr. It is largely agricultural damage, sir. There are 
1,100 acres within the flood area 

Mr. Botanp. How wide is the river? What is the size of Weiser 
River and what is the flow ? 

General Foorr. It is a small river, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. When you say “small,” is it as wide as this room, or 
wider? 

General Foorr. In flood, it is much wider. 

Mr. Botanp. [ understand that. 

General Foorr. In normal-flow conditions, I would say approxi- 
mately as wide as this room is long. 

Mr. Botanp. What bothers me about this kind of project is I do not 
know why we have to contain the river in a channel that it was never 
intended it should be contained in. I think the river has a right to ex- 
pand itself in a particular area and just because it overflows on some 
agricultural land and outside of its own normal stream, I do not know 
what responsibility the Federal Government has to contain the river. 

I just think that the river has the right to expand at particular places 
in an area like this, where the damage is not too great, where not too 
many people live, and where this is the normal flood plain of the river. 
I do not know why we should go in on a project of this kind. 

General Foorr. Mr. Boland, I believe it is a matter that must be 
determined as national policy as to what type of flood damage is a 

1ational problem and what type of flood damage may be considered 
cahae wise. 

Mr. Botanp. I think that is true. I just pass that out as my own 
thinking. I recognize what the Corps of Engineer’s thinking is on it. 
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I think in some instances, where it is in an area where the pepe 
is great, and where the damage is tremendous, and where you have got 
to control the flow of the river, I have no objection to that. 

I have no objection to the Federal policy on it. I do have some ob- 
jection to local interests moving in on the river itself. The river has 
a right to expand in particular ‘places and has a right to a flood plain 
in certain area. I think that is recognized. In too many instances 
people move in and put buildings on ‘the flood plain in an area that 
should be reserved for the river itself. That is where you get a lot of 
damage, and consequently, they come in and look for money to protect 
them when I do not believe they ought to in some instances. 

In the general, overall picture, I think we have the responsibility. 
That is just my thinking on it. 

Thank you, General. 


PRESENT COST COMPARED WITH AUTHORIZATION 


Mr. Jensen. This project was authorized by a finding of feasibility 
by the Army engineers? Was it authorized by the Congress? 

General Foorr. It was authorized by the Congress, Mr, Jensen, con- 
ditionally upon a - showi ing of economic justification. 

The original data in House Document 531 were inadequate to make 
a firm showing of the economic justification. 

Mr. Jensen. It was authorized on the basis of cost of $635,000, was 
it not ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JeENsEN. Have you asked for additional authorization for the 
amount that you say now this project will cost, in the amount of 
$2.740,000 ? 

General Foore. A justification report was prepared which showed 
economic justification for this project. Then, in view of this tremen- 
dous increase in estimated cost of construction, a report was made to 
the Public Works Committees, both of the Senate and the House, 
pointing out this situation, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. But they have never acted to ask the Congress to au- 
thorize this expenditure of $2,740,000 for that project, have they ? 

General Foorr. No, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. So in fact you only have a project here authorized of 
$635,000, is that right? 

General Foorr. The answer to your question, of course, is “Yes,” but 
the wording of the authorizing legislation says that a project is au- 
thorized subject to economic justification, and it also carries the gen- 
eral clause— 
with such changes in the nature of the project as the Chief of Engineers may 
consider justified and desirable. 
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It has been the feeling that in these projects that carry that type of au- 
thorization, when a study was made and a report prepared which 
showed economic justification definitely, that it was within the discre- 
tionary authority of the Chief of Engineers to consider that an au- 
thorized project. However, to make sure there was a complete un- 
derstanding, we have reported these findings to the Public Works 
Committees of both Houses so that if there is any question of authority 
we can be properly instructed. 

Mr. Jensen. What is your benefit-cost ratio? 

General Foorr. 1.11. 

Mr. Jensen. That is pretty close to being an unfeasible project, 1.11 
to 1. 

Do you have many projects on which you have expended money for 
investigation and advance planning where the amount authorized is 
much lower than the actual estimated cost as of this date? 

General Foorr. Mr. Jensen, practically all projects in days of con- 
tinuing inflation are in that category. The cost of construction is 
going up somewhere in the order of 5 percent a year. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes, but the advance in cost would not amount to the 
difference between $635,000 and $2,740,000. 

General Foorr. No, sir. There have been major changes in the 
scope of the work involved, but even where the scope of the work does 
not change, the cost of the work does change so that for practically 
every project we have, the current estimate is in excess of the original 
authorized amount. 

Mr. Jensen. But the difference between the authorized amount and 
the estimated cost on this particular project struck me as out of the or- 
dinary. 

General Foorer. It is extraordinary, yes, sir. We have very few in 
this particular category. 

Mr. Jensen. How many projects of this nature do you have right 
now under consideration that have advanced to the point this project 
has on investigations and advance planning ? 

General Foorr. We have a project at Colfax, Wash., that is in the 
same category of tremendous cost increases. We have a navigation 
project at Juneau, Alaska, that is in the same category of extraordinary 
increase in cost. 

Mr. Jensen. Will you insert in the record a list of those projects 
that are in this particular category showing the amount that was au- 
thorized and showing your estimated cost as of this date. 

General Foorr. You are referring now to the conditionally author- 
ized projects? 

Mr. Jensen. That is right. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 
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(The information follows:) 


Comparison of Federal cost, Columbia River local protection projects 











Estimated Federal costs 
Project 
Survey Present 
report | estimate 
ee ce SSS aaa aa ee NE eee 
Blackfoot area, Snake River, Idaho___.-...---- I a oe $39, 700 $48, 000 
Blackfoot River, Idaho ndddudicmaboabouwAwes astound 149, 000 512. 000 
Boise Valley, Boise River, Idaho-.------ beatvibicwe Bee 400, 000 583, 000 
Camas Creek area, Idaho ee oe i 5 490, 000 | 780, 000 
Clark Fork at Missonla, Mont....._-.--- Dui, Nik abet k =~ 196, 000 446, 000 
Cowlitz River at Randle, Wash.!_._........-.....---- . : 96, 000 145, 000 
Crab and Wilson Creeks, Wash... os 164, 000 253, 000 
Crooked River at Prineville, Oreg.!_.................---- | 144, 000 | 50 000 
Entiat River, Wash- Reehaeue , 93, 000 | 134, 000 
Grande Ronde River, Oreg.....__-_---__- ” ces ‘a 2, 800. 000 | 5, 240 000 
John Dav River, Oreg ; 384, 000 | 610, 000 
Heise-Roberts area extension, Snake River, Idaho-_. ; 2, 000, 000 5, 250 000 
Kendrick, Potlatch River, Idaho! oelaihd Sean ciie , ile 49, 000 70 000 
Lightning Creek, Clark Fork, Tdaho coe a 110. 000 84, 000 
Little Wood River, Carey, Idaho-____- oni ena a * 49, 500 211, 000 
Lower Cowlitz River, W ash is ‘ a ; | 288 000 435, 000 
Lower Walla Walla River, Wash.!.____ 5 192, 000 (2) 
Malheur River, Oreg_____- Pes ; an oom 245, 000 4%), 000 
Methow River, Wash-.-- eee cs J Pt ste 235 000 351, 000 
Mill Creek, Wash.! : oh. aoe 48, 000 (?) 
Mud Lake area, Idaho-_--. Sched ; | 195 000 | 768, 000 
Okanogan River, Wash... bac : Sse aed 465 000 716, 000 
Palovse River, Wash -- ; nc edatied “| 350, 000 584. 000 
Payette Valley, Payette River, Sano... <2: 585 000 | 1, 2°0 00 
Portnenf River and Marsh Creek, Idaho !__ a ; 675. 000 1, 210. 000 
St. Regis River, Mont - ies De ohiilchskes claret tap die Beis ines 30 000 39. 000 
Shellv area, Snake River. Tdaho__ ; m j | 24, 800 28, 300 
Sonvth Fork, Clearwater River, Idaho 100 000 L16, 000 
Teton River, Idaho !_.._._-.-_- . 495. 000 (2) 
Tonchet River, Oe ice ne { ae ace 192. 000 50, 000 
Umatilla River, Oreg.!___. ‘ 144, 000 274, 000 
Weiser River, Idaho !____ toe ; | 635. 000 2,740 000 
Wenatchee River, Wash 5 ah ; | 93. 000 134, 000 
Whitebird Creek, Tdaho . | 99, 000 73 000 
Yakima River at Ellensburg, Wash. -- 4 ; al 850. 000 485, 000 
ee ee eee ; os ee 13, 405, 000 | 24, 879, 300 


1 Economic evaluation studies complete. 
2 Not justified. 


At the time of authorization, the cost estimates and economic evaluation of the 
above group of projects had been based on very preliminary investigations: In 
recognition of this, their authorization was made subject to a finding of economic 
justification through further study, and the monetary authorization for this 
group of protects was limited to $15 million. Cost estimates are now being more 
firmly established by economic evaluation studies with funds appropriated for 
that purpose, and through authorized basin surveys. In those instances of extra- 
ordinary inerease in project cost due to engineering considerations as determined 
by the economic studies, the Public Works Committees are being informed of 
current plans and of their estimated cost. The engineering changes in the Weiser 
River project which were found necessary in the light of current conditions 
were such as to cause an extraordinary increase in construction cost. These 
changes and their effect on the project cost were reported to the Public Works 
Committees on January 7, 1957. The engineering modifications effected in the 
Umatilla River project are also rather substantial and will be reported in a 
survey report to be submitted to the Public Works Committees in the near future. 


Mr. Buper. General, was this project included in House Document 
531. which is the 308 report ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Buper. I noticed you said a few moments ago it was based on 
very rudimentary information. Do you have other projects in the 
308 report you would put in that same category ? 
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General Foorr. That is true of the 35 conditionally authorized proj- 
ects, the data had not been developed to the point to make a firm show- 
ing of economic justification. So 1 would say the engineering and eco- 
nomic data on those projects were below that required for a firm 
showing. 

Mr. Buper. In other words, this is still a static proposition; the 308 
report was in 1948 and there have been many changes since that time? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Buper. Thank you. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


BLUE RIVER RESERVOIR, OREG. 


Mr. Kirwan. We will turn now to the Blue River Reservoir in 
Oregon, where the benefit-cost ratio is 2.15 to 1. General, what is the 
urgency of getting this started in 1958? It is a new start; is it not? 

General Foorre. For planning; yes sir. There is a continuing urg- 
ency of providing a reasonably adequate measure of control of flood- 

yaters on the McKenzie River in Oregon, McKenzie River being a 
tributary of Willamette River. 

Mr. Kirwan. And you think there is an urgent need to start it this 
year ¢ 

General Foorr. I think there is; yes, sir. 

Mr. Maanuson. I see the benefit-cost ratio is considerably higher 
on this project than the Weiser River project. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maanuson. On this project it is 2.15 to L. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maenuson., Is there a history of frequent floods on this river 
General Foorr. Yes. They are very frequent. As a matter of fact, 
flooding on the McKenzie and Willamette is almost an annual affair, 

toa limited degree. 

Mr. Magnuson. That was my recollection. I think that is all, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Ranaut. Any further questions ? 

Mr. JENSEN. What was the amount of the authorization for this 
project ? 

General Foorr. This was authorized as part of the overall Columbia 
River Basin authorization, and the estimated cost was $10,803,000. 

Mr. JENSEN. What year was that ? 

General Foorr. The Flood Control Act of 1950. 

Mr. Jensen. And now your estimated cost is $13,700,000 ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. When was your original estimated cost of $10,803,000 
determined ? 

General Foorr. That was probably a 1948 estimate. The date of 
the authorizing legislation was 1950. 

Mr. Jensen. If the cost estimate in 1948 was $10,803,000, this project 
is going to cost much more than $13,700,000 to oui 

General Foor. The $13.700,000 is the 1956 estimate, and the project 
is some years away from construction, so, according to the present 
tendency, it will go higher. 

Mr. JENsEN. The costs of projects of this nature have risen since 
1948, as I remember the figures now, at least 85 percent. Is that right? 
That is very close, is it not? 
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General Foore. I believe, Mr. Jensen, an average through the years 
of around 5 percent per year would cover the general rise in the cost 
index of construction. 

Mr. Jensen. For construction of this nature? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. I do not want to dispute your word, General, but I 
think you are low. I think your 5 percent is considerably low. I wish 
you would show for the record as nearly as you can estimate it at this 
time just what the total estimated cost of this project will be when 
completed. 

General Foorr. Mr. Jensen, I will provide a figure for the record, 
but it becomes a very speculative matter when you attempt to estimate 
something in the future. 

Mr. Jensen. At present prices, then. 

General Foorr. We have the 1956 price of $13,700,000. I can pro- 
vide one as of 1957. 

Mr. JensEN. Well, General, if this project would cost $10,803,000 in 
1948, it would cost much more than $13,700,000 in 1956. That is a fore- 
gone conclusion, because the cost of projects of this nature has risen 
more than that in proportion. Anyway, insert the best estimate you 
can. 

General Foorr. Very well. 

(The following information was supplied :) 

The original estimate of $10,803,000 was based on January 1948 prices, and 
the current estimate of $13,700,000 is based on July 1956 prices. The Engineering 
News-Record construction cost index on a nationwide basis was 441 in January 
1948 and 695 in July 1956. This is an increase of 58 percent. The percentage 
increase from year to year (July to July) was as follows: 


Percent Percent 
Ses ee hs ae ee 2.8] 1952 to 1953- Peet tio!” ati tee 6.0 
ala 5.2) cee 00: 2ebes nn desis a 
I I el 6.11) 1954 to 1955... .... ce eee eli eed 5.1 
In acon ateniaseyeasenomanak anguisaais BUC e SEU 20D cI telaticicccs chcbacenwseccibinasamdicmanieniie 5.3 


Escalation of the original estimate of $10,803,000 in accordance with the Engi- 
neering News-Record construction cost index rise from January 1948 to July 1956 
would increase the cost estimate to $17 million. However, increasing the esti- 
mate on the basis of the naticnwide Engineering News-Record index rise was not 
considered applicable in this instance. In recognition of the preliminary status 
of plans, the contingency allowance contained in the estimate, and the unit prices 
prevalent in the area, the estimate of $13,700,000 as of July 1956 is considered the 
best which can be made at this time. 

Mr. Jensen. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ranaut. Any further questions? 

Mr. AnpeERSEN. Just one question, Mr. Chairman. What is the bene- 
fit-cost ratio on this project, General. 

General Foorer. 2.15 to 1. 

Mr. Anversen. Thank you. 


LOWER COLUMBIA RIVER BANK PROTECTION, OREGON-WASHINGTON 


Mr. Rasavt. We will now turn to “Lower Columbia River bank 
rotection, Oregon and Washington,” for which $40,000 is proposed to 
initiate planning. 
Please tell us the need for this project and locate it on the map. 


‘S 
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General Foorr. All told, I believe there were 66 authorized projects 
for bank protection on the lower Columbia River. They are all located 
on the section of the river downstream from the Portland, Oreg.- 
Vancouver, Wash., area, on this reach of the river. The project was 
recommended in House Document 531, and was authorized by the 
Flood Control Act of 1950. It contemplated bank protection at vari- 
ous localities. 

This is not a continuous operation, but a spotty operation here and 
there at various points on the river where bank erosion is threatening 
the protection that is provided by local levee installations. No w ork 
has eis done under this authorization. This is the first locality that 
has come up for specific planning with a view toward construction of 
protective works. 

Mr. Rawavut. Any questions? 

Mr. ANpersEN. General, do you mean by that you intend to riprap; 
is that it ? 

General Foorr. That will be the treatment in some cases; yes. In 
other places the treatment will be by groins, whichever treatment seems 
most suitable. Among these loc alities the problem varies quite a bit, 
but it is basically the problem of bank erosion. 

Mr. ANversEN. This is the beginning of this type of work, so far 
as the Columbia is concerned ? 

General Foorr. Yes. 

Mr. Buper. General, I note on the map you have in the justifica- 
tions here that there are 2 or 3 dozen similar projects on the lower 
Columbia River. What will the overall cost be ? 

General Foorr. The overall cost is estimated at $7,860,000. 

Mr. Buper. For all the projects you have outlined in brown on this 
map ? 

General Foorr. There are 66 of them. I do not know if we have 
them all outlined here. There is a total of 66 in that reach of the 
river. 

COLFAX, PALOUSE RIVER, WASH. 


COST INCREASE 


We will now turn to Colfax, Palouse River, Wash., where the esti- 
mated cost has 1 increased from $290,100 to $2,780,000. Has this latest 
plan been reviewed by the Public Works Committee ? 

General Foorr. The Public Works Committee has been advised of 
this change in cost estimates and of the reasons for the change, sir. 

Mr. Rapaut. Was there any particular comment from them that 
seemed favorable or unfavorable to this increase ? 

General Foorr. Apparently there has been no comment yet received, 
sir. 

Mr. Rasavr. How long ago were they notified ? 

General Foorr. May I supply that for the record, sir? 

Mr. Rapavr. Yes. 

(The information follows :) 

The Public Works Committees were advised of the increase in cost on the Col- 
fax project from $290,100 at the time of authorization to $2,620,000 based on 
July 1955 prices. The letter was submitted under date of April 4, 1956. 

Mr. Evins. How much has been the total flood damage in this area 
over the past several years? Can you give us that, General? 
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General Foorr. I can give you some illustrative examples, sir. The 
last major flood—and there were 3 of them that occurred in 1948, 3 
separate floods—at the time caused damage of $947,000 in that 1 year, 

Mr. Evins. How large is the population of the city of Colfax ? 

General Foorr. The latest figure we have is 3,050 people, sir. 

Mr. Evins. How much have you expended to date on this project ? 

General Foorr. We have had a total of $121,000 appropriated to 
date and it is substantially all spent. 

Mr. Evrys. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Macenuson. It is the city itself which is subject to these recur- 
ring floods, is that right, General ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maenuson. And not only a good deal of the residential area 
but also most of the business area ? 

General Foorr. All of the business area, all of the railroad facilities, 
all of the highway facilities, the city schools, the seat of the county gov- 
ernment, and a substantal amount of the residential area are involved. 

Mr. Maenvson. The main highway that goes past Colfax is subject 
to flooding, is it not? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maenvson. That is all 

Mr. Anperson. Mr. Chairman, I wish the general would give us 
a little picture at this point as to what the local community does to- 
ward their part in helping to protect themselves and their property 
from this damage. I am asking that in order to secure a picture of 
perhaps similar cases throughout the Nation. Just what is Colfax 
supposed to put up? 

General Foorr. Colfax is required to provide lands, easements, and 
rights of way; to relocate all public utilities including telephone tines, 
water and sewer facilities, railroads, et cetera; to hold the United 
States free from damage; and to maintain and operate the project 
after it is complet ted. 

Mr. Anpersen. According to your figures, that would cost the city 
of Colfax approximately $224,000? 

General Foorr. That is right. 

Mr. Anpersen. That represents about 7 percent of the total esti- 
mated project cost of $3,003,800 ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. AnperseNn. Is that about the general method of computing costs 
or cost sharing of the various communities in projects of this nature ? 

General Foorr. It varies from project to project, sir. This one, in 
my opinion, is low. 

‘Mr. Anpersen. This one is on the low order ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anpersen. Mr. Chairman, I am asking this question because 
here we have—and I would like Mr. Magnuson to verify my opinion— 
but here we have a case of quite a bit of industry in this bottom affected 
by this. Is that right? 

Mr. Maenvson. It is an agricultural area and this is a trade center 
for the surrounding area, with warehouses 
Mr. Anpersen. Railroads? 

Mr. Maenuson. Railroads. 

Mr. Anversen. That is all. 
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LOWER MONUMENTAL LOCK AND DAM, WASHINGTON 










Mr. Rapaut. We will now turn to Lower Monumental lock and 
dam, Washington. This is a resumption of planning. $200,000 is 
requested to resume planning on the Lower Monumental lock and dam 
on the Snake River. Please describe this project to the committee. ! 
General Foorr. This project, Mr. Chairman, is one of four author- | 
ized lock and dam projects on the Lower Snake River between the 
mouth of the Snake River and the town of Lewiston, Idaho. These 
four projects are for the purpose of developing slackwater navigation 
from the mouth of the Snake River to Lewiston, and providing electric 
power and miscellaneous minor benefits. 
Mr. Rapsavur. What draft does the water have, what depth? 
General Foorr. We are planning on a 12-foot channel in that reach 
of the river. The Lower Monumental project is planned as a con- 
one spillway dam with a hydroelectric powerplant and with naviga- 
tion locks. 
Mr. Rapaut. The benefit-cost ratio is only 1.01 to 1 based on 3 units. 
What will it be with the ultimate installation of three widitional 
units? 
General Foorr. I had better supply that for the record. 
Mr. Rasaut. Please supply it for the record. 
(The information follows:) 
Based on the conditions which will prevail when the ultimate power installa- 
tion is needed, the benefit-cost ratio of the Lower Monumental project would be 
about 1.5 to 1, 



















RELOCATIONS 












Mr. Rapsavr. There has been an increase of $10,770,000 in the cost 
of relocation since the last estimate. They now total $24 million, 3 
times the original estimate. Explain what these are and why the cost 
has increased to this extent. 

General Foorr. The largest single item involved there, sir, is essen- 

tially an accounting change in that the cost of some 13 miles of Union 
Pac ific Railroad relocation was or iginally contained in the estimated 
cost of the Ice Harbor project, whic h is the next one of these four proj- 
ects downstream from Lower Monumental. 

Mr. Rasavr. Why did they shift it ¢ 

General Foorr. They shifted it as being a more appropriate charge 
to the Lower Montiiie ntal project than to the Ice Harbor project. 

Mr. Rawsavt. Is the charge for this relocation charged wholly to the 
Lower Monumental project ? 

General Foor. Partly to this project and partly to the Ice Harbor 
project. 

Mr. Razavutr. That seems appropriate. It was not in the Lower 
Monumental project in the first place ? 

General Foorr. It was not there in the first place. 

Mr. Razavr. How much of a change does that make ? 

General Foore. Approximately $7 million, $7,244,000. 

Mr. Razavt. That is of this $10,770,000 ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapaut. What was the rest of it for? 

General Foorr. That covers a large variety of items, sir. 
Mr. Razavt. Just touch a few of them. 
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General Foorr. We have some additional unanticipated damage to 
the Northern Pacific line. I do not have an exact figure on that. In 
general there was an inadequate estimate on unit costs to start with. 

Mr. Rapaut. Are those railroads at the present time both in the 
same location in this area ? 

General Foorr. We have one on one bank of the river and one on 
the other. 

Mr. Rasavut. Why cannot the relocation of the Northern Pacific 
Railroad be consolidated with the Union Pacific instead of 2 separate 
relocations at an added cost of $4,186,000 ? 

General Foorr. We are trying to work out, in connection with the 
Ice Harbor and Lower Monumental projects at this time a joint re- 
location which, of course, would involve a joint operating agreement 
on the part of the railroads. They would use one line of track. 

I believe I told this committee last year that we were optimistic of 
the outcome of such negotiations and we expected to accomplish some 
substantial saving in the process. During the year the developments 
to date are such that my optimism has been pretty well diminished 
or extinguished. The alleged requirements for joint operation, the 
alleged expenses that would be involved, at this time appear to be in- 
ordinate. I understand the railroads are interested in a joint operat- 
ing agreement and a joint operation. 

Mr. Razavt. How soon do you think that something can be worked 
out ? 

General Foorr. We hope to have something worked out around July 
of this year. 

Mr. Rapavr. T imagine if you would put them together there would 
be bridge requirements ? 

General Foorr. Yes: it would require at least one bridge. 

Mr Raranr. Would it cut the cost ? 

General Footer. It should, but not on the present analysis. 

Mr. Ranaut. There is no use doing a lot of maneuvering if you can- 
not save money, but if you can save money you should do it. 

General Foorr. I think we will bring it to conclusion in July or 
Aucust. 

Mr. Rararr. Of course damage to property should be taken into 
consideration, too. 

Anv avestions on this resumption of planning for the lower Monu- 
mental lock and dam in Washington ? 

Mr. Evrns. T want to ask the veneral how mnch money the corps 
could reasonably use in the next fiscal year on this project. 

General Foorr. Without regard to any fiscal policy, sir, we could 
use $930.000 on this project in the next fiscal year. 

Mr. Evtns. This is the second of four authorized multiple-purpose 
projects anthorized in this area ? 

General Foorr. Yes. sir 

Mr. Evrns. I notice ‘ase that your studies indicate that previous 
estimates of anticipated waterborne commerce are verv conservative 
and that the previously estimated navigation benefits will be exceeded 
considerahlv. 

General Foorr. That is right. 

Mr. Fvtns. The justifications also state the Pacific Northwest Gov- 
ernors’ Power Policv Committee has estimated that a power deficiency 
in excess of 300.000 kilowatts will exist in the Pacifie Northwest dur- 
ing the 1964-65 winter season unless progress is made? 
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General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. You say you can use $930,000 reasonably on this project 
next year ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Is that the sum that you requested of the Bureau of the 
Budget ? 

General Foorr. No, sir. That is not the sum that we requested. 
You appreciate, sir, that it is necessary in submitting requests to keep 
within budgetary ceilings, and $200,000 was all we could request for 
this project and stay within our limitations. 

Mr. Evins. So overall policy planning has caused a slowdown or 
delay on this important project ? 

General Foorr. To this extent, sir, that the period of time required 
for completion of preconstruction planning starting with an amount 
of $200,000 would contemplate a 3-year period of preconstruction plan- 
ning, whereas with $930,000 we could contemplate a 2-year period of 
preconstruction planning. 

Mr. Evins. That is all. 

Mr. Maenuson. General, I assume there would be a considerable sav- 
ing if you can work out a joint project for Ice Harbor and lower Mon- 
umental for the railroads ? 

General Foorr. Yes. 

Mr. Magnuson. Can you estimate what that saving would be? 

General Foorr. I answer your question in the affirmative, contingent 
on a reasonable settlement with the railroads involved. At the present 
time the outlook is that it would cost us more to have a joint relocation 
solution to the problem than individual relocations, which in my opin- 
ion is unrealistic. We feel there should be in the neighborhood of $5 
million saving obtained through joint relocation. Whether we will 
be able to achieve that or not remains to be seen. 

Mr. Maenuson. When you say joint relocation you mean between 
the two dams? 

General Foorr. Between the 2 dams and between the 2 railroads 
too, sir. 

Mr. Macnuson. You necessarily have to relocate both railroads at 
either site when you are working on that site ? 

General Foorr. We hope we will be able to obtain the abandonment 
of one railroad line and an agreement for a joint operation. 

Mr. Maenvuson. Would this be permanent abandonment of one line? 

General Foorr. Yes. 

Mr. Macnvuson. What is the precise nature of the problem ? 

General Foorr. At this point there is a wide variation between our 
oganization and the railroads as to the values involved. ; 

Mr. Maanuson. Is there involved for the railroads considerable 
permanent inconvenience or expense for using the same line? 

General Foorr. No, sir. To the contrary, there would be an advan- 
tage to the railroads in a joint operation. The operating personnei 
of the railroads, I believe, look favorably upon the proposal. 

Mr. Maenvuson. What isthe alternative to joint operations? 

General Foorr. Relocation of each line separately to a higher 
elevation. 

Mr. Maenuson. And what is the alternative to joint relocation of 
the railroads as between the two dams? It would mean, of course, 
relocating part of the railroad at the Ice Harbor site and then at some 
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later date relocating a further stretch of the railroad or railroads at the 
lower Monumental site farther up the river ¢ 

General Foorr. Yes. If these projects are brought along in an 
orderly sequence of construction so that the relocations can be planned 
for the entire re ach rather than for the individual projects, there will 
be a substantial saving to the Government. 

Mr. Maenuson. It seems very apparent that there should be a con- 
siderable saving if you can plan a relocation for both dams at the same 
time and effect relocation for both dams at the same time. I hope you 
will be able to work out an agreement with the railroads which will be 
advantageous both to them and to the taxpayers. 

General Foorr. We hope so too, sir. 

Mr. Maenuson. Please supply for the record the amount of funds 
that could reused in fiscal year 1958 for planning. 

(The information follows :) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington, D. C., April 12, 1957 
Hon. Don MAGNUSON, 


House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. MAGNUSON: Reference is made to your letter of April 7, 1957, ad- 
dressed to Maj. Gen. E. C. Itschner, concerning the amount that could be utilized 
in fiscal year 1958 for planning on the lower Monumental lock and dam. I wish 
to furnish you with the following information concerning our engineering and 
construction capabilities. 

When a project is authorized we develop a tentative schedule for surveys, 
planning, and construction, which is revised from year to year. This schedule is 
made up without any reference to other projects, the total civil-works program, 
or other program needs of the Government, or the availability of men or equip- 
ment generally in any one year. It therefore is a figure for internal planning 
purposes only. That figure for this project is $930,000 for fiscal vear 1958. For 
your further information the President has directed that our fiscal year 1958 ex- 
penditures, as estimated in his budget presented to the Congress, be considered as 
the maximum that can be made within the overall fiscal policies of the adminis- 
tration for that year. The amount included in the budget for the lower Monu- 
mental project is the maximum that the administration believes should be al- 
located to that project and, accordingly, no additional funds can be utilized 
in fiscal vear 1958 and meet the administration’s objectives. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. L. PERSON, 
Brigadier General, USA, Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. 


BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Mr. Jensen. I notice your benefit-cost ratio is only 1.01 to 1. If the 
person that calculated this benefit-cost ratio had made a little error of 
about two one-hundredths of 1 percent downward, this project never 
would have been authorized. Is that not about right ? 

General Foorr. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. JeNnsEN. So this project was skating on awfully thin ice until 
that calculator, whoever he was, was able to bring it up to 1.01 to1. He 
must have really had a sharp pencil that day. 

General Foorr. Mr. Jensen, we feel this benefit-cost ratio presents 
about the worst picture since we know that the navigation benefits on 
the basis of our more recent studies will be decidedly higher than those 
contained in this analysis. 

Mr. Jensen. This project was authorized in 1945, I see. What was 
the amount of the authorization? I think it was $77,766,000, 
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General Foorr. That was the estimate on the 1948 basis. 

Mr. JENsEN. On the 1948 basis ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JENSEN. Now your estimated cost is $133 million. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JENSEN. Which is about 85 percent higher than it was in 1948, 
and you will remember I mentioned that figure a little while ago. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. That I thought the cost of a project now would be 
about 85 percent higher than in 1948. I was not very far off, I am sure. 

This project will have to be paid for almost exclusively from power 
revenues, will it not? 

General Foorr. Very largely, sir. 

Mr. JensEN. Now, then, what would be the benefit-cost ratio based 
on present Bonneville rates for power on this project ? 

General Foorr. Those are the figures that were used, sir, in deter- 
mining the present benefit-cost ratio, the current power values. 

Mr. Jensen. You mean you computed this benefit-cost ratio taking 
into consideration present power rates ? 

General Foorr. Present power values as established in the Pacific 
Northwest by the Federal Power Commission. 

Mr. Jensen. I think you had better furnish for the record a state- 
ment elaborating on the statement you have just made saying that 
this 1.01-to-1 benefit-cost ratio is based on present power rates, and 
furnish the benefit-cost ratio with these rates. You had better try to 
make the best explanation you can on that, because this picture does 
not look very good. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

(The information follows. ) 

Power generated at projects of the Corps of Engineers in the Pacific Northwest 
is turned over to the Department of the Interior for disposal at the lowest 
possible rates consistent with sound business principles. Receipts from the sale 
of power ure deposited in the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. There is no 
transfer of funds to the Corps of Engineers in payment for the power, or corre- 
sponding rates for such, although amounts are credited to individual projects 
on the basis of power production costs. 

The rates of the Bonneville Power Administration of the Department of the 
Interior are based upon requirements for repaying total power costs for the sys- 
tem as a whole. The cost of projects within that system vary, relative to the 
amounts of power made available by the project. An application of the rates to 
the power made available by individual projects will indicate an unfavorable 
ratio for some projects and a favorable ratio for other projects. Total revenues, 
however, are at least equal to total power costs for the system and all individual 
projects provided more system benefits than costs. The rates are not based upon 
benefits and should not be used for determining a benefit-cost ratio. Also the 
rates are not applicable to individual projects and should not be used as a 
measure of project revenues. However, the application of current rates to the 
power which the Ice Harbor project will make available and the addition of other 
benefits gives a sum which is about 0.69 of the annual project costs (exclusive 
of the economic costs for taxes foregone). Similar ratios for the lower Monu- 
mental, Little Goose, and lower Granite projects would be 0.59, 0.58, and 0.58, 
respectively. 


Mr. Jensen. Now, then, is the power output used in determining 
the potential revenues based on present upstream storage or does it 
contemplate future additional storage, and if so how much and where ? 

General Foorr. The computed figure is based on the so-called C-2 
system of House Document 531, which did contemplate additional] up- 
stream storage in addition to that now available and under construc- 
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tion. The C-2 system contemplated the high Hells Canyon storage. 

Mr. Jensen. Suppose high Hells Canyon dam is not built? 

General Foorr. The other projects being built will provide in part 
that storage, and other projects contemplated will more than compen- 
sate for the loss at the high Hells Canyon storage site. 

Mr. Jensen. There are a number of other dams proposed, then, that 
will teke the place of the high Hells Canyon Dam and will bear out 
your figures? 

General Foorr. They will more than bear them out, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. More than bear them out? 

General Footr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Will you elaborate on that statement for the record? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

(The information follows :) 

The high Hells Canyon project as contemplated in the phase C-—2 level of de- 
velopment would have included a usable reservoir storage capacity of 3,880,,000 
acre-feet. The Brownlee Dam which is now under construction on the main 
Snake River will provide 1 million acre-feet of usable storage. In addition, the 
Penny Cliffs and Bruces Eddy projects were recommended for construction in the 
Clearwater Basin in Senate Document No. 51, 84th Congress, Ist session. These 
projects would provide usable storage capacities of 2,300,000 acre-feet and 1,430,- 
000 acre-feet. Thus the three storage projects presently contemplated would 
provide a total usable storage capacity of 4,730,000 acre-feet which would be 
available for regulating flows for power production at the lower Snake River 
projects compared to the 3,880,000 acre-feet of usable storage in the Hells Canyon 
reservoir. 

Mr. Maenuson. Mr. Chairman, may I ask another question ? 

Mr. Razavt. Do you yield? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Macnuson. General Foote, the lower Monumental is one of the 
series of four dams in the lower Snake? 

General Foorr. Yes; it is the second of a series of four dams on the 
lower Snake River. 

Mr. Macnuson. When all four of these dams are built you will have 
slackwa‘er navigation all the way up to Lewiston ? 

General Foote. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Macenuson. If any 1 unit of the 4 should be dropped or elimi- 
nated. it would vitally affect the economic feasibility of the others; 
would it not ? 

General Foorr. Very seriously affect them as far as the navigation 
benefits are concerned, particularly. 

Mr. Macnuson. The navigation benefits as far as Ice Harbor is con- 
cerned is about 24 percent; is it not ? 

General Foorr. About 24 percent of the benefits, I believe. 

Mr. Macnuson. But the navieation benefits accruing from Ice Har- 
bor would be affected materially if we should abandon the idea of 
constructing Lower Monumental]; is that right ? 

General Foorr. That is correct, and I am sure yon appreciate that 
the authorization for development of the lower Snake River is con- 
tained as a single authorization. The four dams were not authorized 
individually. The development of that whole reach of the river was 
authorized as a package. 

Mr. Maenvson. That is what I am trying to bring out, so when we 
consider any one of these dams we must have at least in the back of 
our minds the fact there are are four dams here which are, as you call 
them, a package ? 
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General Foorr. Yes. 

Mr. Magnuson. And if the benefit-cost ratio is quite low on one of 
them we should consider that in relation to the other three dams? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir, and its impact on the whole system that is 
being created. 

Mr. Macnuson. Remembering the impact of the whole system and 
that each of these dams is necessary to get the benefits that stem from 
the other three? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maenuson. That is all, Mr. Chairman, and I thank the gentle- 
man for yielding to me. 

Mr. Jensen. That is all I have. 

Mr. Rasavur. Mr. Andersen. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. General, as I glance at this particular project I can- 
not help but feel we are skating on thin ice when we have only a 1.01 to 
1 benefit-cost ratio, and when we also take into consideration we are 
dealing with at least $150 million of the taxpayers’ money. 

How much have you expended on Ice Harbor to date? That, as I 
recall, is below this particular project ? 

General Foorr. That is right. 

Mr. Anpersen. And Ice Harbor is under construction ? 

General Foorr. Ice Harbor is under construction and the appropri- 
ation to date for Ice Harbor is $10,082,000. 

Mr. ANpersEN. What we have done on Ice Harbor is not necessarily 
lost if we do not proceed higher up the Snake River on these three other 
units? Is that not the fact? 

General Foorr. It would be lost in part, sir. 

Mr. ANversEN. Perhaps in part because you of course could not go 
up Snake River as far as you could otherwise, speaking of navigation ; 
but getting down to navigation, every boatload of wheat or coal or any 
other product that you will aid in getting up the Snake River or down 
the Snake River, isn’t that just so much commerce lost. to the railroads 
and to the trucking industry? Isn’t there a balance there somewhere ? 

We had the same proposition, as I recall, in a project in northern 
Louisiana where it seemed to me whatever commerce they said they 
could gain by the construction of a large canal would take that much 
revenue from the existing railroads in that area. 

What is the situation as to the real benefits that might accrue from 
this project due to the so-called navigation end of it? 

General Foorr. I believe that in the vast majority of cases where 
facilities have been constructed for inland water navigation, while at 
the outset it might appear that the tonnage that would be carried 
in waterborne commerce would be taken from presently existing land 
carriers, it has developed that not only has the waterborne commerce 
gone up but the commerce of the other existing means of transporta- 
tion has also gone up. 

Mr. AnprrsEN. I wish you would go a little bit further into detail on 
this, because if you cannot justify the amount of credit on the naviga- 
tion side of the ledger, these other three units in my opinion are mn- 
feasible, or at least the one we are considering. Are you not allocating 
one-quarter of the benefits on the navigation side of the picture in 
figuring this 1.61 to 1 benefit-cost ratio? 

General Foorr. Approximately that, sir. 


91488—57——_9 
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Mr. AnpersENn. Put the correct figure in the record. 

(The following was submitted later :) 

Approximately 23 percent of the total navigation benefits are allocated to 
Lower Monumental lock and dam. 

I am wondering why the Army engineers bring before this com- 
mittee a very thin ice project like this at all when we consider the 
condition our national finances are in. Surely you have many con- 
struction items in America with far more direct benefits than this, 
and why should Congress at this time initiate a $150 million project 
and commit the taxpayers of the country to construct such a project ? 
With all due respect to Mr. Magnuson, the taxpayers have pumped over 
$1 billion in the Columbia River area in dams and this and that. I 
do not begrudge them that, but I hate to see a continued appropriation 
of additional huge sums of money unless they can be justified, and I 
do not think a 1.01 to 1 benefit-cost ratio is any justification, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Would you like to comment further on that? From the viewpoint 
of the present financial status of our Nation, can we justify this 
project at this time ? 

General Foorr. I feel when we started the Ice Harbor project we 
contemplated the development of the lower Snake River section, and 
the benefits that will accrue from the construction of those four locks 
and dams, the navigation benefits combined with the power benefits, 
adequately justify those expenditures and investments. I believe, sir, 
that a step has been taken toward the accomplishment of a needed 
development, and the reason for presenting the lower Monumental 
project is that the job will not be completed and the full return will 
not be obtained until all four of those projects are completed and 
In operation. 

Mr. Anpersen. Might I ask for the record, General, referring to the 
Minnesota River in my area, upon which very little money has es 
expended, have you got any idea or can you give the committee an ide: 
as to the benefit-cost ratio there of the proposed construction work on 
that river ? 

General Foorr. On the Minnesota River / 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Yes, sir. 

General Foorr. No, sir; Icannot. It can be obtained for the record, 
sir. 

Mr. ANpeRSEN. You will recall that a few years back we suffered 
around St. Paul, Minn., about a $10 million or $15 million loss in 
floods. I have that river in mind, and I wonder why we have to go 
out. into this area where we have already put up so much money- $1 
billion or more—and why we cannot find or secure a little considera- 
tion for areas such as the Minnesota River, from Fort Snelling and up 
to the North Dakota line. 

Naturally, that comes to my mind. I know the picture pretty well 
on both ends, both in the State of Washington, where I used to do some 
surveying, and also in my own area in Minnesota. I am just wonder 
ing—and again with all due respect to Mr. Magnuson—the Army 
engineers are not putting too much emphasis toward the completion 
of a great project, in the Columbia River Basin, and yet are not in- 
clined at the same time to forget that there are other areas in the 
Nation requiring a little of their good work ? 
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Would you like to comment on that, General ? 

General Foorr. I am not qualified to comment on it, sir, I am the 
North Pacific representative. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Will you have General Itschner put in a response 
to that particular question at this point in the record ¢ 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. AnperseNn. Thank you. Thatisall. 

(The information follows :) 

In the preparation of our annual budget estimates, consideration is given to 
the solution of problems in all areas of the United States consistent with the 
overall needs and fiscal policies in effect at that time. 

With regard to the Minnesota River, there are at present no authorized proj- 
ects which could be planned and constructed to provide much needed flood con- 
trol. Solutions to the problems in this area are under investigation and are 
proceeding as rapidly as budgetary considerations permit. A report recommend- 
ing a local protection project at Mankato-North Mankato on the Minnesota River 
is included in the pending omnibus bill, Senate bill S. 497, 85th Congress. This 
project has a benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.53 to 1. A report considering a channel 
9 feet deep in the Minnesota River from the mouth of the river to mile 14.7 is 
also included in the omnibus bill. This project has an indicated benefit-to-cost 
ratio of 3.12 to 1. 

Investigations are currently underway on the Minnesota River to determine 
the advisability of providing additional flood protection. A report covering the 
flood problems at main-stem communities on the Minnesota River is currently 
underway. These studies have not advanced sufficiently to determine the 
economic justification for flood-protection works. A separate report is being pre- 
pared on the Whetstone River diversion-Big Stone Lake problem in the head- 
waters of the Minnesota River which is scheduled for completion early this 
summer. The studies for this proposed project have not advanced sufficiently 
to determine the economic justification. 

Funds have been provided for construction of a small flood-control project 
on the Redwood River below Marshall, Minn., under the provisions of section 
212 of the 1950 Flood Control Act. 

Mr. Ranaut. Dr. Fenton ? 

Mr. Fenron. General, what is the distance between where the Snake 
flows into the Columbia and Lewiston ? 

General Foorr. 140 miles. 

Mr. Fenton. Do I understand you are contemplating putting 4 
dams along in that 140-mile area ? 

General Foorr. That is correct. 

Mr. Fenton. You say it has cost about $10 mithon so far for the 
dam you now have under construction at Iee Harbor. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. Has that been fully utilized / 

General Foorr. It has been fully utilized. 

Mr. Fenton. What will be the ultimate cost of Ice Harbor? 

General Foorsr. $135 million. 

Mr. Fenton. And the lower Monumental Dam will be about the 
same ¢ 

General Foorr. $135 million. 

Mr. Fenton. What do you contemplate the other two will cost? 

General Foorr. The present estimate for the next one upstream, 
Little Goose, is $139 million, sir, and the present estimate for lower 
Granite, the fourth dam, is $116 million. 

Mr. Fenton. That would be a total of —— 

General Foorr. $523 million for these 4. locks and dams. 
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Mr. Anprersen. Excuse me, General. You stated $133 million for 
the Monumental. On page 30 you say it is $153 million for ultimate 
installation. 

General Foorr. That refers, sir, to the eventual installation of 
three additional power-generating units in the powerhouse. 

Mr. ANpersEN. Still, that is the picture of the ultimate Federal 
contribution, is it not ? 

General Foore. Yes, sir, but that additional installation will be 
more than repaid in power return. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Thank you. 

Mr. Fenton. Now, General, I think you said that 25 percent of 
this cost was allocated to navigation; is that correct ? 

General Foorr. Approximately, sir. 

Mr. Fenron. Is there any charge to flood control? 

General Foorr. No, sir. There is no flood control involved in these 
projects. 

Mr. Fenton. What size vessels do you expect to travel up and down 
this proposed stream after you have the locks and dams ? 

General Foorr. It will be barge navigation, sir; similar to that. on 
the Mississippi and Ohio Rivers. 


RAILROAD LOCATIONS 


Mr. Frenron. You say you will have to relocate two railroads. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. You will relocate 2 railroads for the whole distance 
of 140 miles ¢ 

General Foorr. No, sir, not for the entire distance. The 2 railroads 
are involved only in the 2 lower projects. Above that there is one 
railroad which will! have to be partially relocated. 

Mr. Fenton. What is the mileage involved and the cost ? 

General Foorr. May I furnish that for the record, please, sir? 
It is going to take a little time to dig it out. 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. 

(The information follows :) 


The miles of railroad relocations and present estimated cost thereof for the 
four projects on the Snake River are as follows: 


Miles of re- Estimated 
Project location cost of re- 
location 


$12, 804, 000 





ig 0 REA ee ee : de sb Guwdecbb et sada 28. 3 12, 8 
Lower Monumental. -.-.-. ‘ 54.4 23, 728, 000 
Little Goose......... : a 40.8 18, 775, 000 
Lower Granite... .-- » pbeddaddedidsdease 27.6 7, 500, 000 
 cnthcdbaddpsensssessensesiubesucsece ; 151.1 62, 807, 000 


The mileages and costs shown above for the Ice Harbor and lower Monumental 
projects are based on relocating each railroad separately rather than relocating 
for joint operation. 

Mr. Fenton. You say that there will be an estimated 2,500,000 tons 
of commerce moving through this area. 

General Foorr. That is the estimate on which the benefits are now 
computed, sir. On the basis of our most recent studies, it will exceed 
that. 
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Mr. Fenton. Of course, that would detract from the commerce of 
the railroads. It would take that much from the railroads; is that 
not right ? 

General Foorr. There would, I presume, initially be some such 
effect, sir, but as I stated a few moments ago, I believe that the great 
majority of cases have Mroven out that railroad tonnage increased, de- 
spite the development of inland waterways, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. Of course, we have the highways and trucks to deal 
with, too. They will be affected, 

Mr. Jensen. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. Of course, General, when you say in the final analysis, 
as time goes on, the railroads will not be affected by water transporta- 
tion, that is quite natural, because of the great increase in every kind 
of transportation and the loads that are hauled over the railroads, 
highways, and waterways. 

It is very natura] that, over a period of years, when our country is 
developing, when our transportation is increasing by leaps and bounds, 
that the initial loss from new water transportation would soon be 
overcome by the overall growth of the railroad business. 

Mr. Fenton. Now, you say that statistics show that commerce in- 
creases in spite of the competition of inland waterways. Have the 
railroads consented to this? Are they in agreement with that project? 

General Foorr. I think, sir, I would have to say that the railroads 
would oppose the development. They have very consistently done so, 
but on the other hand, I believe that the facts available on certain of 
the developed waterways would show that their opposition and their 
concern at the time of development prove to be unwarranted and un- 
founded. 

Mr. Fenton. What is that main purpose of this project? Is it for 
navigation, or is it for cheap electricity ? 

General Foorr. The majority of the benefits are from electric power. 

Mr. Fenton. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rapavt. Mr. Budge? 


SNAKE RIVER PROJECTS NECESSARY TO ACHIEVE BENEFITS 


Mr. Buper. General, we have had quite a little testimony about the 
four projects that must be built to achieve the benefits that are set 
forth. 

I do not believe those projects have been named. Would you name 
the four of them? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. Starting from the lower project, near 
the mouth of the Snake River, the one presently under construction is 
the Ice Harbor project. 

Mr. Buper. And the total cost of that is to be what ? 

General Foorr. $135 million, sir. 

The next project upstream in this series of four is the lower Monu- 
mental project, at a presently estimated cost of $133 million. 

The next project is the Little Goose lock and dam, estimated project 
cost of $139 million, and the upper 1 of the 4, the lower Granite proj- 
ect, at an estimated cost of $116 million. 

Mr. Buner. That totals how much, general, for these four ? 
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General Foorr. $523 million, sir. 
ADDITIONAL UPSTREAM STORAGE PROJECTS 


Mr. Buper. As I understood your testimony a few minutes ago, in 
addition to this $523 million, there must be additional storage projects 
built upstream. Have you estimated how much that cost will be? 

General Foorr. We have cost estimates on some of the proposed up- 
stream projects, sir, but the cost of those projects is justified by each 
project individually. 

Mr. Bungee. I understood you to say that, in order to maintain your 
benefit-cost ratio on this particular project, you needed upstream 
storage. 

General Foorr. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Bouncer. In other words, if you do not get the upstream storage, 
then your benefit-cost ratio here becomes less than 1 to 1, does it not? 

General Foorr. That could occur: yes. 

Mr. Buper. Could you give us a rough estimate of what the addi- 
tional storage would cost, in addition to the $523 million for these four 
projects ? T would like just a rough estimate. 

General Foorr. May I provide that for the record, sir? 

Mr. Bupar. Yes, sir. 

General Foorr. I do not have it with me. 

(The information follows :) 

The Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs storage projects in the Clearwater Basin 
upstream from the four projects on the lower Snake River were previously rec- 
ommended in Senate Document No. 51, 84th Congress, 1st session. These proj- 
ects would provide substantial power benefits at the four lower Snake River 
projects as a result of the increased regulated flow during dry periods for power 
generation. A summary of data for these two projects is as follows: 


Bruces Eddy Penny Cliffs 


Usable storage, acre-feet_.....__._- - 1, 430, 000 2, 300, 000 
Construction cost_...---- aa $131, 000,000 | $216, 000, 000 
Annual charges_-. ciainaucaladiaibin : ‘ 6, 366, 000 9, 833, 000 
Annual benefits... -............. ; 10, 459, 000 | 14, 015, 000 
Flood control_- RS ee eo | 1, 747, 000 2, 849, 000 
Navigation ial init eitemeaieni elie a 537, 000 271, 000 
POC a8 on 2 oi. 5 cane onctcccmntesan<k-siceseccee | 8,175,000 | _10, 805 000 


Benefit-to-cost ratio. ........................ 1. 64 | 1.43 
| 


POWER BENEFITS ON SNAKE RIVER PROJECTS 


Mr. Buper. General, what percentage of each of these projects is 
allocated to power ? 

General Foorr. At the lower Monumental project, sir, which is fairly 
typical of the four, the allocation to power is 84.5 percent. 

Mr. Buper. It is my understanding—and you correct me if I am 
wrong on this—that when the Federal Power Commission fixes your 
power benefits from a project, such as the one before us here, that their 
comparison is made on what it would cost to generate power by steam; 
is that correct ? 

General Foorr. No, sir. The basis followed by the Federal Power 
Commission, in determining power values, is the cost of providing 
equivalent power by the most likely alternative which, in the Pacific 
Northwest, is not steam at this time. 
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Mr. Buper. Is steam being used in the Pacific Northwest at the 
present time ? 

General Foorr. Very, very little, and very occasional. 

Mr. Buper. Would your allocation of benefit-to-cost ratio still come 
out at 1.01 to 1, based upon present Bonneville rates that they pay 
you for power ? 

General Foorr. A direct answer to that, which would be in the nega- 
tive, sir, is hardly fair, because we would have to get from the Bonne- 
ville Power Administration an analysis of their rate structure in 
order to have an understanding of what the charge would be for the 
power from these projects. 

Mr. Buner. In other words, you do not know what Bonneville is 
going to pay you for the power coming from this project ? 

General Foorr. We know that the Bonneville rates, sir, are subject 
to change. 

Mr. Buper. I am talking now about the present Bonneville rate. 
They are paying you for power and the Bonneville Power Administra- 
tion, in turn, is selling that power. 

General Foorr. The rate that Bonneville pays us, sir, is based upon 
the cost allocation of the project. 

Mr. Buper. I appreciate that. The cost allocation, say, at Bonne- 
ville Dam—how much do they pay you for the power from Bonne- 
ville? That is in the neighborhood of 34 of a mill; is it not? 

General Foorr. Approximately. 

Mr. Buper. How much does it cost to produce power from this par- 
ticular plant at lower Monumental ? 

General Foorr. At lower Monumental our present figure is 2.93 mills. 

Mr. Bunce. In other words, almost than four times the cost at Bon- 
neville ? 

General Foorer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Buper. Would that indicate to you that the Bonneville rate 
would have to go up if you supply power from a plant that costs four 
times as much as the present plant? q 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. The Bonneville rate will have to go up, 
regardless of which projects are developed for additional power sup- 
ply, because the difference in construction costs alone from the time of 
the construction of the Bonneville Dam and of the Grand Coulee Dam 
will require that. As power from those more expensive sources becomes 
available to the system, that rate structure will have to be adjusted 
upward. 


BASIS FOR BENEFIT-COST RATIO ON SNAKE RIVER PROJECTS 


Mr. Bunce. General, the thing I am trying to get at here is, I think 
you have an overall expenditure ‘that would be somewhat in the neigh- 
borhood of $1 billion or more when you include the storage projects 
that are necessary. I am just wondering how you arrived at this 
benefit-cost ratio when you have about 85 percent of these projects al- 
located to power ? 

Would you explain to me just how you get your benefit-cost ratio, 
and have 85 percent of it coming from power? What power value do 
you use in getting this benefit- cost ratio? 

General Foorn. We use a power value of 3.106 mills per kilowatt- 
hour of energy, plus $7.095 cents per kilowatt of capacity value. That 
is the value of power established by the FPC for the region. 
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Mr. Buper. Let me see if 1 follow you. That would be about four 
times the present Bonneville rate; would it not ? 

General Foorr. The present Bonneville rate varies for different cus- 
tomers, sir. 

Mr. Buner. I mean that they pay the Corps of Engineers, such as 
the Bonneville Dam, where they pay you three quarters of a mill. 

General Foorr. An allocated portion of the Bonneville revenue, sir, 
based upon the allocated cost of power at each project, is credited to 
the project, and is paid into the Treasury. The amount paid for each 
project covers the cost of power at that project. 

Mr. Buper. I am still not clear as to just how you determine your 
power value in coming up with this benefit-cost ratio. Would you 
elaborate on that a little bit for me? 

General Foorr. By taking the total capacity available at the plant, 
and by taking the average annual energy, kilowatt-hours of energy 
that would be produced at that plant, multiplying those figures respec- 
tively by the figures that I just quoted to you of power values provided 
by the Federal Power Commission, gives us our average annual power 
benefit to the project. 

Mr. Buper. Would you give an estimate of what would happen to 
the Bonneville retail rate when these projects come in ? 

General Foorr. No, sir; except that it will go up. I have heard 
the Administrator of the Bonneville Power Administration make the 
statement that after a certain period of time the rates of the Federal 
power system in the Columbia Basin will have to be adjusted up- 
ward. Just when and to what extent, of course, depends on which 
projects are brought in, the sequence in which they are brought in, 
and the time in which they are brought in. I think that the Admin- 
istrator could give you a far more satisfactory answer than I could, 
sir, on that subject. 

Mr. Buner. I recall some years ago listening to Dr. Paul Raver 
when he was the Administrator of the Bonneville Power Administra- 
tion. At that time he said that the power rates would go up and go 
up substantially. As far as I know they have not as yet. 

General Foorr. They have not as yet. 

Mr. Evrns. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Buner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evrns. It is the power revenue that will make these power pro}j- 
ects pay out in the long run, General ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evrns. That is the most desirable feature of the power project, 
as far as recouping to the Treasury the expense of their construction, 
is it not? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. It provides a direct monetary return to 
the Treasury. 

Mr. Evins. Speaking of these four projects, I think we are all here 
interested in the point of view of edification and review. I recall 
that the President stated—I cannot use the exact words—when he 
recommended the upper Colorado storage project : 

That is something in which I believe—developing river storage basins as a 
whole; not just one part, but as a whole. 

I think that applies with respect to these four dams to which you have 
been giving testimony. 
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Mr. Buper. Mr. Evins, what I was attempting to determine is this: 
At the present time the Bonneville Power Administration, which is 
the major power supply now in the Northwest States, at the present 
time is paying about three-quarters of a mill for the power which is 
generated at Grand Coulee and at Bonneville. 

Those are the two big sources of supply. These projects apparently 
raise the cost that Bonneville must pay, if I understand the testimony 
correctly, about 400 percent. 

I am wondering what happens to the benefit-cost ratio if the present 

rate remains as it now is. Where is the rate going when you include 
projects of this nature ? 

General, I wonder if you would do this for me: Would you furnish 
a statement for the record giving a benefit-cost ratio for each of these 
four projects based on the ‘present Bonneville Power Administration 
rates paid to you, and also their resale rates ¢ 

(The information follows :) 

Power generated at projects of the Corps of Engineers in the Pacific Northwest 
is turned over to the Department of the Interior for disposal at the lowest pos- 
sible rates consistent with sound business principles. Receipts from the sale of 
power are deposited in the Treasury as miscellaneous reecipts, There is no 
transfer of funds to the Corps of Engineers in payment for the power, or cor- 
responding rates for such, although amounts are credited to individual projects 
on the basis of power production costs. 

The rates of the Bonneville Power Administration of the Department of the 
Interior are based upon requirements for repaying total power costs for the sys- 
tem as a whole. The cost of projects within that system vary, relative to the 
amounts of power made available by the project. An application of the rates 
to the power made available by individual projects will indicate an unfavorable 
ratio for some projects and a favorable ratio for other projects. Total revenues, 
however, are at least equal to total power costs for the system and all individual 
projects provided more system benefits than costs. The rates are not based 
upon benefits and should not be used for determining a benefit-cost ratio. Also 
the rates are not applicable to individual projects and should not be used as a 
measure of project revenues. However, the application of current resale rates 
to the power which the Ice Harbor project will make available and the addition 
of other benefits gives a sum which is about 0.69 of the annual project costs 
(exclusive of the economic costs for taxes foregone). Similar ratios for the 
lower Monumental Little Goose, and lower Granite projects would be 0.59, 0.58 
and 0.53, respectively. 

On the basis of system revenues being credited to individual projects of the 
system in amounts equal to or greater than the cost of power production the 
ratio of such amounts to the annual cost is 1.0 to 1.0 or greater. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir, Mr. Budge. I will furnish that, but may 
I observe that you would not be able to justify economically a single 
hydroelectric power project in the Pacific Northwest on that basis at 
this time 

Mr. Buper. That is what we ought to find out. 

General Foore (continuing). Because that figure of the present 
Bonneville rates is so largely influenced by the low-cost construction 
that was obtained at Bonneville and at Grand Coulee that it bears very, 
very little significant relationship to the cost of power to be developed 
by hydroelectric projects at this time. 

Mr. Bungee. If the people in the area are going to have to pay 400 
percent more for power than they are now paying, they ought to know 
it and we in Congress ought to know it now, should we not? 

General Foorr. The average rate at the present time is approxi- 
mately 2.3 mills. I do not follow the 400 percent. 
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Mr. Buver. I was taking your figures relating to what you would 
get from Bonneville for this power. You get three-fourths of a mill 
now from Bonneville Dam. 

General Foorr. At Bonneville Dam. That is what they pay us 
there. 

Mr. Bunce. You are supposed to get 3 mills, as I understand your 
testimony, from these particular projects. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Buper. That is 400 percent, is it not ? 

General Foorr. The comparison of those figures; yes, sir. 

Maior Garrerr. If I may add something, maybe T can clear this up. 
Actually it costs us to produce power at Bonneville Dam approximate- 
ly three-fourths of a mill. The present rate being charged on the 
average—it varies from customer to customer and depends on the load 
factor, but the average rate at Bonneville is around 3.2 mills. 

Mr. Boner. That is their resale rate ? 

Major Garretr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Buner. I understand that. When we get down to the cost of 
producing power at Bonneville Dam, it is about three-fourths of a 
mill. That is what is being repaid to the Federal Treasury. 

The same thing is true of the Bureau of Reclamation project at 
Grand Coulee. It is about three-fourths of a mill there. Here your 
projects are coming up with almost 4 mills to produce the power. 
Certainly there is a 400, maybe a 500 percent increase. I am just 
curious to know what happens. Either the power rates have got to 
go up subst: antially in order to reimburse the Federal Treasury, or 
else these projects are not feasible, if you are going to charge the oan 
ent rates that Bonneville charges under the allocations made to repay 
these projects. 

Isthat not correct? One of the two things has to happen. 

General Foorr. The power rates will have to go up, sir. 

Mr. Bupner. Can you give us an idea of how much they will have 
togoup? 

General Foorr. I cannot, sir. TI can attempt to obtain from the 
Administrator an evaluation of that. 

Mr. Buper. General, would this be a fair conclusion: That insofar 
as the contribution to the power system that these 4 projects will make, 
the power rate would go up at least 400 percent ? 

General Foorr. No, sir. I do not believe it would, because the 
rate that Bonneville is charging for power, as I understand it, is not 
entirely dependent upon the cost of that power. Of course, it has to 
be more than the cost of the power, but I believe that the rate was 
established by the FPC—I am not positive of my statement here, be- 
cause IT am not familiar with that procedure—but T think that an 
effort was made at the time that rate was established, Mr. Budge, to 
establish a reasonably fair evaluation of what energy was worth in the 
area, and that has resulted in their retail rates being substantially 
more than the power is costing them at site. 

Mr. Buper. Of course, they have a great many expenses, too. The 
annual appropriation bill for the Bonneville Power Administration 
is very substantial for transmission facilities, et cetera. 

Mr. Ranaut. Gentlemen, I hate to interrupt but we have to adjourn 
to attend another committee meeting. We will bring this to a close 
and reconvene next Monday morning at 10 o’clock when we will con- 
tinue with this item. 
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Monpay, Aprit 1, 1957. 

Mr. Cannon. The committee will be in order. A quorum is pres- 
ent. 

Continuing our examination of the estimates as of our last meeting, 
the gentleman from Idaho, Mr. Budge, is recognized. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, at the last meeting of the committee, I 
was inquiring as to the power revenue figures that are used in the justi- 
fication for these projects. 

I think that the figures are in there, and it is more or less a matter 
of the committee drawing its own conclusions. I think I would have 
no further questions at this time. 


NEW BENEFIT COST RATIO FOR LOWER MONUMENTAL DAM 


Mr. Cannon. Continuing our inquiry of our last session of the com- 
mittee, Mr, Magnuson is recognized. 

Mr. Maenvuson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

General Foote, you referred to the fact that a new benefit-cost ratio 
is being worked out for lower Monumental, I believe. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr, Magnuson. When will those calculations be completed / 

General Foorr. It is presently contemplated, Mr. Magnuson, that 
the revised navigation benefits on the Columbia-Snake River system 
will be included in the review of the Columbia River 308 report that 
is now underway. Those benefits have been determined; their alloca- 
tion to the various a has also been determined, but has not yet 
been verified, confirmed, or approved by the Office of the Chief of 
Iingineers, so that as far as ‘ieee in budgetary data are concerned, 
ii would be next year before we would have that revised and new in- 
formation formally approved and available. 

Mr. Magnuson. In view of the fact that Lower Monumental is i 
this appropriation bill for a small planning amount, would it not be 
possible for us to get some information as to the prospects ¢ 

General Foorr. Mr. Magnuson, if the cost-benefit ratio on Lower 
Monumental were presented in the light of the best available informa- 
tion at this time—the newest information which, as I mentioned, has 
not yet been finally approved—instead of 1.01, as it is listed in the 
justification sheet, it would be 1.14—and that is on the basis that no 
upstream storage other than that existing today would be provided. 


RESTUDY OF COLUMBIA RIVER PLAN 


Mr. Maanvson. The corps is restudying the entire comprehensive 
plan for the Columbia River and its tributaries, is it not? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Magnuson. I notice that House Document 531 of the 8ist Con- 
gress, 2d session, says that a comprehensive plan should yield maximum 
combined public benefits. 

Is that what you are attempting to accomplish with your new re- 
view / 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maenuson. How does your present flood-control goal compare 
with the goal of House Document 531 in terms of acre- feet of stor age ? 
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General Foore. It is essentially the same, sir, stemming from the 
fact that the purpose of the storage provided in the main control plan 
of House Document 531, was to limit the flow, peak flow at The Dalles, 
of the 1894 flood, the maximum flood of record, repeated, to a peak of 
800,000 cubic feet per second at The Dalles. 

The 1956 flood, which was controlled to approximately 820,000 cubic 
feet per second at The Dalles, demonstrated again that a maximum 
flow of around 800,000 cubic feet per second should be the highest that 
you would anticipate and plan for flood control on the lower Columbia 
River. 

The exact amount of storage to be provided, of course, is dependent 
upon the location of that storage. It would require, basically—if we 
could contemplate such a thing as a huge reservoir right at The Dalles, 
with no other reservoirs in the Columbia Basin to regulate the flow 
downstream not to exceed 800,000 cubic feet per second—we would 
have to have some 17,700,000 acre-feet of storage in that one reservoir. 

As you move upstream and into the tributaries to find reservoir 
sites, the exact amount of total storage required becomes dependent 
upon the location of those reservoirs. 

I believe, sir, that I might have simply answered your question in the 
affirmative, that we are seeking the same measure of control, through a 
comparable system of storage reservoirs, in the review of House Docu- 
ment 531 as was contained in House Document 531. 

Mr. Maenuson. House Document 531 was fairly specific in terms of 
acre-feet as to necessary storage, was it not? It seems to me it specified 
21 million acre-feet. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Magnuson. Can you not be as specific now ? 

General Foorr. I think we can say approximately 21 million acre- 
feet of effective storage at upstream reservoirs is required; yes, sir. It 
varies only, Mr. Magnuson, by the variations in effectiveness of in- 
dividual storages, depending upon their location. 

That is, if you take a storage reservoir, that is so located that it is 
only 80 percent effective at The Dalles, then it takes more storage in 
that reservoir than it would take in a similar reservoir, which happened 
to be 100 percent effective at The Dalles. 

Mr. Magnuson. We understand there would be some variation, ac- 
cording to the location of the storage. 

How do your present power goals compare with those in House Doc- 
ument 531? I think that aimed at something on the order of 10 million 
or 11 million kilowatts. 

General Foorr. We are striving, insofar as power is concerned, for 
the maximum amount of power that can be obtained in conjunction 
with development of water resources for flood control, for navigation, 
for irrigation, and other essential beneficial uses. 

We do not have in mind at this time a specific amount of power that 
must be obtained, because it is clearly evident, Mr. Magnuson, that if 
all the hydroelectric capability in the Columbia River Basin that can 
be economically developed is developed, it will still be wholly inade- 
quate to meet the energy requirements of the area at some future date— 
say 20 years from now. 

Mr. Maenvson. As to flood control in New England, on the Missouri 
River, and in the TVA area, we have had, TI believe, all-time record 
floods within the past 5 years. 
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General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Magnuson. Do you think there is any danger that we might 
have a similar experience on the Columbia ? 

General Foorr. We had a severe flood, of course, in 1956, Mr. Mag- 
nuson. If you are thinking, and your question is based upon the an- 
ticipation of a flood that may far exceed the flood of record, we have no 
reason to anticipate such a development, because historically the flood 
flows on the Columbia River are the result of snowfall, rather than of 
direct precipitation, over a limited period of time, and ‘the probability 
of serious and major variation in the annual snowfall above and be- 
yond what has been experienced over the period of record is ex- 
tremely remote. 

Mr. Macnuson. How did the 1956 flood compare with the highest 
flood of record ? 

General Foorre. It was the fourth highest of record, sir. 

Mr. Maenuson. The fourth highest ? 

General Foorr. Yes. 

Mr. Magnuson. Do you think that the best comprehensive plan for 
the Columbia River should include more flood control storage than 
is contemplated by House Document 531? 

General Foorr. Not necessarily, sir. Additional storage above that 
contemplated by House Document 531 would provide a greater degree 
of control; that is, the maximum flows in the lower river could be con- 
trolled to a lesser figure, say, than 800,000, or whatever your control 
feature with the House Document 531 plan might be. 

The value of that control below 800,000 second-feet at the present 
level of development in the lower river drops off very rapidly, so that, 
viewing the problem purely and exclusively as a flood control problem, 
you are working toward a point of diminishing returns when you 
attempt control ‘below a maximum of 800,000 cubic feet per second. 

I am not prepared to say where that point is, sir, offhand. 

Mr. Maanuson. What is the total of flood control storage now on 
the Columbia, roughly ? 

General Foorr. Approximately 5 million acre-feet, sir. 

Mr. Magnuson. How does that compare with the total proposed by 
House Document 531? What is the deficiency ? 

General Foorr. Well, it compares with a figure of 21 million that 
was proposed and contemplated in House Document 531. 


PROJECTS INVOLVED IN REVIEW 


Mr. Maenuson. What projects are you now studying as a part of 
your review, and what storage would be involved in each of them? 

General Foorr. We are now studying the Long Meadows project on 
the Yak River, which would have 300,000 acre-feet of storage effective 
at The Dalles, the Spruce Park project on the Middle Fork of the 
Flathead River, which would have 300,000 acre-feet of storage, effec- 
tive. 

We are studying a revision of the outlet channel at Flathead Lake 
which would, if constructed, provide an equivalent of 500,000 acre- 
feet of éffective storage at The Dalles. We are studying the Buffalo 
Rapids project on the Flathead River, which would provide 560,000 
acre-feet of effective storage; the Nine Mile Prairie project on ‘the 
Blackfoot River, which would provide 600,000 acre-feet of storage ; the 
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Enaville project on the Coeur D’Alene River, which would provide 
500,000 acre-feet of storage; the Chewalah project on the Wenatchee 
River, which would provide 150,000 acre-feet of storage; the Wenaha 
project on the Grande Ronde River, which would provide 1 million 
acre-feet of storage; the Garden Valley project, on the Payette River, 
which would provide 520,000 acre-feet. 

We are also considering, again, the Paradise project, on the Clark 
Fork, which would provide 4,080,000 acre-feet of storage, and there 
are the alternatives in the lower Middle Snake, such as Pleasant Val- 
ley—that is, the Pleaasant Vallev-Mountain Sheep combination, as 
compared with Nez Perce. 

I think those may be considered as alternatives. Of course, we are 
also considering the Canadian projects. That is one of the objectives 
of this review study, such as Arrow Lake, Mica Creek. The Arrow 

zake project, if built with Mica Creek, would provide about 1.2 million; 

the Mica Creek project would provide 7,760,000; and there is still for 
consideration, of course, the Libby project on the Kootenai River 
which, though presently involved in international negotiation, would 
provide 5,010,000 acre-feet of stor age. There is a possible project 
on the North Fork of the Flathead River, the Smoky Range project, 
which would provide 1,500,000 acre-feet of storage. These figures 
that I am mentioning are all effective at The Dalles. 

That is not the gross storage at the project. 


MIDDLE SNAKE REVIEW 


Mr. Magnuson. The Middle Snake is included in your present re- 
view, is it not ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maenvson. It was not included at first, was it? 

General Foorr. That is correct, Mr. Magnuson. 

Initially we had excluded that reach of the Snake River in anticipa- 
tion that action on the applications for license by the Pacifie North- 
west Power Co. would probably be completed prior to the time that 
our study was completed, and that the form of development in that 
reach of the river would be established by such action. 

Mr. Macnuson. Is there any reason why the Engineers cannot study 
a river or a basin because an application for a dam is pending? 

General Foorr. I know of no statutory reason, Mr. Magnuson. I 
think there is a very rea] reason there, in that if application for license 
is pending, and it appears that action on that license may be forth- 
coming in a reasonably short period of time, it is quite possible then 
that a study of that river would be merely an academic process, which 
would have no bearing on the actual development to take place 
there. 

Mr. Magnuson. Who has responsibility for comprehensive planning, 
the Engineers or the FPC? The FPC has only subsidiary respon- 
sibility, has it not? Is this not really the responsibility of the Corps 
of Engineers? 

General Foorr. Mr. Magnuson, I am sure that the FPC would not 
consider their responsibility under the Federal Power Act as a sub- 
sidiary sampamniviticy. 

The only way that I can see to answer that question is that I fee], we 
both have a responsibility, sir. As to which is dominant, I do not know. 
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Mr. Maenuson. Certainly the Engineers must be much better 
equipped for comprehensive planning for development of water re- 
source in any river basin than the Federal Power Commission. 

Mr. Bunce. Will the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. Magnuson. Yes. 

Mr. Bupeer. Is it not true that in the Federal Power Act, which was 
assed in 1920, that the Federal Power Commission is directly charged 
y Congress with determining what is the most comprehensive ‘de- 

velopment 4 ¢ Isthat not true, General ? 

General Foorr. That is the wording of the act; yes. 


PLEASANT VALLEY AND MOUNTAIN SHEEP 


Mr. Maenuson. As to Pleasant Valley and Mountan Sheep, General 
Foote, do you feel that these projects are the best in that stretch of the 
middie Snake for your comprehensive plan / 

General Foorr. I have no opinion on that, sir, at this time. After we 
have completed our study of that reach of the river, we will have basis 
for a determination, but until that study is made, any expression on my 
part would be purely speculative. 


LOWER HELLS CANYON, BROWNLEE, AND OX BOW 


Mr. Magnuson. What was the effect on your storage goal when the 
FPC licensed the three Idaho Power projects, lower Hells C anyon, 
Brownlee, and Ox Bow 4 

General Foorr. The Brownlee project contains provision for 1 mil- 
lion acre-feet of storage. The three-project plan which was authorized 
contains only that 1 million acre-feet of flood control storage, whereas 
the high Hells Canyon project that was studied and considered in 
House Document 531 contained provision for 3,280,000 acre-feet of 
storage, of which 2,600,000 was used in the flood routings for control 
of the 1894 flood, repeated, so that you have a reduction, say, from 
3,280,000 to 1 million. 

Mr. Maanuson. A loss of 2,180,000 acre-feet ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Magnuson. Why did the Engineers decide, finally, to include 
the middle Snake in the review, General Foote ? 

General Foorr. That decision was made, sir, when it became ap- 
parent that the action by the Federal Power Commission would not 
be taken—apparently would not be taken—as promptly and as early as 
had been previously indicated. 

Mr. Maenvson. Did you get any legal opinion from your counsel 
that the middle Snake was open for restudy, despite the pending ap- 
plications before the FPC ? 

General Foorr. No, sir; not to my knowledge. I am not aware of 
any such opinions having been given. 


NEZ PERCE, MOUNTAIN SHEEP, AND PLEASANT VALLEY 


a Macnuson. Now that you are reexamining the Nez Perce proj- 
ect, which the Engineers prey viously have evaluated as a very excellent 
project, have you offici: ally advised the FPC of that fact in relation to 
their consideration of the Mountain Sheep and Pleasant Valley ap- 
phic: ation / 
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General Foorr. Not in the sense of sending them a formal written 
document, sir. 

Mr. Magnuson. You are sure they are aware of it / 

General Foorr. I am absolutely, personally positive that they are 
aware of it, because I have discussed it with the regional engineer of 
the FPC at San Francisco. 

Mr. Maanuson. Nez Perce and Pleasant Valley and Mountain 
Sheep could not all be constructed, could they ? 

General Foorr. No, sir. The Mountain Sheep and Pleasant Valley 
dam sites lie within the reservoir area of the proposed Nez Perce 
project. 

Mr. Magnuson. What would happen if you, in your restudy, should 
find that Nez Perce is the best project for that area, but meanwhile, 
the FPC has licensed the two dams at Pleasant Valley and Mountain 
Sheep? You would lose a net of about 4 million feet of storage, as 
between Mountain Sheep and Pleasant Valley, on the one hand, and 
Nez Perce, on the other, would you not ? 

General Foorr. That is approximately correct, sir. I do not have 
the Nez Perce figure before me. 

Mr. Maenuson. Have the Engineers advised the FPC that Moun- 
tain Sheep and Pleasant Valley would not provide the storage neces- 
sary for your comprehensive plan ? 

General Foorr. Not to my knowledge, sir, because a comprehensive 
plan, while requiring a total of storage within the basin, I do not be- 
lieve should be properly construed as requiring that any specific, given 
amount of that storage be provided at any specific, given location there. 

There are too many possibilities, too many alternatives, too many 
sites which can be developed. 

Mr. Maenuson. Are there two proposals for Pleasant Valley, one a 
lower dam and one a so-called high Pleasant Valley Dam ? 

General Foore. I believe, sir, ‘that there are three proposals that 
have been discussed in connection with the Pleasant Valle »y site—the 
so-called Pleasant Valley project as described in the application for 
license by the Pacific Northwest Power Co., which contemplated that 
it would back water up to the Hells Canyon Dam site; a second pos- 
sibility known as high Pleasant Valley, which would back water to 
the Ox Bow Dam site; and the third one, the superhigh Pleasant 
Valley, which would back water to the Brownlee Dam site. 

Mr. Macnuson. Then the third proposal would drown out two of 
the Idaho Power Co. dams presently licensed ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Magnuson. And the high dam, or medium dam of the three, 
would drown out one of the Idaho Power Co. dams ? 

General Footer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maenvuson. And the low Pleasant Valley would drown out none 
of the three Idaho Power Co. dams ? 

General Foorr. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Maenvson. I think it might be worth while, just quickly, to 
have someone point out the location of these various sites on the map, 
General. 

General Foorr. Starting down with Mountain Sheep, which is just 
above the mouth of the Salmon River, Pleasant Valley, which is the 
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next one upstream, the Hells Canyon site then up nearly midway in 
the canyon reach. 

Mr. Maenuson. Is that the Idaho Power Co. Hells Canyon site? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir; that is the Hells Canyon Dam site, where 
Idaho Power Co. is now licensed to construct the project. Upstream 
from that is the Ox Bow site and then, on upstream, the Brownlee 
Dam site, where the Idaho Power Co. is presently constructing a dam. 

They also have started initial construction work at the Ox Bow 
site. 

Mr. Maenuson. Do you know of anything that can stop the Federal 
Power Commission from going ahead and issuing licenses for Moun- 
tain Sheep and Pleasant Valley, as applied for by Pacific Northwest 
Power Co., which would make construction of both Nez Perce and a 
high Ples asant V alley dam impossible ¢ 

General Foorr. It would not be possible, sir, to construct both Nez 
Perce and Pleasant Valley. 

Mr. Maanuson. Well, Nez Perce or Pleasant Valley, or a high 
Pleasant Valley. If the engineers should find that Nez Perce, for 
instance, is the most desirable, would they use their influence with the 
FPC to advise against Mountain Sheep and Pleasant Valley ? 

General Foorr. It would be my hope, Mr. Magnuson, that there 
would be no conflict between the activities of the two agencies, and 
that our findings and recommendations would be available to the Fed- 
eral Power Commission at a time when they could give them every 
possible consideration, and I am sure that they would. 
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Mr. Maenvson. To get down the Columbia to the John Day site, 
there is nothing in this budget for construction at John Day? 

General Foorr. No, sir. 

Mr. Magnuson. The engineers are ready to begin construction of 
John Day, are they not ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. We have had roughly $2 million of pre- 
construction planning funds for that project, ‘and our work has been 
conducted on a schedule that contemplated that we would be ready, 
should construction funds be provided in fiscal year 1958. 

Mr. Magnuson. Would someone now point out where John Day is 
on the Columbia ? 

Mr. Cannon. May I ask, General, if I am correct that there is 
nothing in the budget for the John Day project ? 

General Foorr. That is correct. 

Mr. Cannon. The gentleman may proceed. I just wanted to be 
certain about that. 

Mr. Maanuson. Yes, Why is there nothing in the budget for John 
Day? 

Mr. Cannon. The gentleman will agree that there is too much in 
the budget anyway, w ill he not ? 

Mr. Maenvson. I will agree there is too much in the overall budget : 
yes. 
General Foorr. Mr. Magnuson, under the criteria that were estab- 
lished for budgetary submissions this year, it was not possible to in- 
clude the John Day project in the budget. 
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Mr. Maenuson. In other words, the ceiling imposed upon the engi- 
neers precluded inclusion of construction funds for John Day ? 

General Foorr. General Person would like to answer that, sir. 

General Person. When we prepared our budget for fiscal year 
1958, we were given certain criteria to be considered in selecting new 
starts, and included as one of the criteria was that the total cost of 
the new starts to be included in the budget should not exceed $250 
million. 

That is for all of the new starts, and since the total cost of John 
Day alone is $350 million, it was automatically ruled out of considera- 
tion. 

Mr. Cannon. General, as I recall it, there was some question af- 
fecting the authorization for this project. 

What is the status of the authorization ? 

General Person. There was a survey report authorized by the Con- 
gress to take a new look at the storage provided in John Day. The 
report resulting from that survey is now with the Public Wor ks Com- 
mittees of Congress, and recommendations are in that report for a 
reduction from two million acre-feet of flood control storage to 500,000 
acre-feet of flood-control storage. 

Mr. Cannon. You say it is now up for consideration? You mean 
by that, it would be necessary to consider an amendment, or additional 
authorization ? 

General Prrson. That is a moot question, sir. As you recall in last 
year’s appropriations hearings. we testified that the planning funds, 
which were appropriated for John Day, would be used in planning 
the project on the basis of the modified plan. We proceeded to utilize 
the planning funds on that basis. 

Mr. Magnuson. But the John Day project is authorized ? 

General Person. It is an authorized project; yes, sir, although the 
modification is not yet authorized. 

Mr. Maenvson. The John Day is the last dam in the plan for the 
lower Columbia, is it not ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. It is the missing link, if I can phrase it 
that way, in the chain of locks and dams on the Columbia River be- 
tween tidewater at Bonneville, and the central basin at Pasco. 

Mr. Magnuson. In view of the history of the Columbia River 
dams, would John Day repay the Government’s investment in it? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Macenvson. How long would that take, with interest, General ? 

General Foorr. With interest, it would pay off the portion of the 
cost allocated to power in 50 years. There is no pay-out schedule for 
the navigation feature of the project as such. However, the benefits 
that would acerue within a 50-year period would pay out the nav iga 
tion costs. 

Mr. Maanvson. There is not necessarily a 50-year limitation on the 
life of such a dam, is there ? 

General Foorr. No, sir. There is a great deal of discussion as to 
what should be properly considered the economic life of such a project. 

Mr. Cannon. May I say in that connection to the gentleman, Mr. 
Magnuson, personally I favor including the John Day Dam in this 
svstem. 

’ T merely wanted to be sure we understood what the status of it was. 
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Mr. Magnuson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rasaut. May I ask a question? 

Mr. Magnuson. Certainly. 

Mr. Razavur. When you talk about this 50-year period to pay it out, 
are you considering that on the basis of the original storage plan of 
2 million acre-feet, or the new plan of only 500,000 acre-feet, which 
I thought would have to go back to the legislative committee for 
reconsideration ? 

General Foorr. What the project provided for, sir, was 2 million 
acre-feet of so-called surcharge storage, which would be used only on 
those rare occasions when there is an extremely large flood on the 
lower Columbia River. 

For normal operating procedures in the average, normal year, that 
2 million acre-feet of storage would not be used. The modified project 
provides for only 500 ,000 acre-feet of regulated storage. 

Mr. Rapsavr. That is one-quarter of it. 

General Foorr. That is one-quarter of it, but the benefits from this 
yroject are overwhelmingly power benefits rather than flood control 
berate. 

Mr. Rasaur. Would you get the same amount of power benefits at 
the smaller impoundage of water? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. You would get more power benefits out 
of the system with the smaller reservoir, because when utilizing the 
2 million acre-feet of surcharge storage, the McNary project, the next 
one upstream, was substantially flooded out, so that while you did not 
luse power from the John Day project, as such, you lost more power at 
MeNary than you gained at John Day, so that from the power pro- 
duction angle, the flood control operations had a decidedly adverse 
effect. 

Mr. Rasaur. What caused the change? Were they not in posses- 
sion of the same facts before? Now it seems to show a greater benefit. 

General Foorr. There was, and always is, a strong. desire, sir, to 
have at a location farily well down in the basin a large storage project 
than can be relied upon to give a positive control of flood flows. 

The thing that has led to the change in recommendation on this 
project was not a change in the economics of the site, but a very de- 
cided change in the views of the people in the immediate area who 
felt that the adverse impact on the local economy would not be accept- 
able; that they, confronted with this type of a reservoir and the type 
of operation that was proposed, would have little or no hope of ever 
making the improvements of business of an industrial nature on that 
reservoir that they felt they should be entitled to make. 

Mr. Rasavr. In other words, it would take too much land out of 
production / 

General Foorr. It not only took land out of production, sir, but it 
contemplated this tremendous change in water levels that would make 
the building of terminal facilities, the construction of any conceivable 
type of industrial establishment at water’s edge tremendously expen- 
sive, and probably prohibitively expensive. 


PAYOUT EXPERIENCE IN PACIFIC NORTITWEST 


Mr. Magnuson. General, are the other existing dams in the Pacific 
Northwest, Federal dams, paying out on schedule ¢ 
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_ General Foors. Yes, sir; slightly ahead of schedule at this time, 
insofar as the power payoff is concerned. 

Mr. Magnuson. How much ahead of schedule ? 

_ General Foorr. Bonneville is—I do not have the figure before me, 
sir. 

Mr. Macnuson. I think the 1956 report shows the Bonneville 

Administration is $77,100,000°ahead of schedule. Would you call that 
only slightly ahead of schedule ? 
_ General Foorr. Well, I do not know just how to answer that, sir, 
in this sense: That while the Bonneville Power Administration has 
enjoyed a very comfortable and substantial surplus of revenue over 
payout requirements, up to this point, the inclusion of McNary, Chief 
Joseph, The Dalles—the post-World War II projects, which of course 
cost a great deal more to build than the projects that were built in 
the 1930’s—is imposing payout requirements which in the not too far 
distant future will no doubt require adjustment upward in the Bonne- 
ville power rates. While I do not mean to say that seventy-odd-million 
dollars is a small amount, Mr. Magnuson, the point is that although 
they are in the pleasant and comfortable position at this time of 
being ahead of schedule, it appears that in not too many years hence, 
the rates are going to have to be revised upward in order to maintain 
the payout schedules. 

Mr. Maenvuson. We can probably expect that that will be done, I 
suppose, if it becomes necessary ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. The only commitment or statement that 
I am aware of on the part of the Bonneville Power Administration 
is that the rate increase would not be made before December 31 of 
this year. 

Mr. Magnuson. Do you happen to know how much the existing 
system is paying annually into the Treasury ? 

General Foorr. No, sir, I do not, offhand. 

Mr. Maenuson. I might more properly ask that of Dr. Pearl when 
he is here. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maenuson. Just one more question : Would it be correct to con- 
clude that the existence of a trained labor force at The Dalles, just 
40 miles downstream from John Day, would be valuable in initiating 
construction of John Day ? 

When will The Dalles be completed ? 

General Foorr. The major construction at the Dalles, sir, will be 
completed within the next 4 or 5 months. The great majority of the 
construction foree at The Dalles—that is, of the peak construction 
force—is no longer there. The job passed its peak about a year and 
a half ago, so that I do not believe that the point you make, Mr. Magnu- 
son, is too significant, although, of course, it would have some value. 

It would be almost impossible to say what. 


FLOOD CONTROL STORAGE 


Mr. Buper. General, you referred 2 or 3 times to the 1956 flood. 
We also had floods in the Northwest in 1957 ; did we not ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir; in certain areas; that is, there were floods 
on certain tributaries of streams in February, as you know, sir, of this 





year. However, there was not anything approaching major flood 
flows on the main stem of the Columbia. 

Mr. Buner. Of course, there was no disaster at Portland, but there 
was considerable damage, far above what is referred to as the Hells 
Canyon stretch of the river. Isthat not correct? 

General Foorr. That is correct. 

Mr. Buper. And any development at Hells Canyon, or below, would 
have no effect in preventing that type of flood; would it? 

General Foorr. None whatever, sir. 

Mr. Buper. The people upstream are just as entitled to protection 
against floods, and is not the storage upstream that benefits them, just 
as good for your purposes as any storage downstream ? 

eneral Foorr. To the extent that it is effective at the downstream 
control point; yes, sir. 

Mr. Buper. You spoke about the high Hells Canyon Dam, and a loss 
of storage. Of course, the 308 report was written in 1948, and there 
have been material changes upstream since that date; have there not ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Buper. Could you give us an idea of how much additional stor- 
age has been developed through irrigation and through Army engi- 
neer projects, and through private projects, and through Bureau of 
Reclamation projects since 1948 ? 

General Foorr. May I provide that for the record, sir? I do not 
have a round figure in mind. There has been a substantial amount of 
upstream storage added, and, of course, there has been an increase in 
the depletion of flood flows for irrigation purposes, with compensat- 
ing return flows during the low-flow periods, which serves to affect 
flood flow much the same way that flood-control storage could affect it. 

(The information follows:) 


Upstream storage reservoirs which have been completed since 1948 on the 
Snake River and its tributaries are: 


Year com- Usable 
Reservoir Agency pleted storage 
(acre-feet) 


Oascade - - - - - és Bureau of Reclamation 1949 650, 000 
Anderson Ranch ; do___.- 1950 420, 000 
Lucky Peak Corps of Engineers_. ais 1955 | 280, 000 
PRES o curtecasccusdadisecuanc .| Bureau of Reclamation -- - ------ 1, 200, 000 


2, 550, 000 


Mr. Buper. Then we must, of course, as you indicated at the last 
meeting of the committee, continually revise the overall picture there, 
and we cannot say that the 308 report or any other particular docu- 
ment will not become outdated. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. I feel we perhaps make a slight error in 
our choice of words when we say, “The main control plan for the Co- 
lumbia Basin.” There could be a great number of plans that would 
serve to control the flood flows in the Columbia Basin. Perhaps it 
would have been better had we said, “A main control plan,” rather 
than “the main control plan.” 

Mr. Bunce. In other words, the loss of storage you talked about 
between a high dam and the alternate proposal can be made up of a 
number of other combinations, could it not? 
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General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Buner. Generally speaking, would those be upstream on the 
tributaries ? 

General Foorr. Those are the projects that I just listed, sir, the 
projects that we now have under study. While the majority of them 
are much smaller than the major storage projects that were consid- 
ered in House Document 531, they are located farther upstream and 
in the lesser tributaries of the basin. 

Mr. Bupner. Those would also be quite important for a number of 
other purposes besides flood control, would they not—for irrigation, 
for domestic use, for upstream power production, and I think, par- 
ticularly, for soil and moisture conservation ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. When you move the project upstream, you 
gain whatever benefits, additional benefits, may be had by including 
areas to be developed, or areas to be protected in that portion of the 
stream below the reservoir, rather than in the portion of the stream 
above the reservoir. 

PAYOUT SCHEDULE 


Mr. Buper. When we speak of the Federal plants on the Columbia 
River being ahead of schedule in their payout, you are talking there 
primarily of only two Federal plants, are you not: Bonneville and 
Grand Coulee ? 

General Foorr. No, sir. There are payout schedules in existence, 
I believe, at this time, for the Hungry Horse project of the Bureau 
of Reclamation, and I know that there are at least tentative schedules 
established for the McNary project and the Chief Joseph project. 

Mr. Buper. None of those have actually come into operation as far 
as any reimbursement to the Federal Treasury is concerned, with the 
exception of Hungry Horse ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. McNary and Chief Joseph are presently 
being paid out. and the energy being generated at. those projects is 
being sold by the Bonneville Power Administration, and the returns 
are going into the Federal Treasury: 


COST OF POWER GENERATION 


Mr. Buner. I think you testified at the last meeting of the committee 
that at these lower Snake projects it would cost somewhere in the neigh- 
borhood of 4 mills to gener rate power; is that correct? 

I think the figure is 4.83 and 3.81 for Ice Harbor and lower Mon- 
umental. 

General Foorr. Lower Monumental, I have a figure of 2.93, sir, and 
at Ice Harbor, 2.61. 

Mr. Buper. What is the current selling price for power distributed 
through the Bonneville Power Administration ? 

General Foorr. I believe that the average return to the Bonneville 
Power Administration in fiscal year 1956 was 2.39 mills. 

Mr. Bunce. In other words, the power which you intend to produce 
at these plants costs more than the present retail rate of the Bonne- 
ville Power Administration ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bunce. If you were to say that these projects now under con- 
sideration would be able to return their investment—the power in- 
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vestment, that is, because that is the only part that is returned—but 
to return the power investment, you must then, of course, envisage a 
higher rate for Bonneville power than is now being charged. 

‘Does that not have to follow ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Buper. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Macnuson. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Bungee. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maanuson. I believe it was suggested the other day at our 
last meeting—and I could be wrong, but I meant to touch on this 
point—that the new Bonneville rate would have to be some three 
times as great as the present Bonneville rate in order to carry or 
meet the increased costs of these more recent dams. 

The change would not be that drastic, would it, General ? 

General Foorr. No, sir. You understand, I am sure, Mr. Magnu- 
son, that the Bonneville power rates are set by the Secretary of the 
Interior, and they are not a matter of determination by the Corps of 
cngineers. 

However, one of the factors that is considered, and exercises a con- 
siderable influence in determining power rates, is the cost per year of 
a kilowatt of salable energy, and checking here in the interim since 
our last meeting, I find that, adding the lower Monumental project to 
the system that is now built and building, would increase the cost of a 
kilowatt of salable energy per year from $17.40 to $18. 

Mr. Maenuson. Have you reduced that to a percentage point? 

General Foorr. That is 314 percent, sir. 

I must caution you again that does not necessarily mean rates. 
That item is just one of many items that go into rate determination. 

Mr. Maenuson. But even though the power from the new dam, 
which understandably will cost more because of higher prices, will be 
coming into the system, still you will have a big backlog of power 
from the dam when prices were lower ? 

General Foorr. Yes. 

Mr. Maenuson. And that will help keep the rates down ? 

General Foorr. That will serve in helping to keep the rate lower 
than it would be if it were based on any one of the more recently 
constructed projects. 









































JOHN DAY DAM PROJECT SCHEDULE 






Mr. Maenuson. One more question about John Day which I neg- 
lected to ask you. You have a project schedule for each project, do 
you not ? 

General Foorr. Yes. 

Mr. Macanuson. Is that project scheduled or have you a schedule 
for the start of John Day Dam as of this year ? 

General Foorr. In terms of appropriation requirement for the first 
vear of construction ¢ 

Mr. Magnuson. Yes. 

General Foorr. Well, sir, without regard to any of the fiseal policies 
that may be currently in effect and based on an engineering construc- 
tion basis, we could use $8 million for the John Day project in fiscal 
year 1958. 

Mr. Magnuson. Thank you. That is all. 
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Mr. Buper. May I ask one further question, Mr. Chairman ? 
Mr. Cannon. Mr. Budge. 


BASIS FOR REPAYMENT DETERMINATION 


Mr. Bupexr. General, in your projects over the United States, is 
there any difference in the way you determine your repayment along 
the Columbia River and other areas in the United States? 

General Foorr. Not to my knowledge, sir, though I frankly am not 
too cognizant outside of the Pacific Northwest area. Perhaps General 
Person could elaborate on that. 

Mr. Bupex. Say you are building a project in the State of Idaho. 
How would you determine the value of the power to be generated 
from that project insofar as your benefit-to-cost ratio is concerned ¢ 
In other words, you have to have so much power to be generated to 
be sold at such and such a price to return so much money to the United 
States Government to pay for the project. How do you determine 
that in the State of Idaho? 

General Foorr. We determine the average annual energy that would 
be produced by that project over its economic life, for which we use 
50 years. We determine the capacity of that project in the sense of 
total power that may be provided, and we multiply those quantities 
by the power value for the region. 

Mr. Buper. What is the power value for the region, say, in Idaho? 
Is that the current price at which electricity is being sold ? 

General Foorr. No. It is a value determined by the Federal Power 
Commission based upon the cost of providing an equivalent amount 
of capacity and average annual energy from the next most likely alter- 
native source of that power. 

Mr. Bunce. Whether it be hydro or steam or something else? 

General Foorr. Asa general statement, yes, sir, though you appreci- 
ate with the hydropotential in the Pacific Northwest area the cost of 
the steam alternative has not yet entered the picture in that area. 

Mr. Buper. You say not yet, but under your statement a while ago 
you said we had to envisage a substantial amount of steam because 
the hydrocapacity was not sufficient to provide the power needs in 
the future. Is that correct? 

General Foorr. That is correct and the Federal Power Commission 
is now submitting—we may already have it—a revised figure on power 
values in anticipation of the very factor you refer to. 

Mr. Buper. The thing I am trying to get at—I should like to 
explore this further with the Bureau of Reclamation witnesses—I 
am satisfied there is a different method of computing the benefit-to- 
cost ratio in the power rate in this particular area that is not true in 
other parts of the country. Am I right, General Person ? 

General Person. I know of no different approach in the Pacific 
Northwest area to that in other parts of the country. 

Mr. Buper. When you come to the benefit-to-cost ratio as shown in 
the justifications I cannot figure what power rates you are using. You 
are not using Bonneville power rates to come up with that ratio. What 
are you using ¢ 

General Person. As General Foote explained, we use the energy 
value and capacity value times a figure given us by the Federal Power 
Commission, the same as in other parts of the country. 
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Mr. Buner. How long has it been since the Federal Power Commis- 
sion has given you a rate for this area, the Columbia Basin area? 

General Foorr. We have been using this rate several years. I can- 
not answer your question specifically of how long it has been. I know 
they are in the process of fixing a new value on power which is some- 
what higher than the value we have been using. 

Mr. Buper. I am just wondering, particularly when you see a 
project with a benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.01 to 1, whether the committee 
is justified in proceeding with that sort of project until you get your 
figure from the Federal Power Commission on which your benefit-cost 
ratio is based. 

General Foorr. The new figure will determine the benefit-cost ratio. 

Mr. Buper. That depends on what will happen in regard to naviga- 
tion ; does it not ? 

General Foorr. The new power figure which the Federal Power 
Commission is now developing is a higher value than the one cur- 
rently used and would increase the benefit-cost ratio. 

Mr. Buper. Higher value or higher rate? 

General Foorn. Higher value. 

Mr. Buper. Would it be predicated on a higher rate to be charged 
in the area? 

General Foorr. No, sir; it would be predicated on a higher cost of 
obtaining power from the next most likely alternative source of that 

ower. 
. Mr. Bunce. In other words, the Federal Power Commission is say- 
ing that each of these projects will become more expensive, which 
gives you a higher value for the power you produce. Is that right? 

General Foorr. Not only that, but the Federal Power Commission 
is now recognizing that the time is not too far distant when the energy 
requirements of the region will have to be met not from hydropower 
but from thermal power. 

Mr. Buper. That is all, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Jensen. 


JOHN DAY DAM 


Mr. Jensen. What percentage of the John Day proposed project is 
chargeable to power? 

General Foorr. Approximately 86 percent, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. And the other 14 percent is chargeable to what? 

General Foorr. Flood control and navigation. 

Mr. JENSEN. Flood control and navigation ? 

General Foorr. Yes. 

Mr. vues How much for flood control and how much for navi- 
gation ? 

General Foorr. It would be 4 percent for flood control and 10 per- 
cent for navigation. 

Mr. JeENsEN. What rates do you propose to charge for power in 
order to amortize the 86 percent of the cost of the project over a period 
of 50 years? 

General Foorr. The power developed at this project will be turned 
over to the Bonneville Power Administration and sold at the rates 
established by the Seeretary of Interior. 

Mr. JeNsEN. I know that. 





152 


General Foorr. Those rates, which are based not on that specific 
project but on the entire Federal system, must provide sufficient reve- 
nue to pay all of the costs of the system, and those costs include the 
cost of power development and generation at the John Day project. 

Mr. Jensen. But you do not know. what:that proposed rate will'be ¢ 

General Foorr. No, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. I wonder if you could furnish a pretty close estimate 
on that for the record # 

General Foorr. An estimate of the rate, sir / 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. Or would that be difficult to determine at this 
time ¢ 

General Foorr. Well, at this time we could not determine it. 

Mr. Jensen. It will be in line with the other rates charged in the 
Bonneville area ? 

(veneral Foorr. Yes. 


HELLS CANYON PROJECT 


Mr. Jensen. What tributaries empty into the Snake River above 
the Hells Canyon proposed project ? 

General Foorr. On the right bank coming ates there is the 
Weiser, the Payette, the Boise, the Big Wood, and the Little Wood. 
Coming on around to the headwaters there in Henry’s Fork, the 
Teton, and on the left bank coming downstream, the Portneuf, ihe 
Bruneau, the Malheur, the Owyhee, “Burnt River, and Powder River. 

Mr. Jensen. If the high Hells Canyon Dam were built it would 
only be effective to the degree of about 6 percent. controlling floods 
below the dam. Is that about right? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir, in the sense that the flood flows in the 
Snake River at the high Hells Canyon Dam site are approximately 
6 percent of the total volume of flood flow at The Dalles, which 1s 
considered the control point. 

Mr. Jensen. So in effect the Hells Canyon Dam would only reduce 
the floodwaters below the Hells Canyon Dam to a degree of about 
6 percent / 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Now, then, in the river valleys which you have just 
named which empty into the Snake River above the Hells Canyon 
proposed site, there is much land there that could be irrigated more 
than it is irrigated at this time; is that correct ? 

General Foorr. That is correct. 

Mr. Jensen. The building of the Hells Canyon Dam would not 
assist one iota in irrigation, would it ? 

General Foorr. Not in the sense that it would provide water for 
irrigation, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. That is the only thing we use for irrigation, water, 
General. There is no substitute. 

General Foorr. Let me correct my statement. Not in the sense 
that the water from the high Hells Canyon Reservoir would be 
used for irrigation purposes. In the plan for development of high 
Hells Canyon which has been developed by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion there is provision whereby the c onstruction of that project would 
assist in the development of irrigation in areas upstream. 
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Mr. Jensen. That is a pretty farfetched assumption. You have to 
admit that. If we build those dams on the tributaries we provide 
water for irrigation, and not only that but when we hold the water 

rétty close to where it falls or where it falls as best we can, we have 
flood prevention which, if carried on properly in the tributaries and 
on the tributaries, it will hold the water for irrigation and also reduce 
the flood flow of water into the larger stream above the Hells Canyon 
site. 

Now, in your low dams on the tributaries—I mean a number of 
smaller dams—and watershed projects—and we have a number of 
them being carried on now—you would have flood prevention, soil 
conesrvation, moisture conservation, and that would make many high 
dams unnecessary. Also, when you build those smaller reservoirs on 
tributaries you make recreation areas for a lot more people, close to the 
people. 


COST OF HYDROPOWER COMPARED WITH THERMOPOWER 


And another thing, we talk about hydropower. Hydropower at the 
present cost of construction is the highest kind of power than can be 
produced today and it has been for quite some time. That is not true 
or has not been true on the Columbia River, but on all other rivers in 
America that statement is true, hydropower is the highest priced 
power that can be produced. Some years ago Ben Crim testified to 
that effect and he was taken over the coals noend. They moved him 
from the central power project to the Southeastern Power Adminis- 
tration. He had made that statement before our committee when he 
was engineer at Central Valley. He was moved to the Southwestern 
Power some years later and | asked if he still believed that hydro- 
power was the highest priced power that could be produced except in 
the Columbia River Valley, and he said, “Of course, everybody 
knows that who has made a study of it.” Ben Crim, who was a very 
good engineer, passed on to his reward. 

Well, “for the life of me I cannot understand why the Army engi- 
neers—and it is the only fight I have had with the Army engineers, 
General—I cannot. understand why you have up to this time—al- 
though I must say in the last few years you have seen the light—but 
you have been opposed to small dams on the tributaries to a very 
great degree, and I have not appreciated that position a bit. 

Now, then, I must say in the last couple years the Army engineers 
have come around to recommending these smaller dams and water- 
shed projects, but looking at the picture as a whole as I have ex- 
plained it, how can we as a committee, appropriating the people’s 
money, be justified in making these great expenditures for these high 
dams when we can build low dams in the tributaries close to the peo- 
ple where the people get benefits not only of flood control, but of 
irrigation, reclamation, recreation, and all these other important 
things. Look at the picture at Hells Canyon. I do not care if it is 
the private utility's proposal or the other side’s proposal on the high 
dams in that area or any other area, I do not care whose proposal it 
is, I do not believe this Congress is justified—knowing that the state- 
ment that [ have just made is the truth and the fact, how we can be 
justified in appropriating all this money for these high dams such 
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as the high Hells Canyon Dam. It is beyond me. If you can tell 
me why, General, I am ready to listen. 

General Person. We actually are not in any sense opposed to small 
dams, sir, but in a study such as General F oote is making of the 
Columbia Basin, he must take economics into account, and it is true 
that frequently, and actually almost always, the cost 

Mr. Jensen. Right there. Do you consider dollars a part of eco- 
nomics ? 

General Person. Yes, sir, very definitely. 

Mr. Jensen. I hope you do. 

yeneral Person. Very definitely. 

Mr. Jensen. Will you start from that basis, then. 

General Person. Frequently, and, as I say, usually, it is more cost- 
ly to secure the same amount of flood-control storage from a great 
number of small dams than from a lesser number of large dams. 

Mr. Jensen. Of course I do not agree with you because if you have 
flood prevention in those small dams you do not have to spend all 
that money for flood control. 

General Person. No, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. Go ahead. 

General Person. The amount of flood control you get depends on 
the amount of storage provided. 

Mr. Jensen. Upstream ¢ 

General Person. Either upstream or downstream. 

Mr. Jensen. I am talking about what is the cheapest or best over 
the long pull, flood prevention or flood control? A stitch in time 
saves nine, the old saying goes. If you prevent something you do not 
have the disease to cope with. 

General Person. But in controlling floods there is a certain amount 
of water that has to be taken care of. If you take care of that amount 
of water in a large number of small dams you accomplish that pur- 
pose. If you take care of it in a small number of large dams, you 
accomplish the same purpose. 

Mr. Jensen. I disagree with you. 

General Person. There is an area downstream from the smaller 
dams where you get protection from the smaller dams that you do 
not get from the larger dams, but in the disaster type of floods it is 
a matter of how much storage can be provided. 

Mr. Jensen. Now, then, I am going to agree that there are cases 
where you need high dams. 

General Person. And we agree there are many cases where small 
dams serve a useful purpose. 

Mr. JENsEN. What if you build Hells Canyon for flood control and 
you do the same thing they are doing at Grand Coulee Dam. You 
know if they would have reduced the water level in Grand Coulee 
Dam in 1948 before that great flood occurred and kept some water 
storage there for the flood instead of insisting all the time on having 
the high head necessary to produce more power, we would not have 
had that great flood on the Columbia River that we had, but what did 
they do? They did not use it. That is the danger in building a high 
dam for power alone. They simply insist on getting every kilowatt 
of power out of it they can get, and in order to do that they have to 
keep a high head and when the flood waters come they have no flood 
storage. 
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General Person. That is true in a dam built purely for power. It 
has no effect whatever in controlling floods. 

Mr. Jensen. That is what I am afraid will happen on your high 
Hells Canyon Dam or any dam built almost entirely for power pro- 
duction. 

Will you agree that if they had used the Grand Coulee Reservoir 
for flood control to the degree that they should have we would not 
have had that terrible devastating and life-taking flood and property- 

taking flood we had on the ¢ ‘olumbia River a couple years ago? 

General Person. I would like to ask General Foote to answer that. 
He was there. 

Mr. JensEeN. They would not do it because they insisted on having 
the water at the full height back of the dam to produce more power, 
not giving flood control one iota of thought or consideration. 

General Foorr. I believe the flood you are referring to was the 
flood of 1948. 

Mr. Jensen. That is right. 

General Foorr. At that time the understanding prevailed that 
Grand Coulee had been built for irrigation and power and that it was 
not available for use for flood control. The demonstration of 1948 
has, of course, resulted in a change in that understanding and Grand 
Coulee is now available for flood control. 

Mr. JENSEN. It was available then if they had wanted to use it. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. I would like to observe, if I may, that in 
the Columbia Basin where your floodflows are the result of snow- 
melts and where the snow packs can be measured and evaluated, it is 
possible to operate a reservoir for more than one purpose on a fore- 
cast basis and do it very successfully. That is, you know how much 
water is coming and you can make space av ailable for flood control 
and be sure of filling your reservoir for irrigation or power or what- 
ever purpose you may have. That is true only in that basin as one of 
the major basins in the United States. 

Mr. JENSEN. On all of your proposed projects, and the high Hells 
Canyon proposed project in particular, what percentage of ‘the esti- 
mated cost is power revenue to pay 

General Foorr. I do not have an exact figure for high Hells Can- 
yon. Across the board in the Columbia Basin power benefits and 
power revenues will account for approximately 85 percent of the bene- 
fits that may be obtained. 

Mr. Jensen. The rest is charged to flood control and navigation ? 

General Foote. Or to irrigation. 

Mr. Jensen. But in this instance, high Hells Canyon, 85 percent 
will be charged to power ? 

General Foorr. In that order, yes. 

Mr. JENSEN. That being the fact, you must keep a high head there 
all the time in order to get the maximum power revenue, is that right, 
so your flood control will be almost nil so far as downstream is con- 
cerned, because you have to keep the high head ? 

General Foorr. You have to keep the high head, that I concede. 

Mr. Jensen. And if you keep that high head for power production, 
when the high waters come the water will run over that dam like 
running over a rock? 

General Foorr. No, sir, we will draw the reservoir down to provide 
space to accommodate it. 
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Mr. Jensen. All right, say that you do that. If you build the 
storage on the tributaries, then your high Hell’s Canyon Dam is not 
necessary at all from the standpoint of flood control because certainly 
you can hold that 6 percent that high Hell’s Canyon would contribute 
to flood control by watershed projects, by proper soil conservation on 
your land, and by the low inexpensive dams on the tributaries. I 
make that as a positive statement. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. General Foote, when the private companies build 
these dams, they have no primary interest in flood control; they build 
them solely for power ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. That is what I said, Mr. Chairman. I contend that 
absolutely. 

Mr. Cannon. That the private interests are not interested in flood 
control ? 

Mr. Jensen. They may not be interested, but their dams do the 
same for flood control as the Federal dams do. 

Mr. Cannon. The Federal projects are built both for flood control 
and for power, but the private interests, when they build a dam, build 
it solely, or primarily, for the development of power. They are not 
interested in flood control except such as is incidentally secured. 

Now, has there ever been any official determination, General, that 
hydroelectric power is more expensive than thermo power ? 

General Foorr. I am not aware of any such determination, Mr. 
Cannon. 

Mr. Cannon. I have never heard of any such determination. As a 
matter of fact, when all you have to do is open your valves and let the 
water through to develop your hydroelectric power, while on the other 
hand thermo power requires fuel, it would appear that hydro power is 
cheaper than thermo power. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman, it is the cost of your hydroelectric 
power dam today that makes your hydro power so expensive compared 
to thermo power. You can check my statement, Mr. Chairman, and 
you will find that my statement is correct. 

Mr. Cannon. As far as I am aware, it is news to me. I have never 
heard of any official determination to the effect that hydroelectric 
power is more expensive than thermo power. On the contrary, when 
all you have to do is let the water through, and you have no expense 
for fuel, it is obvious that hydro power is much cheaper than thermo 
power. Would you say that is true or not, General ? 

General Foorr. Well, the cost can be readily determined in the case 
of any particular project. As Mr. Jensen said, it is the capital cost 
that determines the cost of hydroelectric power. In the case of thermo 
power it is the capital cost plus operation plus fuel that determines the 
cost. The two can be determined at any time. I do not doubt there 
are hydro projects proposed and considered that would result in very 
high hydro power. On the other hand, many, many of them result in 
relatively cheaper power than thermo power. 

Mr. Cannon. And as far as flood control is concerned, take for 
example my section of the country and Mr. Jensen’s section of the 
country, the Missouri River, it is to our interest to have above us 
there as large storage capacity as possible if we ever hope to control 





those floods. We cannot control them after the water is on top of us, 
but if we build the five great dams we are building up there with 
great storage capacity, then we can control floods “throughout the 
section of lowa and Missouri in which Mr. Jensen’s district and my 
district are situated. You can control floods because of the huge 
storage capacity. Is that true? 

Mr. Jensen. I agree with that statement. 

General Foorr. I think so. 

Mr. Cannon. Our TVA dams have proven 100 percent effective in 
the control of floods. We could not control the floods as effectively 
with a large number of small dams instead of the large storage capac- 
ity given us by the dams that are there at this time. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. ( ‘hairman, since you brought that up, you must 
remember that in the Tennessee Valley we have flooded two-thirds 
of the land permanently that before we built those dams was only 
flooded occasionally. You must rember that. 

Mr. Cannon. Oh, well, the flood area that the dam inundates, of 
course, as we know and as we have experienced from the begiumbade 
necessarily requires the use of a certain amount of land, but it is in- 
finitesimal as compared to the huge areas you protect through the use 
of those dams, and TVA is a remarkable example of the use of dams 
in that respect. 

Mr. Jensen. I would not say the flooding in the Tennessee Valley 
is infinitesimal when two-thirds of the land was flooded permanently 
by the TVA dams which before that time was flooded only occasion 
ally. 

Mr: Cannon. Take for example the lands above Iowa there, those 
great dams with large storage capacity which protect your district 
and protect my district, the amount of land taken by those dams is 
infinitesimal as compared to the huge area from the Dakotas on down 
to St. Louis. 

Mr. JeNseN. I agree with that statement so far as the Missouri 
River is concerned. 

Mr. Cannon. By way of summary, before we leave advance plan- 
ning, will you indicate on the map the location of the six big dams, 
The Dalles, John Day, MeNary, Ice Harbor, lower Monumental, 
Little Goose, and lower Granite. As I understand, this map is.prin- 
cipally of the State of Washington but also includes a portion of 
Montana and a portion of Idaho. 

General Foorr. A large part of Idaho. 

Mr. Cannon. Are those lakes natural conformations / 

General Foorr. The lakes in western Montana and northern Idaho 
are natural lakes; and also Jackson Lake at the extreme head of 
Snake River is a natural lake. 

General Foorr. The Dalles, John Day, McNary, Ice Harbor, lower 
Monumental, Little Goose, and lower Granite [indicating on map]. 

Mr. Cannon. We pass now from advance planning to construction. 

Mr. Fenton. Mr. Chairman, before we do that, may I ask a ques- 
tion or two? 

Mr. Cannon. Yes, Doctor. 


LOWER COLUMBIA BASIN FLOODS 


Mr. Fenton. General, how many large catastrophic floods have we 
had in the lower Columbia Basin and what years were they ? 
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General Foorr. We have had only two floods, I believe, that would 
be characterized as catastrophic, one in 1894 and one in 1948. 

Mr. Fenton. It is indicated in House Document 531 of the 81st 
Congress, 2d session, that agricultural areas along the lower Colum- 
bia were to be protected by levees against the return of floods com- 
parable to the 1948 flood, while urban areas would be protected 
against a flood comparable to that of 1894. Is the present planning 
and design based on this premise ? 

General Foorr. Insofar as the levee system is concerned; yes, sir. 
The planning insofar as joint protection is concerned contemplates, 
of course, by reservoir control, holding those floods down to a maxi- 
mum of 800,000 cubic feet per second in the lower Columbia River. 

Mr. Fenton. Then the planning is based on that premise. 

In Senate Document 51, 81st Congress, 1st session, it is stated that 
if and when a solution of the fish passage problem is achieved, it is 
conceivable that adequate control of the Salmon River floods could be 
more effectively accomplished by upstream developments with associ- 
ated downstream ioneuiee under regulated flow rather than by 
construction of major storage at the reservoir site. Will the review 
study currently underway fully explore this phase of the problem ? 

General Foorr. It will explore it in part. Since the solution of 
the fish problem is not yet clearly evident, it is our feeling that little 
useful purpose would be served by expending the funds necessary to 
approve dam sites on the Salmon River for headwater storage. 

Mr. Fenton. To what extent are you providing fish ladders now ? 

General Foorr. We provide fish ladders at all of the main stream 
dams. 

Mr. Fenton. Are they of any particular benefit ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. Do you have to supplement those ladders by other 
means ? 

General Foorr. No, sir. We have provided some so-called fish 
elevators, one at Bonneville Dam and one at McNary Dam. They have 
not proved very satisfactory and the fish ladders are considered to be 
an adequate means of passage of upstream bound migrants. 

Mr. Cannon. I will say that we will take that up when we reach 
the projects individually. 

Mr. Fenton. I thought we might develop it here. 

Mr. Buper. Will the Chair permit me to ask one question to clarify 
the record ? 

Mr. Cannon. Certainly. 


ASSISTANCE TO IRRIGATION OF HIGH HELLS CANYON 


Mr. Buner. In your discussion of Hells Canyon, you stated the 
high dam would be of assistance to irrigation. The legislation, of 
course, provides that if some later Congress should see fit to tie in 
power revenues, that it would then be available for irrigation. 

General Foore. I defer to your information. I knew there was 
some tie-in, but I did not know what it was specifically. 

Mr. Buper. That is what the legislation says. I did not want your 
testimony to stand that the legislation actually provided assistance 
to irrigation when it does not. 
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General Foorr. I appreciate that, sir. 

Mr. Buper. Did not the Corps of Engineers say in House Document 
531 that there is no more basis for tying in irrigation with High Hell’s 
Canyon than Bonneville? That is in House Document 531, is it not? 

General Foorr. I am not familiar with that particular passage. 
May I check the record and check the report ? 

(The information follows :) 

The statement in House Document 531 referred to reads as follows: “There 
appears no valid reason why these irrigation projects should be coupled to Hells 


Canyon Dam as suggested by the Bureau of Reclamation, rather than to Bonne- 
ville Dam, McNary, Priest Rapids or other similar projects.” 


Mr. Buper. If you would, yes. 
Mr. Cannon. Mr. Magnuson. 


COSTS OF HYDROPOWER COMPARED WITH THERMOPOWER 


Mr. Maanuson. Mr. Chairman, I just want to say that I cannot 
accept the statement that has been made here that hydroelectric power 
is the most costly type of power that there is. 

Mr. Jensen. I said except on the Columbia River 

Mr. Macnuson. I know, but even so, as far as I can see what the 
gentleman from Iowa makes as a positive statement of fact is unsup- 
ported by any technical evidence we know of at this point, and I 
think it is clear that the witnesses from the Corps of Engineers do not 
agree with it. Furthermore, is it not true that even now there is 
pending an offer from the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. to build the 
powerhouse at the proposed ‘Trinity project at a cost of $150 million 
just to get the power from that project if the Federal Government 
builds the dam ? 

General Foorr. That is out of my area. While I have read press 
reports to that general effect, 1 am not familiar with the situation. 

Mr. Magnuson, If the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. is going to put 
that much money in the construction of a powerhouse, it does not 
seem to me consistent with the statement that hydroelectric power 
is the most expensive type of power. 

Mr. Cannon. That is under the Central Valley project ? 

Mr. Magnuson. Yes. 

Mr, Cannon. We will reach that later. 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL, Corrs oF ENGINEERS 
COLUMBIA RIVER AT THE MOUTH, OREGON-WASHINGTON 


The first item under Construction deais with the Columbia River 
at the Mouth in Oregon and Washington. 

This is one of those projects which we agreed by unanimous con- 
sent it would not be necessary to take up in detail, but I will include 
here pages 34 to 36 of the justifications. We note here you are ask- 
ing $895,000 for the operation and maintenance of this project. We 
will also include page 106 for the record. 
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(The pages referred to follow :) 
CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 
CoLUMBIA RIVER AT THE MoutTH, OREGON AND WASHINGTON (48-Foor CHANNEL) 


(Continuing) 


Location.—At the mouth of the Columbia River, 13 miles westerly of Astoria, 


Oreg. 
Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.08 to 1. 


Summarized financial data (48-foot channel) 


1 
| Accumulated 
Amount | _ percent of 
| estimated 
| Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost lca a Eo iniatie a ie a aes tad ica $9, 540, 000 | 
Estimated non-Federal cost : . | 
Cash contributions. _-- Se ee apiciad 
Other costs tail Coon a cae aa is 
Total estimated project cost--____- atendsteiaih bad cathe? oe 9, 540, 000 |. 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 Bl a i ae 750, 000 | 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957- -- a i : 1, 300, 000 
Appropriations to date_____- 7 wich Gren ae gina ais 2, 050, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958___.__- , 1, 150, 000 | 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 _ _ _- ‘ a 6, 340, 000 |....-. 





PHYSICAL DATA 


48-foot channel : 
Outer bar channel: About 6,000 feet long, not less than one-half mile wide. 
Clatsop Spit channel: About 11,000 feet long, not less than one-half mile 
wide. 
Jetty : On north shore, 5,500 feet long. 
Status (January 1, 1957): 
48-foot channel: About 14,000,000 cubic yards of material have been re- 
moved by the dredges Essayons and Biddle. Due to storm season, work 
suspended until spring of 1957. 
Jetty : Not started. 
Complete schedule : 
48-foot channel: October 1957. 
Jetty: Fiscal year 1963. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The mouth of Columbia River is the gateway for all foreign and domestic 
commerce entering or departing from Columbia River. An adequate channel 
at the mount of the Columbia River is essential to the economy and industry 
of the entire northwest region of the United States. Deepening the channel to 
48 feet is necessary to meet the requirements of modern shipping. The first 
phase of the improvements would involve deepening the entrance channel by 
dredging. After a few years of experience in maintaining the deepened channel 
by dredging, the need for the jetty will be determined. Benefits are based pri- 
marily on reduction of lay-time caused by weather conditions. Increased chan- 
nel depths would tend to reduce the amplitude of pitch of vessels in rough 
water, and at the same time increase the range of conditions through which 
vessels can navigate the entrance channel with safety. Other benefits include 
avoiding imposition of restrictions on ship operations by marine underwriters, 
safety and convenience of existing and future navigation, and other considerations 
that affect the use of a port by maritime interests. Within the last 5 years, com- 
merce over the entrance channel has totaled between 9 and 10 inillion tons per 
year. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $1,150,000 will be applied to 
complete dredging of 48-foot channel by use of Government-owned dredges and 
for engineering observation and study of the improvement. 
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COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS——COLU MBIA RIVER AT THE MOUTH, OREGON AND 
WASHINGTON 


Work completed consists of a channel across the bar, 40 feet deep at means 
lower low water not less than one-half mile wide, obtained by dredging and by 
converging rubble-mound jetties, the south jetty being about 7 miles long and 
the north jetty about 2% miles long, terminating 2 miles north of the south 
jetty. The total Federal cost of this completed work is $11,360,000. 


REMAINING AUTHORIZED MODIFICATIONS—-COLU MBIA RIVER AT THE MOUTH 


None. 

Non-Federal costs—The authorizing legislation does not require local co- 
operation. However, during 1914 the port of Portland contributed $475,000 and 
the port of Astoria $25,000, the greater part of which was applied to the pur- 
chase of stone for the north jetty. 

Local interests have expended large sums for port facilities at numerous lo- 
eations along the Columbia and Willamette Rivers. The amount of this ex- 
penditure is not known. 

In addition, a permanent anchorage basin with shore installations for the 
reserve merchant fleet of the United States Maritime Commission and a United 
States Navy small craft base have been constructed on the river. 

Status of location cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal-cost estimates.—The current Federal-cost estimate of 
$9,540,000 reflects an increase of $600,000 over the latest estimate ($8,940,000) 
submitted to Congress. Higher price levels account for $300,000 of this in- 
crease and $143,000 was added to provide required dredging control facilities, 
including towers and buoys. An amount of $157,000 was added due to required 
increase in scope of engineering. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL, FIscan YEAR 1958 


1. Navigation 


(a) Channels and harbors.—The Budget estimate of $3,312,000 provides for 
essential maintenance work on five channel and harbor projects named in the 
list which follows. The work to be accomplished under this activity consists 
of maintaining the navigation channels by means of dredging, and repairing 
channel stabilization structures; periodic inspections and surveys to deter- 
mine conditions of the projects for programming purposes and providing navi- 
gation interests with adequate information on existing channel conditions; all 
as authorized in the laws adopting river and harbor projects. This estimate 
includes $640,000 of the $5 million provided in the budget for reduction of the 
backlog of urgently needed maintenance work. 


Obligations 


{In thousands of dollars] 


| Fiscal year 1958 
| Fiscal | (estimated) 
Fiscal | year | recurring One | Total, 
Project } year 1957 maintenance | time | Fiscal Remarks 
1956 (esti- |__| repairs} year 
mated) | 1958 
An- | Peri- 


nual odic 


OREGON 


Columbia River between Van- 5 | $92.7 Dredging; mainte- 
ecouver Wash., and The Dalles, nance of channel 
Oreg. stabilization 


| } works. 
Columbia River at the mouth | 190.0] 608.7 255. Do. 


Columbia and Lower Willa- |1, 852.3 |1, 759.0 |1, 582. Dredging and dike 
mette Rivers below Vancouver, | | repairs 

Wash. and Oreg. | | 

Columbia River and tributaries |_- | | ee, ‘ Dredging. 

above Celilo to Kennewick. | 

| 
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Mr. Cannon. Unless someone has some questions to ask, we will 
pass on as agreed by unanimous consent. 


COLUMBIA RIVER AT BAKER BAY, WASH. 


Columbia River at Baker Bay in Washington. You are request- 
ing $531,000 for fiscal vear 1958. Pages 39 to 41 will be inserted 
in the record at this point. 

(The material follows :) 


CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 
CoLUMBIA RIVER AT BAKER Bay, WASH. 
(Continuing ) 


Location.—In southwestern Washington, on the Columbia River at Ilwaco, 
Wash. 

Authorization.—1950 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.36 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

Amount percent of 
estimated 

| Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost S601. 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 188. OOF 

Cash contribution ( 

Other costs 188, 000 
Total estimated project cost. 789, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 0 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 70, 000 


7, 000 2 


Appropriations to date. - - ! 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 931, 000 109 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 ( 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Channel: Dredge 10 feet deep at mean lower low water for a length of 3.5 miles to 
a width of 150 feet except at south end which has a width of 200 feet for 
first 2,000 feet. 

Mooring basin: Area about 20 acres to be dredged to depths of 10 feet and 12 
feet at mean lower low water. 

Breakwater: Dumped quarry rock for length of about 2,800 feet and to height 
of 14 feet at mean lower low water. 

Status (January 1, 1957) : Construction not started. 

Completion schedule: Breakwater, channel, and mooring basin, September 1957. 


JUSTIFICATION 


A sizable portion of the population of Ilwaco and neighboring communities 
depend on the fishing industry. A large part of the fishing fleet operates out 
of the Ilwaco area in conducting fishing operations on the Columbia River and 
the nearby Pacific Ocean. An increasing group of pleasure-boat owners, residing 
in Columbia Basin and nearby coastal communities also operate out of this area. 
The mooring basin would decrease the physical damage sustained by boats 
now moored in unsatisfactory places and would provide better protection in 
stormy weather. With the improved channel, the port of Ilwaco would be a haven 
for small craft seeking shelter from the storms. Benefit would accrue to the 
commercial fishing fleet through the time saved in using facilities in and adjacent 
to the mooring basin for unloading catches, mooring, receiving supplies, and 
making repairs. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $531,000 will be applied to dredg- 
ing of the channel and mooring basin and construction of the breakwater, all 
of which will be completed with the funds requested. 
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COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS 


The existing completed project consists of a channel 200 feet wide and 10 
feet deep at mean low water extending about 5 miles from deep water at 
the east end of Sand Island to the town of Ilwaco. Also included is a channel 
3 miles long, and 8 feet deep at mean low water with widths of 150 and 
200 feet along the alinement of the presently authorized modifications. The 
total Federal cost of completed work is $419,000. 


REMAINING AUTHORIZED MODIFICATIONS 

None. 

Non-Federal costs—The estimated cost to local interests of complying with 
requirements of local cooperation for the current modification is $188,000. This 
cost consists primarily of construction of mooring facilities and utilities, and 
relocation of an outfall sewer. Local interests are also to provide lands, ease- 
ments, and rights-of-way at an estimated cost of $6,000. 

The port of Ilwaco has constructed and maintained a mooring basin 300 feet 
wide and 600 feet long and an entrance channel 200 feet wide and 2,000 feet 
long, with adjacent terminal facilities at a cost in excess of $200,000. 

In addition, the port of Ilwaco owns and operates a warehouse and terminal 
facilities for tugs, barges, and fishing vessels. Local interests have also pro- 
vided facilities such as oil docks, canneries, and fish receiving stations. 

Status of local cooperation.—The port of Ilwaco has furnished formal assur- 
ances, dated August 8, 1956, that all requirements of local cooperation would 
be met. The port anthority owns practically all of the rights-of-way required 
and will acquire the remainder as soon as the project alinement is determined 
and completed. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—There was no change between the 
present Federal cost estimate of $601,000 and the latest estimate submitted to 
Congress. 

Mr. Cannon. Will you give us a statement on this project, please ? 

General Foorr. This project is a project which would provide a 
small boat basin at the town of Ilwaco, Wash., and would provide a 
channel known as the West Channel from Ilwaco to the main chan- 
nel of the Columbia River at the west end of Sand Island. The 
project is well justified, with a benefit-cost ratio of 1.36 to 1, and 
the $531,000 requested for fiscal year 1958 will complete the project. 


AMAZON CREEK, OREG. 


Mr. Rasaut. Amazon Creek, Oreg. You are requesting $446,000. 
We will put pages 44 to 47 in the record. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECT (FLOOD CONTROL) 
AMAZON CREEK, OREG. 


(Continuing) 


Location.—On Amazon Creek, a tributary of the Long Tom River, beginning 
at a point south of the city of Eugene, Oreg., and extending through the city 
along the natural course of Amazon Creek downstream to a diversion structure. 
From that point, a diversion canal extends to Fern Ridge Reservoir on Long 
Tom River upstream from the original confluence of Amazon Creek and Long 
Tom River. 

Authorization.—1946, 1950, and 1954 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.77 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost__-.......----.-- Piiciek de pubsusice ln adeeleg | $1, 168, 000 | biciwasdeee 
"| 
| 
| 


Estimated non-Federal cost - - - a , cacin hace EEE Cevguvcedvccanuns 

Snob o och ALG vb nadenien=sensennrersees<-- 87, 900 

I hin int h-cdnmsdmonas : 300, 100 nese wane 
Total estimated project cost - - 1, 556, 000 | stneaae 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 ...----- 622, 000 | .- ene dadle ants 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1957. .------- 100, 000 | as 
Appropriations to date-. ._--- wees “aan poeae sta 722, 000 62 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1958 _---.-.------------------ 446, 000 100 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958. _--------- Spapan Pur eas 0 ob naionte tela 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Diversion canal, Fern Ridge Reservoir to diversion structure: 
Length: 3.8 miles. 
Bottom width: 60 feet. 
Depth : 9.6 feet to 12.4 feet including 2 feet freeboard. 
Side slopes: 1 on 2. 

Improved channel, diversion structure to concrete-lined section : 
Length: 5.7 miles. 
Bottom width: 45 to 30 feet. 
Depth : 9.4 feet to 10.8 feet including 2 feet freeboard. 
Side slopes: 1 on 2. 

Concrete-lined channel: 
Length: 5,774 feet. 
Width: 22 fect. 
Depth: 8.5 to 10.7 feet, inculding freeboard. 
Side slopes: vertical. 

Channel improvement upstream from concrete-lined section : 
Length : 5,695 feet. 
Width: 16 to 22 feet. 
Depth : 6.7 to 11.8 feet including 2 feet freeboard. 
Side slopes: 1 on 2. 

Status (January 1, 1957): Channel downstream from concrete-lined section is 
completed except for reach through Lane County Fair Grounds which will be 
imvreved by sponsoring agency contingent on the construction of the re- 
maining part of the project. No Federal work has been accomplished on 
the concrete-lined section or the channel rectification upstream from the 
lined channel. 

Completion schedule: Entire project : December 1957. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project has the primary purpose of reducing flood damages in the city 
of Eugene and in agricultural, housing, and industrial areas lying northwest of 
the city. The flood plain, prior to improvement of the channel extende| from 
about one half mile south of Eugene to the mouth of Amazon Creek, a distance 
of 21 miles, and varied in width from about 500 feet to 1% miles. Flooding 
inundates up to 8,500 acres, part of whicn is developed residential, commercial, 
and industrial area. Because of the flat gradient and obstructions in the stream, 
low areas were subject to frequent flooding between the months of October and 
April. The work completed represents a substantial investment by both Federal 
and nonFederal interests in the overall project and is essential to the realization 
of flood control benefits in the major damage areas. The uncompleted work at 
the upstream end of the project passes through a highly developed residential 
area in Eugene. The area also includes local commercial properties, schools, 
streets, and a part of the county fairgrounds. Minor floods affect about 50 city 
blocks by seepage and backwater. The flood of 1948 flooded about 30 blocks, 
affected about 200 blocks by seepage and backwater and in addition inundated 
a veterans’ housing project and 150 acres adjacent thereto. Annual flood control 
benefits for the project are estimated to be $91,700. 
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Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $446,000 will complete the project. 
Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated as follows: 
Rae: Wie OI oo ek nh hie de ee eee $107, 900 
Cash contribution, 11.5 percent of construction in the city of Eugene... 87, 900 
Relocations 192, 200 


Local. interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost of maintenance and operation for the entire project is 
estimated at $15,760. 

In addition to the items of local cooperation specified in the authorizing legis- 
lation, local interests must further improve a reach of the existing improved 
channel through the Lane County Fairgrounds to bring that portion up to project 
standards. The channel was not excavated to full width at the insistence of 
the sponsoring local agency which desired to avoid rights-of-way and utility 
relocation difficulty in the area until upstream improvement through the city 
of Eugene made complete rectification of the channel necessary. 

Status of local cooperation.—Local interests have satisfactorily fulfilled all 
requirements of local cooperation for completed portions. The city of Eugene 
and the Amazon Creek Water Control District have expended approximately 
$290,700 for furnishing rights-of-way, other requirements of local cooperation 
for the completed work, and for reconstructing bridges over both the completed 
and the uncompleted improvements. The work remaining is in the city of 
Eugene, Oreg. The city on November 21, 1956, furnished assurances of local 
cooperation and a cash contribution of $25,200 for work to be initiated in fiscal 
year 1957. The city already owns a large portion of the rights-of-way and is 
acquiring remaining lands for this work. The city has indicated that assur- 
ances, rights-of-way, and cash contribution for the remaining work will be fur- 
nished when requested. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$1,168,000 reflects an increase of $215,000 over the latest estimate ($953,000) 
submitted to Congress. Higher price levels account for $24,000 of the increase. 
Recent detailed hydraulic studies which considered present channel conditions, 
indicated the necessity for changes in design resulting in an increased cost of 
$191,000. These changes included increased height of concrete walls, the addi- 
tion of 4 paved transition sections and 2 drop structures and the addition of 
pressure relief facilities in the concrete lined section. 


Mr. Rapavt. Explain the increase in cost of this project since last 
year from $953,000 to $1,168,000. 

General Foorr. In proceeding with the planning of the channel 
through the city of Eugene, it was found that the hydraulic con- 
ditions were such that the originally contemplated channel would 
not adequately serve the pl: iunned flood flow. It was necessary to 
revise the plan by increasing the height of concrete walls, the ad- 
dition of 4 paved transition sections and 2 drop structures and the 
addition of pressure relief facilities in the concrete lined section. 

The increase is due to a revision in our planning and the determi- 
nation of a requirement that a year ago we were not aware of. 

Mr. Raravut. With this increase from $953,000 to $1,168,000, are 
we to take it for granted that this $446,000 request will definitely 
complete the work you are planning ? 

General Foorr. It will complete the construction of the project, 
sir. 

Mr. Raravr. Complete the construction ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 


MULTNOMAH DRAINAGE DISTRICT NO. 1, WASILINGTON-OREGON 


Mr. Razavur. Multnomah Drainage District No. 1, Washington 
and Oregon, vou are requesting $5 00,000. 
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General Person. Mr. Chairman, I have a statement I would like 
to make at this point. 
Mr. Rapavt. All right. 


BUDGET REVIEW OF NEW STARTS ORDERED BY PRESIDENT 


General Person. I have been advised by the President that in con- 
nection with the current review he has ordered of all programs of 
the various departments and agencies, those of the corps are being 
reexamined, with special reference to new starts for 1958. I there- 
fore respectfully request that we defer consideration of new starts 
until receipt of administration recommendations. 

Mr. Rapaut. The committee has decided to go ahead with its 
review of the budget estimates, but if something comes up later we 
will consider it at that time. 

General Person. We are prepared to give factual information so 
long as it does not call for firm conclusions. 

Mr. Rapavut. We will put pages 51 to 53 in the record. 

(The pages referred to are as follows :) 


LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


MULTNOMAH CounTY DRAINAGE District No. 1, OREGON—IMPROVEMENT To 
ExIsTInG Works, Lower CoLUMBIA RIvER, CoLUMBIA RIVER BASIN, WASH- 
INGTON AND OREGON 

(New) 


Location.—Along the left bank of the Columbia River, and adjacent to the 
city of Portland, Oreg. 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.35 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
| Federal cost 








} 
| 
Estimated Federal cost___- j | $1, 740, 000 
| 
| 
| 


Estimated non-Federal cost 305, 000 

Cash contributions - None | 

Other costs. .......--.- 305, 000 
Total estimated project cost 2, 045, 000 | 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 35, 000 |_. 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1957 . | 8, 000 PL 
Appropriations to date | 43, 000 2 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1958 | 500, 000 31 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 1, 197,000 |. ee 

1 


PHYSICAL DATA 

Levees: Strengthen 7.9 miles. 
Cross levees: 

8 with total length of 14,400 feet 

Height 5 to 29 feet 

Top width 12 feet 

Side slopes 1 on 4 
Status (January 1, 1957): New start. 
Completion schedule: Entire projects: May 1959. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The existing levee affords inadequate protection to an area of 8,417 acres 
which includes about 4,635 acres of highly developed farmland. The total popu- 
lation of the district is estimated to be in excess of 5,000 people, of which 2,000 
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live in suburban residential areas located along the inland border. Throughout 
the district, there are several valuable land developments. The most important 
is the Portland International Airport which, together with the active military 
airbase, covers approximately 2,000 acres near the west end of the district, and 
is valued at $22 million. The airport serves all the western airlines and trans- 
oceanic flights, in addition to being used as a training and flight base for military 
aircraft. A new runway has been constructed recently to serve the largest com- 
mercial planes now in use. Industry is represented by several small, but active, 
enterprises, the most important being in the food-processing and construction 
fields. 

The existing levee along Multnomah district has certain inherent weaknesses 
which increase the danger of failure and add to the difficuity and cost of flood- 
fight operations. A break in the protecting levee occurred during the 1948 flood 
on Columbia River, inundated the entire district for 28 days, and caused damages 
appraised at $8,645,000. 

Fiscal year 1958.—Strengthening of the protective levee will be initiated with 
requested funds in the amount of $500,000. 

Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated as follows: 


Lands and damages____-_ ae i eee $41, 900 
Cross levees between Sandy Dr: 1inage District ‘and “Multnomah C ounty 

Drainage District No. 1 (completed) ~._.__----~- sac ariaecia aoa eal ane 
Relocations- creas eee eR? uk Jitsin bh ct hckdebh dude ee 
Other costs_______ _ ; eer eet ee etésesdteceeuimees 9, 200 






Oe eikid clickowes a eh anos ee 





Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. The annual cost of maintenance and operation is estimated at $26,800. 

Status of local cooperation.—Multnomah County Drainage District No. 1 is in- 
corporated under the laws of the State of Oregon and has an active maintenance 
program. By letter dated July 20, 1956, the district stated that all requirements 
of local cooperation would be met. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$1,740,000 reflects a minor adjustment (8,000 increase) in the previous estimate 
submitted to Congress. 
NEED FOR PROJECT 


Mr. Ranavcrt. This is a new start for improvement to existing flood- 
control levees in the vicinity of Portland, Oreg. Please explain the 
need for this project. I understand you are ready to testify about 
that ? 

General Foorr. Multnomah County Drainage District No. 1 is in 
reality a suburb of the city of Portland, on the left bank of the Co- 
lumbia River. It contains the Portland International Airport, the 
Portland Air Force Base, and it is an area largely in agricultural 
land at the present time which is being very intensively cultivated, 
but commercial and industrial enterprises are moving into the area. 

The existing frontline levee system, while adequate in height, is not 
adequate in section and is not adequate in the seepage control measures 
to insure protection against flood flows. It is therefore necessary and 
desirable to reconstruct and reinforce the frontline levee and to pro- 
vide some cross-levee protection within the area. 


























SMALL LOCAL 





CONTRIBUTION 














Mr. Rapacrt. I see here the estimated Federal cost is $1.740,000, and 
the amount of local contributions is $305,000. Is that not a small 
amount in relation to the first figure? Here is what the benefits in- 
clude: Protection to the Portland International Airport, Blue Lake 
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Park, and “two well-developed golf courses.” Why should not local 
interests contribute more than the proposed $305,000 of the total cost 
of $2,045,000 ? 

General Foorr. Mr. Chairman, my only explanation is this project 
was authorized under the Flood Control Act of 1950, and it was de- 
termined and recommended at that time that the local contribution 
be limited to that shown. 

Mr. Razavur. What attempt has been made to get more money from 
them ? 

General Person. Congress authorized the project on the basis of 
this contribution, so we have no grounds for asking them to provide 
more. 

Mr. Razavrt. Do you figure that is the maximum you can get, or is it 
just that it has not been brought to their attention 4 

General Person. The Congress has authorized it, based upon this 
amount of local contribution and from a legal basis we would have 
no grounds to try to obtain from them more than the Congress has 
said they should contribute. 

Mr. Ranaut. Where would the taxpayers be if they did not have 
the Appropriations Committee. 


FLOOD DAMAGES 


The benefit-cost ratio is 1.35 to 1. Tell us in detail how annual 
flood-control benefits of $133,600 were determined ? 

General Foorr. Mr. Chairman, I do not have the detailed break- 
down of those flood damages at hand. Could I provide that for the 
record ¢ 

Mr. Razavutr. Without objection, you may supply it for the record. 

(The information follows :) 


The computation of flood-control benefits is accomplished by estimating econdi- 
tions with and without the project, and taking the difference between the two as 
the measure of the benefits attributable to the project. The computation of 
benefits involves estimating future damages based on those experienced. These 
benefits are classified into two general types; namely, those attributable to the 
prevention of flood damage and those attributable to land enhancement, i. e., 
higher type of utilization of the property made possible through the alleviation of 
the flood hazard. To determine flood-control benefits, the amount of damages that 
would be prevented throughout the assumed economic life, maximum of 50 years, 
of the project is estimated. This information is obtained from appraisals made 
on the ground and by the examination of maps or aerial photographs. The dam- 
age data thus determined is then plotted as a stage-damage curve which indicates 
the damage that would occur at every stage of the stream. The next phase of the 
problem is to determine the frequency of each stage. This phase is extremely 
difficult for the stages of the stream which are reached infrequently. After de- 
veloping the stage-damage curve and determining the frequency of Hooding, the 
next step is to combine that information into a frequency-damage curve from 
which the average annual damage and the xverage annual damage preventable 
can be quickly ascertained. 

In the case of the Multnomah County Drainage District No. 1, the annual bene- 
fits have been estimated at $133,600. Of this amount, $55,800 is for the prevention 
of flood damage and $77,800 is for increased utilization of the land. The work 
proposed in connection with this project involves improvement of the existing 
works. Whereas in the case of minor flooding, the existing project has been 
able to function without serious damage, it is to be noted that the larger floods 
create a very serious flood threat. As an example, in 1956 it is estimated that 
without the existing flood-control works the damages to the protected 
area would have been $5,750,000. The existing works are considered to have 
prevented damages estimated at $3,650,000, and it is estimated that with the im- 











total estimated project cost. 


ect. 
58 in the record. 


LOCAL 











Benefit/cost ratio.—2.82 to 1. 








provements now proposed all damages would have been eliminated. 
values of this project through the prevention of flood damage based upon recur- 
rence of such a flood equivalent to that of 1956 is estimated to be in excess of the 


PENDLETON-UMATILLA, OREG., 


Mr. Razavt. We will take up the Pendleton-Umatilla, Oreg., proj- 
It is for $400,000. It is on page 56. 
(The justifications follow :) 
PROTECTION PROJECT 
PENDLETON, UMATILLA RIVER, OREG. 


Location.—Local protection for Pendleton, Oreg., located in Umatilla County, 
Oreg., on the Umatilla River 50 miles above the mouth. 
Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 


Summarized financial data 


109 










Thus the 










PROJECT 





We will put pages 56 to 
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(Crry AND STATE HOSPITAL AREAS) 












| Accumulated 
Amount | _ percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 





























Estimated Federal cost $446, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost... 35, 000 

Cash contributions i 0 

Other costs al 35, 000 
Total estimated project cost- - wal CB BOD han kdisitreeseee 
Appropriation to June 30, 1956 | 21, 000 
Appropriations for flseal year 1957 j 25, 000 bi wtemiehhs 
Appropriations to date 46, 000 10.4 
Appropriations requested for flseal year 1958 400, 000 100. 0 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958__..- : OF taccadoieaaiion 





a 






PHYSICAL DATA 






Levees: Improvement of 4 miles of the Umatilla River through the city of Pendle- 
ton, and State hospital area, including approximately 1.2 miles of new levee, 
repair of 3.3 miles of existing levees, and 1 mile of channel excavation. 

Status, January 1, 1957: New start. 

Completion schedule: June 1958. 








JUSTIFICATION 










The project will protect that part of the city of Pendleton, Oreg., which lies 
in the flood plains of the Umatilla River, which includes the business district, 
industrial area, a large section of residential area, and the suburban State 
hospital area, against recurring floods on the Umatilla River. The main Portland 
to Chicago line of the Union Pacific Railroad, three branch-line railroads and 
United States Highways Nos. 30 and 395 traverse the area. The city is an im- 
portant transportation center, which provides services and food processing and 
storage facilities for one of the richest wheat-producing areas of the United 
States. Completion of the project at an early date is needed to prevent recurring 
flood losses and to give protection against possible major floods which would re- 
sult in serious loss to life and property. 
Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $400,000 will be applied to— 











Construction of flood protection works.....-..-..--._..._.--........ $ 
Complete plans and specifications and allied engineering work. ---~- 
Supervision and GdministFation......u. co een ieecdsnkeeean 
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Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the city and State hospital areas of the authorized project is estimated at 
$35,000, broken down as follows: 


a ie caienenmetiins end dotinbeoons $12, 400 
Been te nn TNE ORO oe irene cweene 22, 600 
a ial seine se aes 35, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance and 
operation will total $4,650. 

Status of local cooperation.—The city and State of Oregon now own 4 con- 
siderable part of the rights-of-way for the project and have submitted corre- 
spondence which is considered evidence of their intent to sponsor the project and 
subsequently operate and maintain the completed works. The city of Pendleton 
will furnish the local cooperation for the works in the city area and the State 
of Oregon will meet similar requirements for the State hospital area. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal estimate of $446,- 
000 (July 1956 prices) reflects a decrease of $229,000 under the latest estimate 
submitted to Congress of $675,000, (July 1955 prices). The decrease is com- 
prised of an increase of $19,000 due to price level rise and minor See in 
the estimate for the city and State hospital areas, and a decrease of $248,000 
due to deferral of the Riverside area. The Riverside area is an inde ‘pendent 
unit of the project and was deferred because of an unwillingness on the part of 
local interests to comply with the requirements of local cooperation at this time 


NEED FOR PROJECT 


Mr. Rarnavr. Please explain the need for this local protection project 
in the city of Pendleton. 

General Foorr. The city of Pendleton—the business district: the 
developed district of the city of Pendleton—lies in the lowland adjoin- 
ing the Umatilla River. The existing protective works which were 
built during the 1930’s as a part of a relief project are not adequate 
ta contain the flood flows in the U matilla River at this point. 

A breeching or overtopping of the present protection would result 
in putting the entire business district and a portion of the residential 
district of the city of Pendleton under water. Tt would also result, as 
it has during past floods, in flooding of the Oregon State Hospital at 
Pendleton: that is. of the grounds, and the low-lying area 

This project is designed and intended to provide full protection to 
the city of Pendleton and to the Oregon State Hospital. 


LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Mr. Ranaut. What about local contributions to this project? Is 
the $35,000 set and understood to be forthcoming ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. That is forthcoming. 

Mr. Raravr. Is it the best they will do? 

General Foorr. Mr. Chairman, without some basis within the au- 
thorizing legislation on which to approach local interests, we find our- 
selves unable to properly and adequately approach Jocal interests and 
insist upon additional cash contributions. 

General Person. Mr. Chairman, I might say that that has been a 
matter of great concern to us. The local protection projects are nor- 
mally authorized by the Congress on the basis of the so-called ABC 
requirements of local contribution: that is, to provide lands, easements 
and rights-of-way, hold and save the United States free from damages 
arising from construction and to operate and maintain, after com- 
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pletion, plus, in some instances, a cash contribution, due to land en- 
hancement benefits, which is also spelled out in the authorization. 

Those requirements have resulted in a condition wherein we have 
had cases where the local contribution was as low as 1.3 percent, and 
cases Where it has been over 60 percent. 

There is no logical reason for that wide a range of local contri- 
bution. We feel it would be helpful 

Mr. Ravavur. In some places we feel there is a very deep appreciation 
on the part of a locality—and I do not mean to direct this question to 
this particular project—for the benefits that some of these projects 
bring to the area. 

It increases their land value, brings them protection, and makes it 
more enticing to have people come and live there and establish there, 
business or otherwise. 1 suppose it depends upon the civie spirit in 
a place, 

That is why we ask these questions. There is no reflection. This 
happens to come up while we are talking about this particular place. 
It is not directed against anybody at this particular place. We are 
asking about the money. 





KIVERSIDE AREA DEFERRED 


Explain, if you can, the problem in the Riverside area. I notice here 
on the map that that project is being deferred. Why is that? 

General Foorr. Relative to the Riverside portion of the town of 
Pendleton, sir, protection of that area involved some enhancement of 
the land, an increased use of the land behind the proposed protection. 

That consideration, in turn, led to a requirement in the authoriza- 
tion of a cash contribution in addition to the providing of rights-of- 
way and the so-called ABC requirements. The residents of that area 
felt that they were unable to meet that requirement of the cash con- 
tribution; therefore, it was nec essary to delete that portion of the 
project and to proceed with the remaining portion of the project, to 
protect the main part of the city and the State Hospital area. 

Mr. Rasaur. Without this Riverside area protection, how much 
percentagewise is the protection to the other part of this property 
improved ? 

General Foorr. May I provide the exact figure for the record, sir? 
It is improved. The overall benefit-cost ratio of the project is im- 
proved by deletion of the Riverside area. 

Mr. Rasavut. What affect would it have on the project benefits if 
Riverside was protected also 4 

1 will not hold you to your answer. You can correct the record. 

General Foorr. On an economic basis, sir, it would be worse. 

Mr. Ranaut. Explain that a little bit for us. 

General Foorr. That particular increment, sir, the Riverside portion 
of the project, by itself, will cost more to protect than the benefits 
accruing therefrom would amount to. 

Mr. Ranavr. To them / 

General Foorr. To the Federal Government. 

Mr. Ranaut. Originally was it not thought in the planning to do 
the whole thing ¢ 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Rapautr. There must have been a reason for doing it in the 
first place. Now, with this part dropped, so to speak, because we 
cannot have local cooperation, how much would you say it reduces 
the protection that was originally anticipated ¢ 

General Foore. It reduces the amount of flood damages prevented, 
sir. Flood-control benefits for the Riverside area, on an annual basis, 
were $11,200, against an estimated total annual charge for that particu- 
lar area of $14,810. 

Mr. Rapavt. For that area ? 

General Foorr. For that particular area. So that by eliminating 
the Riverside project, or the Riverside portion from the project, we 
have reduced the total amount of damages prevented on an annual 
basis by $11,200. 

Mr. Rapavt. That is only addressing it to the area where the stop- 
page comes in. How does it affect the rest of the area? 

General Foorr. The inclusion or elimination of that area, sir, has no 
bearing at all on the values of the remainder of the project. 

Mr. Ranaut. Then at the time of the or iginal study, you thought it 
was good to go all the way, providing we could get local cooperation. 
We are not getting it, SO we are dropping it; is that correct ? 

General Foorr. That is correct. 


WILLAMETTE RIVER BASIN, OREG. 

Mr. Razavut. We will go to page 61, “Willamette River Basin, Oreg.” 
We will put pages 61-64 in the record. 

(The justifications referred to follow :) 


LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECT (FLOOD CONTROL) 
WILLAMETTE RIver BASIN, OREGON, BANK PROTECTION 


(Continuing) 


Location.—Along the banks of the Willamette River from New Era to a point 
above Eugene at the confluence of the Middle Fork of the Willamette and the 
Coast Fork, a distance of 152 miles, and along 287 river miles of the lower 
reaches of 9 of the major tributaries. These tributaries are the Coast Fork of 
the Willamette River, Row River, Middle Fork of Willamette River, McKenzie 
River, Calapooya River, Santiam River, Molalla River, Pudding River, and the 
Clackamas River. 

Authorization.—1936, 1938, and 1950 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—The benefit-to-cost ratio of those locations proposed for 
fiscal year 1958 is estimated at 1.6 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


| 


| 


Dennen Ee _— ---—__ ---—_ -_—_ — —_——_— oe — 


Estimated Federal cost $11, 600, 000 | 
Estimated non-Federal cost 260, 000 | 

Cash contribution 0 

Other costs 260, 000 | 
Total estimated project cost. |} 11, 860, 000 | 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 6, 002, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957- - . | 300, 000 
Appropriations to date -_- | 6, 302, 000 | 54 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 | 300, 000 57 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958__ - - | 4, 998, 000 





- - - — — Ee 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


Bank stabilization—The plan of improvement provides for clearing, sloping, 
and revetting river banks, construction of pile and timber bulkheads and drift 
barriers, and minor channel improvements. Individual locations vary in length 
from 300 to 6,000 feet and in height from 5 to 40 feet. Materials used in stabiliz- 
ing the slope include local gravels, gravels bound with asphalt or cement sand, 
and quarry stone. 

Status (1 January 1957).—Bank stabilization :—286,137 linear feet completed 
to date at 121 locations. Work on additional locations will be awarded late in 
fiscal year 1957. At the end of fiscal year 1957 the project will be 54 percent 
complete. Completion is scheduled for fiscal year 1965. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Continuation of the bank protection program at critical locations is essential in 
the prevention of erosion of river banks and flooding of highly developed urban 
and agricultural areas. The river banks along the main stream and lower 
reaches of its tributaries are composed of deep alluvial soils disposed to erode 
with streamflows approaching bankfull. Construction of bank protection works 
on the main stream provides channe! stabilization, thereby securing a measure of 
flood control through increased carrying capacity of the channel. 

This project is an integral part of the comprehensive plan for flood control 
and other purposes in the Willamette River Basin. Control by reservoirs or 
levees will not be adequate to protect these banks as erosion takes place below 
bankfull stage. Prolonged periods of near bankfull flow, which will be a normal 
condition during reservoir releases following floods, will result in additional bank 
erosion. Such erosion is a continuing process; the material erodes from one bank 
forming a bar downstream and causing streamflow against the opposite bank at 
that point, resulting in additional erosion. This erosion destroys productive 
farmlands, roads, bridges, and other improvements. If erosion is allowed to con- 
tinue avulsions through low overflow channels will destroy valuable property and 
cut off extensive areas from their normal access to roads and markets and re- 
quire construction of new roads and bridges. The agricultural development of 
the Willamette River Basin has been most phenomenal in recent years. The 
tremendous increase in population of the Willamette Valley has resulted in sub- 
division of many tracts and the smaller units are more intensively cultivated. 
Continuation of the bank protection program is necessary to avoid substantial 
loss because of the irreplaceable destruction of the valley’s most fertile land. 
Continued unchecked erosion at such locations not only increases the cost of 
corrective work but adversely affects downstream locations and channel ¢a- 
pacities. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $300,000 will be applied to com- 
plete the location on which construction is initiated late in fiscal year 1957, and 
initiate work at locations tentatively selected, as follows: 


Willamette River and Middle Fork Willamette, Murphy Bar upstream 


extension____-__ 4 uss cs babcssps spunbond hand aa sc Sl de icp hab acc $35, 000 
McKenzie River, Conley Place upstream extension__._--------_-___- 15, 000 
Cainpooya. iver, [som locate nook ccccwemccusicenete= sees ~<a Ge 


Santiam River, Dewall location, Swink location, Turnidge downstream 
extension, and Kowitz location. Gunderson location, initiated in fiscal 


year 1007, Will BO COMPO. ns nih ted aneee 158, 000 
RE Naar CRUAGE CR ssa iiss 3s a ss sca cs ss casscs s asaem ester eth See gee 40, 000 
BONSTVINION ‘Rid ACHIUMISSYRCION 8.5 been ci dee . 25,000 

ON ce cians aioe nares wai ic cles at Cas ee Gl eae aa ade 300, 000 


The early construction of needed bank stabilization would reduce the number 
of locations of very active bank erosion and eliminate the formation of down- 
stream bars that deflect the stream toward the banks and cause critical erosion 
at new locations. By stabilizing the banks, depositions in downstream channels 
are reduced and channel capacities are less impaired. The amount of $300,000 
requested for fiscal year 1958 is required for continuation of the bank protection 
program at a minimum rate. 

Non-Federal costs.—Local interests are required to provide all lands, ease- 
ments and rights-of-way, the cost of which is estimated to be $260,000. In addi- 
tion, they are required to maintain those units of the project authorized by the 
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1850 Flood Control Act. The annual cost of operation and maintenance is esti- 
mated to be $78,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—Willamette River Basin, Oreg.—bank protection 
project is a composite of many locations on the main Willamette River and its 
major tributaries. There is no control body with authority to give local assur- 
ances for the project as a whole. Assurances and rights-of-way are furnished 
by individual sponsoring agencies. Work is proposed in 6 areas in fiscal year 
1958; informal assurance of local cooperation has been received from 3 of these 
areas, assurances have been requested from another, and a sponsoring agency 
is being organized for the other 2 areas. Work at each location is not advertised 
until local interests furnish rights-of-way and formal assurance that other items 
of local cooperation will be met. No difficulties in obtaining required assurances 
are expected. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$11,600,000 reflects an increase of $300,000 over the latest estimate ($11,300,000) 
submitted to Congress. The entire increase of $300,000 is due to higher price 
levels applied to the uncompleted work. 


COUGAR RESERVOIR, WILLAMETTE BASIN, OREG, 


Mr. Rasautr. Now we will take up Cougar Reservoir, Willamette 
Basin, Oreg., page 68. 

That is costing $6,570,000. 

We will put pages 68 through 70 in the record. 

(The justifications referred to follow :) 


MULTIPLE PURPOSE PROJECT INCLUDING POWER 
CouGAaR RESERVOIR, WILLAMETTE RIVER BASIN, OREGON 
(Continuing) 


Location.—On the South Fork McKenzie River, 4.4 miles above the mouth. 
about 42 miles easterly of Eugene, Oreg. 

Authorization.—1950 and 1954 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.56 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost (initial and ultimate installation) $39, 900, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost } : 0 | 
Cash contribution. __._.~- : 0 | 
Other costs. _._--- a rele ae 0 
Total estimate i project cost pease | 39, 900, 000 
Appropri itions. to June 39, 1956 766, 000 | 
Appropriation for fiseal year 1957 ----- , 650, 000 | 
Appropriition to date__._..._---- wees sal ‘ | 2, 416, 000 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1958 } | 570, 000 | 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958____.-_- y 914, 000 


i 
| Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
| Federal cost 
| 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Rockfill with upstream sloping earth core. 
Height above stream bed : 435 feet. 
Length of dam: 1,650 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Gated discharge channel. 
Design capacity, 86,000 cubic feet per second at pool elevation 1,699 feet. 
Reservoir capacity : Acre-feet 
Flood control storage ________ aces 155, 000 
BOE OI i onic mses od 10, 000 
Dead storage al al eet gual 54, 000 


Total storage__ , a i in he as 219, 000 
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Power installation: Presently planned, 2 units at 12,500 kilowatts, total 25,000 
kilowatts. Average head, 321 feet. 

Flood control storage will be filled after the flood season and water released in 
the interest of power, irrigation, navigation, and other conservation uses during 
low runoff periods. 

Status (January 1, 1957) : 

Construction has been initiated on reservoir clearing. 
Construction of a diversion tunnel is 90 percent complete. 

Completion schedule : 

Entire project : December 1960. 

Land acquisition : All in Federal ownership. 

Relocations : September 1960. 

Flood control storage : October 1960. 

Power-on-the-line: 2 units, total 25,000 kilowatts, November 1960. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Cougar Reservoir is an important unit of the overall Willamette Basin project 
and an essential unit of the McKenzie River development. In addition to pro- 
viding flood control and power, this project will provide extensive benefits to 
navigation, irrigation, pollution abatement, and other water uses, during low- 
water periods. Storage at this reservoir will contribute to flood control not 
only on the McKenzie River but throughout most of the length of the Willamette 
River, affording increased protection to several cities and their suburbs and to 
about 171,300 acres of agricultural lands which are subject to overflow. Power 
to be produced at this site is needed to help meet the demands of the rapidly 
growing power market in the Willamette Valley and to help relieve the power 
shortages on the Columbia River system. Other benefits will accrue to storage 
because of increased flow available at downstream non-Federa! powerplants. 
Total benefits creditable to Cougar Reservoir will amount to $2,914,200 annually. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $6,570,000 will be applied to— 
Continue transfer of Federally owned lands ‘ = $500 
Continue relocations of U. S. Forest Service roads 2, 068, SVU 
Continue reservoir clearing____- me i 205, 000 


Continue main dam construction______-_-_--~_- cicikcnaasicai 3, 272, T00 
Construct temporary facilities____ ba ee 185, 000 
Construct access roads____-_- e ‘ coe : 10, 000 
Engineering and design eerste ed 400, 000 
Supervision and administration__-_- : a J 428, OOO 


Total_- i 6, 570, 000 


Funds programed for fiscal year 1958 are required to continue reservoir clear- 
ing, construction of the dam, and contracts for relocation of United States Forest 
Service roads. Early completion of Cougar Reservoir is essential to provide 
needed flood control, not only on the lower reaches of the McKenzie River where 
several large lumber manufacturing and remanufacturing plants are located and 
where severe erosion of farmlands has resulted from overbank stages, but also 
throughout the length of the Willamette River below the confluence of the 
McKenzie River. The additional generating capacity to be provided at this site 
will assist in meeting the power demands of the region. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—The current Federal cost of $39,900,000 
is an inerease of $2,500,000 over the latest estimate (037,400,000) submitted to 
Congres#. Relocations have been increased $2,084,000 due to the inclusion of 
additional Forest Service roads. Design changes in the dam and powerhouse 
and minor adjustments in other items and features of the project, based on ex- 
perienced cost, resulted in a net increase of $416,000. 


STATUS OF CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Rapaut. Briefly describe the status of construction of this 
multiple-purpose project. 





General Foorr. We have completed the diversion tunnel at this 
project. We have started clearing in the reservoir area. We have 
completed clearing at the dam site itself. We expect to award con- 
tracts later this spring for stripping at the dam site, for relocation 
of roads, and additional contracts for clearing. The contract for 
construction of the main dam should be awarded in about October 
of this year. 

Mr. Rasavt. The total estimated cost for this was $39,900,000. 

General Foote. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapavt. The appropriations to June 1956 were $766,000. The 
appropriation for 1957 is $1,650,000. You are asking now for 
$6,570,000, leaving $30,914 ,000 to complete it. 

General Foote. Y es, sir. 


HIGH COST OF FOREST SERVICE ROAD RELOCATIONS 


Mr. Rasaut. This is the project that last year we found two agen- 
cies of the Government working at cross-purposes to each other. Do 
you remember that ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapavr. One agency was the Forest Service. Last year the 
committee expressed concern over the high cost of relocating Forest 
Service roads, which were built after the surveys which served as a 
basis for authorization of this project. Last year the cost was 
$3,055,000. Now the cost is up another wanes 000, making over 
$5,100,000 for the Forest Service facilities, or 12.5 percent of the total 
cost of the project. Which of these roads were built or improved by 
the Forest Service since the authorization survey, and why did we sud- 
denly discover over $2 million worth of these since last year? 

General Foorr. The road that was built, Mr. Chairman, was a road 
up the valley, right along the stream. It is a heavy-duty, timber-access 
road, and built to provide a road on which the timber harvested in the 
area could be hauled out. 

It was necessary to relocate that road, in order to provide a similar 
facility for the logging operations in the project area, and upstream 
of the project area, in these heavy stands of Government-owned timber. 

The reason for the increase from last year, sir, is that we are now 
forced to agree that the side of the reservoir opposite that on which 
the relocated road is being put is in effect severed insofar as access is 
concerned, so that what we are proposing and planning to do is to build 
a second road on the opposite side of the reservoir—not of the same 
type and quality, but a sufficient road—to provide a means of access 
to, and a route by which timber can be hauled out from, that acreage 
which, were that road not provided, would be in a position of being 
across the lake, and to which there would be no access. 

Mr. Rapavt. Could the road not have been put across at the top 
of it? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir, but your reservoir is several miles long, 
and it is necessary 

Mr. Ranaut. You are building one road now they never had before? 

General Foorr. That is correct. 

Mr. Rarnavr. And charging it to this project ? 

General Foorr. It is due to the fact that when you relocate this 
road you have got to put it on one hillside or another. This is a rather 
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precipitous country. Then, along the reservoir area itself, the side 
of the reservoir on which there is no road is denied access, so that we 
are having to build what amounts to a perimeter road around the res- 
ervoir. 

Mr. Rasavut. How long is this road? 

General Foorr. 8.7 miles. 

Mr. Rapaut. What type of road is it? 

General Foore. It is a heavy-duty truck road. That is the best way 
I can describe it, sir, but it is being built on an extremely steep moun- 
tainside, inv olving tremendous amounts of rock excavation. 

Mr. Rasaur. How did they get into that area before ? 

General Foore. The existing road is in the bottom of the canyon. 
They had access right down the mountainside to the existing road. 
Now we propose to put the main road over on the other side of the res- 
ervoir, where the construction costs will be somewhat less for a higher 
type of road than it would be on that side, and leaving all that timber 
on the opposite side cut off from access. 

Mr. Razavt. It is a big percentage of the cost of the project. It 
is 12.5 percent. 

General Foorr. I realize that. This is a very difficult problem, 
Mr. Chairman. The timber values are substantially in excess of the 
cost of the road. We are confronted with a situation that, if we do 
not build the road, we would probably be obligated, were it privately 
owned timber, to pay total severance costs. 

Mr. Ravavr. Do you have an estimate of the value of the timber 
involved ? 

General Foorr. The timber on that side of the river on which we 
are providing this additional haul road is estimated to be worth 
35,400,000. ‘That is for that portion of the timber that is tributary 
to ‘this additional piece of road that we now propose to provide, sir. 

Mr. Rasautr. Weuld there be select cutting there ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. This is all Government-owned timber. 

Mr. Ranaur. That $5,400,000 of timber that you referred to, I take 
that to be the timber that stands there now ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapacrt. In other words, the select cutting would have a greater 
value in years to come ? 

General Foorr. The Forest Service management of that timber is 
on a perpetual year basis. 

Mr. Ranacr. Where did they get that figure of $5 million-plus? 

General Foorr. That was based on an estimate, a timber cruise of 
the quantity of timber presently existing on those lands. 

Mr. Ranaut. That is the point I want to make. It is really more 
than that, looking into the future, with select cutting, et cetera? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Razatt. It is a big bill for that much timber, and all charged 
up to this project, but with the long-range view on it, I guess we will 
have to consider it. 

Provide for the record a complete statement showing total cost of 
relocation of Forest Service facilities for all current projects; also 
provide the date on which the project was authorized, and the date 
the Forest Service facility was constructed, or last improved. 

General Foorr. We will provide that for the record, sir. 









178 







(‘The information follows :) 


Of the planning and construction projects included in the President’s budget for 
fiscal year 1958, the relocation of Forest Service facilities will be required on 
7 projects. Information on these projects is presented below : 






| Total cost of | Allocation Allocation 





relocation of | of funds of funds riginall 
Project name Year Forest through in fiseal built or dat 
authorized Service fiscal year year 1958 of latest 










facilities 1957 budget 












Abiquiu Dam and Reservoir, N. Mex 1948 and $6, 000 0 0 
1950 


Truckee River, Calif. and Nev 1954 2, 000 0 $200 1940 
Allegheny River Reservoir, Pa 1940 250, OOO 0 0 Lae 
Eagle Gorge Reservoir, Wash 1950 103, 000 $37, 700 66, 200 

Cougar Reservoir, Oreg 1950 5, 139, 000 219, 900 2, OOS, 800 1W47 
Hills Creek Reservoir, Oreg 1950 6, 381, 900 125, 000 1, 700, 000 194% 
Blue River Reservoir, Oreg 1950 531, 300 0 0 a4n 


Prior t» 1900. 
2 Improved slightly in 1940 
$ Surveys which served as a basis for recommending authorization were prepa 


1 pricr to th 
for latest major improvement. 























Mr. Ranaut. We will have to put these people on notice that there 
is sort of a monkey wrench being thrown into these projects. 

General Foorr. That applies to projects in the fiscal year 1958 
budget for planning as well as those that are in the budget for construc- 
tion ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Rapaur. Yes. 
What is the status of plans for power facilities on this project ? 


COUGAR RESERVOIR POWER FACILITIES 





General Foorr. We plan, sir, for two 12,500-kilowatt generating 
units at this project. As I mentioned earlier, the main dam contract 
will not be let until probably October of this year, and that contract 
would include provisions for the powerhouse. 

The plans at present—I am not sure as to the exact percentage of 
completion of the power facility plans—are something less than 50 
percent. 

Mr. Ranaut. How many generators eventually are provided for? 
General Foorr. Only two. 










HILLS CREEK RESERVOIR, 


Mr. Rapsavt. Hills Creek Reservoir, Oreg., Willamette River Basin, 
appears on page 74 of the justifications. This is a project requesting 
$4,800,000. 

We will put pages 74 to 76 in the record. 
(The justifications referred to follow :) 


WILLAMETTE RIVER BASIN, OREG. 
























MULTIPLE PURPOSE 





PROJECT INCLUDING POWER 





Hits CREEK RESERVOIR, WILLAMETTE RIVER BASIN, OREG. 


(Continuing ) 





Location.—On the Middle Fork Willamette River at river-mile 
miles southeast of the city of Engene, Oreg. 

{uthorization—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.02 to 1. 






47.8, 455 





about 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost (initial and ultimate installation $34, 500, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 0 

Cash contribution 0 

Other costs 0 
Total estimated project cost 34, 500, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 906, 000 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1957 2, 125, 000 
Appropriations to date 3, 031, 000 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1958 4, 800, 000 
salance t ym plete after fiscal vear 1958 26, 669, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Daw 
Type: Karth-and-gravel-fill with right abutment gate cotnrolled spillway. 
Height above stream bed: 304 feet. 
Length of dam, including spillway: 2,150 feet 
Spillway: 
Type: Gate controlled, concrete chute 
Capacity : 141,600 cubic feet per second at pool elevation 1,543 feet. 


Reservoir capacity : Acre-feet 
Flood-control storage 200, OOO 
Power storage_-_-_- 3 19, OOO 
Dead storage a _ 107, 000 


Total storage : 356, 000 


er installation: 
Presently planned: 2 units at 15,000 kilowatts, total 30,000 kilowatts. 


Average head: 256 feet. 
od control storage will be filled after the flood season and water released in 
the interest of power, irrigation, navigation, and other conservation uses dur- 
ing low runoff periods. 
atus (1 January 1957) : 
Construction has been initiated on reservoir clearing 
Construction of a diversion tunnel is 8O percent complete 
Completion schedule: ’ 
Entire project: June 1962. 
Land acquisition: October 1958 
Relocations: June 1961. 
Mlood-control storage: Partial October 1960; full operation October 1961. 
ron the line: 2 units, total 830,000 kilowatts, November 1961. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Hills Creek Reservoir is an important unit of the overall Willamette Basin 
project and an essential unit of the Middle Fork development which will allow 
full utilization of the Lookout Point project for flood control and power. Opera- 
tion of the two projects will be integrated in accordance with the plan set forth 
in the project document. In addition to providing flood control and power, this 
project will provide extensive benefits to navigation, irrigation, pollution abat- 
ment, and other water uses during periods of low flow. Storage at this reser- 

ir Vv contribute to floed control not only on the Middle Fork of the Willa- 
mette River but throughout the entire length of the Willamette River, affording 
increased protection to 10 cities and their suburbs and to about 173,000 acres 
of agricultural lands which are subject to overflow. Power to be produced at 
this site is needed to help meet the demands of the rapidly growing power market 
in the Willamette Valley and to help relieve the power shortages on the Columbia 
River system. Total benefits creditable to Hills Creek Reservoir will amount to 
$3.043.700 annually. 
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Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $4,800,000 will be applied to— 


Continue acquisition of lands $100, 000 
I a eet 1, 700, 000 
Continue reservoir clearing 256, 000 

2, 150, 000 
Ponstruct: temporkey TeCWNi eR. oss iii ieee cncanndns 3, 800 
Engineering and design 250, 000 
Supervision and administration 340, 200 


4, 800, 000 

Funds requested for fiscal year 1958 are programed to continue the land acquisi- 
tion program which will assure an economical program of timber salvage from 
the reservoir area. Funds are also programed for continuation of work on the 
construction of the main dam, clearing of the reservoir, construction of tem 
porary facilities, and continuation of design, and relocation of roads. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$34,500,000 is an inerease of $1,500,000 over the latest estimate ($33 million) 
submitted to Congress. Increases have been made in relocations due to the in- 
clusion of additional Forest Service roads ($2,705,000) and in the estimate for 
reservoir clearing ($736,000) due to reexamination of requirements based on 
more detailed investigations. The estimate for supervision and administration 
has increased $166,000 based on experienced cost. Partial compensating reduc- 
tions have been made in lands and damages, and dam and appurtenant facilities 
($2,107,000) based on more detailed design and investigation which indicated 
changed requirements 


HIGH COST OF FOREST SERVICE ROAD RELOCATIONS 


Mr. Rapavt. Relocation costs are up $2,705,000 since last year for the 
Forest Service relocations, making a total of $6,774,600 on a $34.5 
million project. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapaur. Last year the cost was down $607,000 because more de- 
tailed investigation showed less mileage for road relocation. Now 
the costs have gone up 50 percent. 

When were these Yoads built, and what has caused the big change in 
the last 12 months? 

General Foorr. The situation here, sir, is almost directly com- 
parable to that one at the Cougar project which we have just discussed. 

We had not planned to provide more than one relocated road at 
this project, but we now find that we have to build a road on the 
other side of the reservoir also. The situation is complicated some- 
what in this instance because the timber is not entirely Government 
owned, and our legal people tell us that if we do not provide the 
second road, on the opposite side of the reservoir, that we are going 
to have to pay complete severance damage for the full amount of 
the nrivately owned timber. 

Mr. Raravt. Is the road you are going to provide similar to the one 
they have got now or is it a great deal improved ? ? 

General Foorr. The primary road will be to the same standard as 
the existing road. The secondary road, which is to provide access 
only to the far side of the reservoir, will be of considerably lower 
standard than the existing road. 

Mr. Ranaut. Who is on the far side of the reservoir? Who owns 
that property ? 
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General Foorr. The timber over there is both privately owned and 
Government owned. There are tracts of each in the area. 

Mr. Ranaut. What is the current unobligated balance in this 
project ? 

General Foorr. $531,144 on the 28th of February, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. You will spend a good deal more of it before the end 
of the fiscal year? 

General Foorr. Yes,sir. We will expend all of that, sir. 

Mr. Raraur. Are there any questions on this project. If not we 
will stand adjourned until 2 o’clock. 


AFTERNOON SESSION 
Mr. Ranaut. The committee will come to order. 


PHE DALLAS DAM, COLUMBIA RIVER, WASH.-OREG, 


Now we will take up where we left off this morning. We have the 
Dalles Dam on the Columbia River, Wash. and Oreg., $19 million. 

We will put pages 81 to 85 in the record. 

(The pages referred to are as follows :) 


-—*s 


MULTIPLE PURPOSE PROJECTS INCLUDING POWER 
Tire DALLES DAM, COLUMBIA RIVER, WASTI. AND OREG. 
(Continuing ) 


Location.—On the Columbia River, which forms the State line between Oregon 
and Washington, at river mile 193 above the mouth of the river and 90 miles 
east of Portland, Oreg. 

Authorization.—-1950 River and Harbor and Flood Control Act. 

Benefit cost ratio—1.67 to 1, initial installation; 1.64 to 1, intermediate in- 


stallation phase C (ratio for ultimate installation of 22 units not evaluated). 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent oi 

estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost (initial installation $260, 000, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost... 0 

Cash contribution. -- 0 

Other costs 0 
Total esti ated project cost. 260, 000, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 156, 176, 000 
Appropriations for fiseal year 1957 47, 000, 000 
Appropriations to date 203, 176, 000 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1958 19, 000, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 _ _. 37, 824, 000 


1 Includes permanent transfer to project of $4,543,000 


Norse.—Estimated Federal cost for ultimate installation is $308,173,000 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type : Concrete gravity with rockfill river closure. 
Height from streambed to top of dam (backfill section) : 279 feet. 
Elevation, top of dam : 185 feet. 
Length : 8,700 feet. 
Reservoir : Acre-feet 
Pondage for power. 000 


a 
=i a oho, 
Dead storage_____ 7 vcscscsu” Oy Ce 


Total : : ‘ : _ 830, 000 
Power installation: 
Initial (presently planned) : 
14 units at 78,000 kilowatts: total 1,092,000 kilowatts. 
Substructure for additional 8 units. 
Ultimate: 22 units at 78,000 kilowatts: total 1,716,000 kilowatts 
Nominal head: (average) 81 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Tainter gate controlled, concrete ogee section with stilling basin 


Capacity: 2,290,000 cubic feet per second at elevation 184 feet 
Navigation lock: 


Type: Singe lift. 
Lift (normal) : 87.5 feet. 
Size : 86 by 675 feet. 

Fish facilities: 
North fish ladder : 24 feet wide, slope 1 on 16. 
Fist fish ladder: 30 feet wide, slope 1 on 16, 
Fish lock at east fish ladder. 

A channel leading from the south end of the spillway tu the powerhouse will 
connect to the east fish ladder. The fish collection system along the downstream 
face and at each end of the powerhouse substructure will also connect to the east 
fish ladder. Normal lift, 87.5 feet. 


I pro 7 Entire project, November 1960 
Land “quisiti , June 1958 
Relo« { Relocations, ir ice, October 
locations, t 1 
Indian negotiations: Agreer ve | I Indian ne 
t ched nd fir il pavments ay I na { t Nov nt 
the Warm Springs, the Uma i ribe Dam closure, 
Yakimas, nd the Nez erce I Locks in one 
claims with the Celilo Indians 
Rough excavation of the powerhouse and nstru 1 Power on lin na init 8000 kilo- 
tion of powerhouse, cofferdams, procure tts h), November 1957; balance at 
cotferdam steel, construction of temporary ol init each 3 months with 14th 
ties including temporary relocation of t , nd last unit of tial install m beir 
& S. Railway around the navigation lock site “d 1, November 1060 
‘oncrete spillway, spi 
tion of approach and discharge 
ise I, substructure for 14 main 
rvice units, fish attraction units, 
bay, complete 
Closure dam construction, rock fill 
Phase III, substructure for units 15 thro . 
east fish ladder, fish lock and east nonoverflow 
i 
Procure 14 turbines, 2 8. S. turbines, 2 fish attrac 
tion water turbines, governors, generators, 
transformers, switchgear 
Procure powerhouse intake gates, hydraulic op- 
erating equipment, trash racks, draft tube stop- 
logs, and other mechanical equipment 
Navigation lock, north fish ladder, north nonover- 
low dam 
Phase II, construct powerhouse superstructure for 
14 units, station service bay, fish attraction water 
bay, nonoverflow between powerhouse and spil 
way, fish channel, install embedded turbine 
parts, intake gates and machinery, trash racks, 
and draft tube stoplogs 
Installation contract to assemble and install tur 
bines, transformers, mechanical and electrical 
equipment 


lIway tainter gates, Fish facilities in operation, April 195 
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JUSTIFICATION 






The present power generating facilities of the Pacific Northwest are insuffi- 
cient for the current regional power demand. The project, to be constructed 
primarily in the interest of power development and navigation, will provide in- 
stalled main unit capacity of 1,092,000 kilowatts for power generation, 25 miles 
of slack-water navigation on Columbia River, and minor multiple purpose 
uses. The Dalles pool and lock, an essential unit in the authorized slack-water 
navigation development of the Columbia and Snake Rivers, has been estimated 
to serve the movement of an estimated 4,827,000 tons of commerce annually, 
consisting primarily of grains, petroleum products, and industrial products. The 
anticipated waterborne commerce of the Columbia and Snake Rivers above the 
Bonneville pool is under review. This study indicates that previous estimates 
have been very conservative. The project will submerge the existing Dalles- 
Celilo locks and canal which are inadequate for present traffic. Power demands 
in the Pacific Northwest are increasing so rapidly that power shortages are 
retarding industrial and other developments. Power to be produced at this 
project is needed to assist in overcoming the existing shortage and to provide for 
increasing future load growth. Agricultural lands adjacent to the pool now 
irrigated or to be irrigated by pumping from the Columbia River will be bene- 
tited by lower operating costs resulting from the reduction in pumping lift by as 
much as 88 feet. Incidental benefits will accrue to the project from public use. 
The completion of this project will result in far-reaching benefits to the national 
economy in that it will provide a large block of power for industry. Of special 
significance is the fact that The Dalles project will function as a peak load plant 
and will require relatively short transmission lines to primary load centers in 
the Pacific Northwest. 



























Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $19,000,000 will be applied to 














( outinue acquisition of lands in the reservoir area____............. $54, 000 

*ayments to Indian groups a a a ia a a es ii Bla cee 14, 000 
RENT WTOC ii wa ie oe ead le ace ee en 569, 400 
Complete construction of dam, fish facilities, "buildings, grounds, 

RN A ia sl oi it a na cn icles SBD et shade ba aan 840, 100 
Continue construction, procurement and installation of equip- 

ment for powerplant_____--~ ae re acti aaa 15, 670, 800 
Continue construction and surfacing of projec t roads. sn He 162, 200 
Continue purchasing and installing permanent operating 

equipment- Br 5 Ae xe Sax catlysaie eaten Saracen 219, 300 
Engineering and design_ aia ceaniciaag Sa Re a a a a i oe i Retell 537, 600 






SODGrVisiOnN GNG AGIA ALION 8k coccinea 






OEE = ws cee ad es zs rtf Sk lei oie tn ae _ 19, 000, 000 






Funds for fiscal year 1958 are required primarily for continued procurement of 
turbines, generators, and other appurtenant equipment required for placing power 
on the line as scheduled in fiscal year 1958 and subsequent years, and for continu- 
ation of the installation work and construction of the powerhouse superstructure. 
Mechanical and electrical equipment delivery dates allow only a minimum ol 
installation time to meet the scheduled power dates. Funds are also required 
for construction of project buildings and grounds, including roads. The pro- 
gramed funds provide for continued work on real estate, Indian settlements, 
engineering and supervision and administration. 

Von-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$260 million is a decrease of $10 million from the latest estimate ($270 million) 
submitted to Congress. This decrease is due primarily to reductions in con- 
tingencies on features and items as they approach completion, and in supervision 
and administration based on experienced cost. Adjustments have been made in 
certain features to reflect requirements of uncompleted work. 














STATUS OF CONSTRUCTION 





Mr. Rasavut. What is the status of construction on this project? 
This is a big project. The estimated Federal cost is $260 million. 
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Gen. Foorr. That project is slightly over three-quarters done at this 
time, sir. The pool was raised and the navigation lock put in oper- 
ation on the 17th of this month. A portion of the closure dam con- 
struction is still underway. The principal work now going on and 
remaining to be done on this project is the installation of the genera- 
tion equipment in the powerhouse. 

Mr. Rasavur. I see that the last estimate is $10 million less. Is that 
correct ¢ 

Gen. Foorr. That iscorrect. The estimate has been reduced from 
$270 million to $260 million. 

Mr. Rasaut. That is good. 

Gen. Foorr. That is due largely to the deletion of substantial items 
of contingency funds which had been held in connection with other 
construction now completed or substantially completed so that it is 
evident there will be no requirement for those funds. 

Mr. Rapavut. Have the payments been completed to the Indian 
tribes for their fishing rights at Celilo Falls? 

General Foorr. Seema have been made to the Yakima Tribe, 
Warm Springs Tribe, Nez Perce Tribe, and the Umatilla Tribe aggre- 
gating $26,065,440. P: ayments to the unenrolled individual Indians— 
that is, Indians who were not members of any of those tribes which 
I mentioned—have totaled $18,774 and there are still some of those 
individual payments to be made. The remaining amount is quite 
small, but we cannot positively specify how many individuals may 
qualify for those payments. 

Mr. Rasavtr. You are working on it ? 

General Foorr. We are working on it and at the present time we 
know of no unenrolled Indians to be paid. You will appreciate that 
some claim eligibility for payments, but when we investigate the 
claims we find they cannot be substantiated. 

Mr. Ranaut. Have you exhausted those you felt from the beginning 
were entitled to make claims against this account ? 

General Foorr. No, sir, we have not. 

Mr. Ranavt. That accounts for your having a balance? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. We expect there will be some small fur- 
ther payments made. 

Mr. Rapavr. Are you going to be able to obligate the full $47 mil- 
lion we appropriated for this year? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir, plus whatever additional funds the Chief 
of Engineers may be able to make available to us for this project under 
the 15 percent transfer of funds. 

Mr. Ranavr. If you get transferred funds this year, do you give 
them back if you get the money you are asking for for 1958, or will 
that make a change in your request for 1958? 

General Foore. It will make no change in our request for 1958. As 
pointed out the other day to this committee, we have been b: asing our 
programing of these projects on the anticipation of some flexibility 
in the allocation of funds. 

Mr. Ranaut. What happens when you get a transfer of funds? Do 
you transfer them back? Does it show up before the committee in 
any place that you get this extra money under transfer ? 

General Foorr. I do not know if that is submitted. 

Mr. Ranaut. Here it says, “Includes permanent transfer to project 
of certain sums of money.” So we do get the information. 
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General Foorr. We would assume that you would in every case. 






CHIEF JOSEPH DAM, COLUMBIA RIVER, WASH. 






Mr. Razavr. Chief Joseph Dam, Columbia River, Wash. The 
amount is $4,800,000. We will put pages 89 to 91 in the record at this 
point. 

(The pages referred to are as follows :) 













INCLUDING POWER 





PROJECT 





MULTIPLE PURPOSE 











JOSEPH DAM, COLUMBIA RIVER, WASH. 





CHIEF 






(Continuing) 






Location —On the Columbia River, 545 miles above the mouth, 51 miles below 
Grand Coulee near the mouth of Foster Creek, 142 miles upstream from the town 
of Bridgeport, Wash. 

Authorization.—1946 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.38 for initial installation; 2.25 for intermediate installa- 
tion (phase C) (ratio for ultimate installation of 27 units not evaluated). 








Summarized financial data 












Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Amount 

























Estimated Federal cost (initial installation - : $150, 000, 000 | 
Estimated non-Federal cost = 0 |. 
Cash contribution Odean 
Other costs 0 |. , 
Potal estimated project cost 150, 000, 000 | 





Appropriations to June 30, 1056 — , 396, 866, GED lena cccsecwenncen 
Appropriations for fiseal year 1957 PGS lniitinqadadond 










Appropriations to date 136, 346, 000 91 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 4, 800, 000 94 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1968 ; 8, 854, 000 |..----- aid 
















NorTe.—Estimated Federal cost for intermediate installation is $168 million. Estimated Federal cost for 
ultimate installation is $206,500,000. 












PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 

Type: Concrete gravity. 

Height : 220 feet (maximum above streambed). 

Length : 2,264 feet (concrete section, exclusive of intake structure). 
Spillway: 

Type: Gate-controlled, concrete ogee weir with stilling basin. 

Capacity (maximum pool) : 1,250,000 cubic feet per second. 
Reservoir capacity : 

Storage, normal full pool : 518,000 acre-feet. 

Power (pondage for 5 feet of drawdown) : 37,000 acre-feet. 

Power installation: 

Initial : 16 units at 64,000 kilowatts ; 1,024,000 kilowatts. 
Intermediate: 20 units at 64,000 kilowatts ; 1,280,000 kilowatts. 
Ultimate : 27 units at 64,000 kilowatts ; 1,728,000 kilowatts. 
Presently planned : 16 units at 64,000 kilowatts ; 1,024,000 kilowatts. 
Net head at full pool : 175 feet (Q, 67,000 cubic feet per second). 
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Status (Jan, 1, 1957) 






| Pereent | Completion scheduk 
Entire project ere 
Acquisition of lands (reservoir area) 


Relocations 


.| 87 | Entire project, June 1959, 
86 | Land acquisition, June 1959 














J ‘ ‘ J 78 | Relocations, June 1957. 
Construction of access roads and bridges 100 | Water in intake channel, April 1955, 
Housing and administrative facilities 100 | Dam closure, February 1955 
Dam construction and installations __ | 100 | Power on line: 
Intake structure construction 100 | In service: 3 units August 1955, 1 
Powerhouse structure, including embedded turbine 100 | unit November 1955, 1 unit 
parts for 16 units. | August 1956, 1 unit October 1946, 
Procurement of powerhouse and intake structure me- | 100 1 unit November 1956 
chanical and electrical equipment except that listed | Balance: 1 unit February 1957; 
below. | March 1957; remainder at 3 
Procurement of powerhouse and intake structure me- 51 | month intervals with ivth unit 
chanical and electrical equipment now under con- } on line December 1958 
tract including 6 100,000-horsepower turbines; 12 | 
64,000-kilowatt generators; main transformers for 4 | 
units; turbine governors for 6 units; main control | 
boards for 8 units; 15-kilovolt breakers and ground- | 
ing equipment for 4 units; main unit substation for | | 
4 units; and associated equipment. j 
Contract for installation of powerhouse equipment- --- 82 


| 















JUSTIFICATION 





Hydroelectric power potential is one of the great natural assets in the Pacific 
Northwest and particularly in the Columbia River Basin. Since the end of 
World War II, construction of dams and reservoirs for power and other pur- 
poses has been undertaken on a large scale by public and private sources to meet 
the constantly increasing market for electric power. Chief Joseph Dam is one 
of the major projects in this program, and is one of the most economical sources 
of power in the region. The first 3 units were placed in service during August 
1955, and subsequent units were placed in service during November 1955, August 
1956, October 1956, and November 1956, adding 448,000 kilowatts to the North- 
west power system. When the 16 generators presently planned are in operation 
as scheduled in December 1958, 1,024,000 kilowatts of installed capacity will be 
added to the system. Acute power shortages during periods of low river flows 
in the winter months have resulted in brownouts and industrial shutdowns. Com- 
pletion of Chief Joseph Dam as scheduled is essential to alleviate such shortages, 
as well as to provide new capacity for forecasted needs. Estimates by the Bonne- 
ville Power Administration indicate that the Northwest Power demand will in- 
crease about 3,500,000 kilowatts from 1954 to 1958. 
Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $4,800,000 will be applied to— 


Continue acquisition of lands in the reservoir area____________-____~ $5, 000 
Continue installation of powerhouse equipment_______________-___-_ 373, 600 
Continue procurement of turbines, generators, transformers, and other 

machinery and operating equipment and minor items___________~ 3, 840, 500 
Continue construction of recreation facilities___._._._______________~- 30, 990 
Ne ec wseicuiesdeierdaaiteapeniolawans 5 sree cs 250, 000 
Bmpervaon Oa Bemmsrranmon. 300, 000 























Completion of Chief Joseph Dam at the earliest possible date is essential to meet 
present power supply deficits and forecasted power requirements. Funds in the 
amount of $4,800,000 are required to meet the present schedule. Seven main 
generator units are in operation at the present time; delay in installation of the 
last of these units resulted from the extensive strike at the plant of the generator 
manufacturer. However, the establishment of generator installation schedule 
on substantially a 2 months’ schedule for units installed during fiscal year 1957 
will recoup lost time due to the strike, and all units will then be on the original 
schedule of one unit on line every 3 months during fiscal year 1958. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$150 million is a decrease of $8 million from the latest estimate ($158 million) 
submitted to Congress... Estimates for reservoir, dam, and powerplant have been 
reduced $800,000, $2,250,000, and $5,150,000, respectively, due to receipt of favor- 
able bids and reduction of contingencies and escalation reserves on items ap- 
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proaching completion. Minor adjustments in lands and damages, relocations, 
and items pertinent to the dam and reservoir have resulted in an increase of 


$200,000. 

Mr. Rasavutr. The Westinghouse strike delayed your schedule last 
year on equipment deliveries. Are you back on schedule now so that 
you will obligate the full $9,500,000 available this year? 

General Foore. Yes, sir. We are back on schedule with the placing 
in Opeartion of generator unit No. 13, which was scheduled to be in 
operation at this time. It will not be in operation until the 15th of 
April. That was the last unit directly affected by the Westinghouse 
strike. 

Mr. Rasaur. What recreation facilities are planned at Chief 
Joseph % 

General Foorr. We are providing a viewpoint at the main project 
which will. of course, have some picnic tables and restroom facilities, 
sort of a central place for visitors to the project. We are providing 
access roads to the reservoir proper; and I believe, though I am not 
positive, there are two boat launc we ramps involved. I know there 
is one. The total facilities are scheduled to cost $194,900. 


ICKh HARPOR LOCK AND DAM, SNAKE RIVER, WASH, 


Mr. Rapaut. Ice Harbor lock and dam, Snake River, Wash.., 
318,500,000. We will put pages 95 to 99 in the record. 
(The pages referred to are as follows :) 


MULTIPLE PURPOSE PROJECT INCLUDING POWER 
Ice Harsor LocK AND DAM, WASHINGTON 
(Continuing) 


Location.—On the Snake River, 9.4 miles abeve confluence with Columbia 
River, approximately 12 miles east of Pasco, Wash. 

{uthorization.—1045 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.16 to 1 for initial installation and proportionate share of 
Snake River navigation benefits. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


sted Federal cost (initial installation J 35, 000, 000 
mated non-Federal cost 0 
‘ash contributions 0 
Other costs 0 

lotal estimated project cost (initial installation 135, 000, 000 
Estimated Federal cost for ultimate installation 155, 000, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 2, 082, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 8, 000, 000 
Appropriations to date 10, O82, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 18, 500, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 106, 418, 000 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Concrete gravity with earth-fill abutments. 
Height: 100 feet maximum effective height. 
Length: Overall 2,790 feet. 
Reservoir capacity : Acre-feet 
Power pondage (3 feet drawdown) 


Type : Gate-controlled, concrete ogee weir with stilling basin. 
Design capacity: (Maximum pool) 850,000 cubic feet per second. 

Navigation lock: 

Type: Single lift. 
Clear dimensions: 86 feet by 675 feet. 
Design lift: 100 feet. 

Power installations: Kilowatta 
Pcie. o res, Ot occo MiOWaLS......... 2 ete mninns 270, 000 
Ultimate, 6 units, at 90,000 kilowatts____.______- pene ee ee ee 5 10, 000 
Presently planned, 3 units, at 90,000 kilowatts 

Head: Average, 95 feet. 

Relocations: 

Railroads: 
Spokane, Portland and Seattle, 5.07 miles. 
Union Pacific, 23.19 miles. 
Northern Pacific, embankment and revetment. 
Roads: County roads, 6.83 miles. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


| Percent | Completion 
schedule 

Lands and damages. - -__-_--- a when ; 9 | November 1959 
Relocations. ___ a ; — ....| June 1961, 

OS See ; : ; ae June 1960. 

Railroads ee . chiens s , ...-.--| June 1961. 
Reservoir. __. t Saale : oe a cual j : | Do. 
Dam... dantmicls a é ‘ ‘ a 2 | October 1961 
ES a aaa ee ; : oi : Do. 
Fish facilities ____- erat 3 Za of 2 | December 1961, 
Powerplant -- uiscaaeu asi ‘ - : is Do. 

Powerhous:?. .....-----.-- ; : Do. 

Turbines and generators (3 units power on line December 1961) eae | November 1961. 

Switchyard, accessory and miseellaneous equipment, tailrace. wall December 1961, 
Roads and railroads (access) See etek eet = eka ; Do. 
a a ee races : pees ‘ ‘ - ; | October 1961. 
Recreation facilities he eiced ai: ae ve September 1901. 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities _____- ; 7 November 1961. 
Permanent operating equipment. -_-. a |} December 1961. 
Entire project............. <a fee Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Ice Harbor lock and dam provides for an initial installation of 27,000 kilo- 
watts of generating cupacity and is the farthest downstream of four authorized 
multiple-purpose dams to provide slackwater navigation, hydroelectric power, 
and other beneficial water-use development on the lower Snake River. The 
project is an essentia! unit in the authorized slackwater navigation and hydro- 
electric power development of lower 360 miles of Columbia River and the lower 
140 miles of Snake River. 

Present and prospective power demands in the Pacific Northwest region are 
in excess of capabilities now existing or under construction, and power short- 
ages retard industrial and other resource development essential to regional 
economic growth and prosecution of the national-defense effort. The Ice Harbor 
project is strategically located with respect to the Pasco-Kennewick-Richland 
defense area and the Hanford Works of the Atomic Energy Commission. Be- 
eause of its significant relationship to the Hanford Works, it could function on 
a segregated basis from the rest of the power system to serve Hanford inde- 
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pendently in the event of an emergency. This aspect of Ice Harbor power has 
been repeatedly emphasized by both the Atomic Energy Comission and the 
Bonneville Power Administration. 

The development of navigation on Snake River would permit the extension 
of the Columbia-Snake River authorized waterway to Lewiston, Idaho. It has 
previously been estimated that about 2,500,000 tones of commerce would move 
annually on and through the Ice Harbor pool, principally in bulk commodities 
such as wheat, wood products, limestone, ores, petroleum, and fertilizers. A 
restudy of the anticipated waterborne commerce of the Columbia and Snake 
Rivers above the Bonneville pool is under review. This study indicates that 
the previous estimates have been very conservative. Realization of the com- 
plete navigation program, with availability of adequate power supply, would 
expand the regional economy by affording an economic outlet for products not 
now processed and therefore not presently avail: ible for consumer use. 

The project also will reduce pumping lifts for irrigation developments along 
the reservoir shoreline and will provide incidental recreational benefits. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $18,500,000 will be applied as 
follows: 


(a) Initiate procurement of 4,160-volt and 486-volt 
switchgear $7, 000 

(b) Initiate and complete construction of electric -distri- 
bution systems and gas and oil storage building 45, 000 

Continue: 

Bix, eM RE i UN accesses caterer leriniaeies 450, 000 

2. Construction of powerhouse, fish fac ilities, and 

dam and appurtenant facilities within first-step 
cofferdam 5: 903, 100 
MRED: CIE, MERRION RIN aa eisai lata 22, 000 

. Acquisition of fishway pumps, motors, and ap- 
purtenances___-_-_-~ cnpuceceed 125, 000 
. Acquisition of powerhouse bridge cranes____-___- 87, 000 
. Construction of tail-water gaging station 51, 000 
——— 14, 638, 100 

Complete : 

1. Relocation of Spokane, Portland, & Seattle Ry___- 155, 000 
2. Construction of North Shore access roads____---_~- 229, 900 
38. Acquisition of intake and tailrace cranes___-_--- 385, 000 
—— 1, 769, 900 
Engineering and design 800, 000 
Supervision and administration 240, 000 


RO aoe a ee ee 


The funds requested in fiscal year 1958 will be required to maintain an eco- 
nomical program of construction and meet power-production schedules. Railroad 
relocations must be completed to avoid interference with future construction of 
the dam and utilization of the reservoir. Construction of access roads is needed 
to facilitate future construction. Procurement of electrical and other operational 
equipment should be planned and initiated well in advance of scheduled installa- 
tion to assure delivery on time. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—Not applicable. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—No change from latest estimate sub- 
mitted to Congress. However, feature-estimate details making up that estimate 
have been revised. Price-level increases have been reflected. Estimates for 
channels and permanent operating equipment have been increased, based on 
more detailed investigations and design. Estimates for land and damages, reloca- 
tions, and remaining construction features have been decreased, based on more 
detailed investigations and design. Estimate for engineering and design has in- 
creased and supervision and administration decreased, based on experienced cost. 


STATUS OF CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Raravr. Briefly, explain the current status of construction on 
this project. 
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General Foorr. The cofferdam on the south shore has been com- 
pleted, pumped out, and excavation has started within that cofferdam. 
There has been some abutment work on the north shore in order to 
provide increased channel capacity during the construction of the cof- 
ferdam. The construction of the powerhouse is under contract. We 
expect the first concrete to be placed in the permanent structure about 
May 15 of this year. 

_ Mr. Ranaut. According to the justifications here, we figure about 

percent of the work is accomplished there? 

‘Toe al Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasaur. Do you anticipate any slippage on the $8 million that 
we gave you for lL! 57 2 

General Foorr. No, sir. There, again, as at The Dalles, we de- 
pended on the avail: bility of transfer funds. We will obligate more 
than the $8 million on this project this year, sir. 

Mr. Rasavt. That is good. 

What is the basis for the estimate of $18,500,000 for 1958, which 
takes it up to $21.1 million for construction ? 

General Foorr. That estimate was prepared on the overall project 
schedule and on an expectancy of penn enna actor earnings on the 
main dam contract during the fiscal year. Since that estimate was 
prepared it has become evident that the saith ctor is going to move 
considerably more rapidly on his contract than was contemplated at 
the time of the original budget estimates. 

Mr. Rasavrt. I note on page 98 a number of items totaling this 
$18,500,000. There is an item of $450,000 for acquisition of lands. 
How much land is involved ? 

General Foorr. There will be a total of 5,784 acres of land in- 
volved, sir. That is for the entire project. That will not all be ac- 
quired with the funds presently indicated for this year. 

Mr. Rapavt. I see. It is broken down on this sheet, totaling 5,784 
acres. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavut. There is $218,000 worth of improvements on the agri- 
cultural land and $25,100 for resettlement. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

RELOCATIONS 


Mr. Rapwavt. Last year we discussed possible economies from ini- 
tiating highway and rail relocations at the lower Monumental Dam 
in conjunction with those for Ice Harbor and we questioned you on 
that the other day. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasaut. What do you have to report on this question / 

General Foorr. As I indicated the other day, we have not reached 
any firm settlement with the railroads insofar as the railroad reloca- 
tions are concerned, and we are unable at this time to determine 
whether we are going to be able to effect a joint operating type of relo- 
cation or whether we will have to relocate the railroads separately. 
The matter is still under discussion. I expect it will be resolved during 
the coming summer. In any event, it will have to be resolved before 
the end of this calendar year to avoid interference with the progress 
of the project. 

Mr. Ranaut. It is a large item, $1,769,900, and the relocation of the 
Spokane, Portland & Seattle is almost $1.2 million. 





General Foorr. Yes, sir, for fiscal year 1958. 

Mr. Rapavr. It is not settled yet? 

General Foorr. The overall question of relocation on this project 
and the lower Monumental project next upstream has not yet been 
settled. 

Mr. Rasaur. On what do you base this figure of $1,155,000 for re- 
location of the Spokane, Portland & Seattle Railway ? 

General Foorr. That is based on the actual cost of relocating the 
north bank railroad at the project site away from the dam site proper. 
It actually, in its present location, would interfere with construction 
on the north bank, so that regardless of the eventual overall handling 
of the relocation problem for the entire project, this initial work must 
be done and must be done this vear. 

Mr. Ranaut. How do you get the figure $1,155,000? Why was it 
not $900,000 2 

General Foote. It is based on a detailed survey and a determination 
of the actual quantities of grading work, ballast, ties, rails, switches, 
and items that will have to be provided to relocate that railroad. 


NUMBER OF DAMS ON COLUMBIA RIVER 


Mr. Kirwan. How many dams does this make on the Columbia 
River now? 

General Foorr. On the Columbia River proper we have, starting 
with the Bonneville Dam, the Dalles Dam, which is approaching com- 
pletion: then jumping to the McNary Dam; then the Ice Harbor Dam, 
though it ison the Snake rather than on the Columbia proper. Going 
above the mouth of the Snake River the Priest Rapids Dam is being 
built by the Grant County Public Utilities District. Wanapum Dam 
is licensed for construction by the Grant County Public Utilities Dis- 
trict. Then there is the Rock Island Dam operated by Chelan County 
Publie Utilities District. The Rocky Reach Dam is under construc- 
tion by the Chelan County Publie Utilities District. The Wells Dam 
site is under preliminary permit to the Douglas County Publie Utili- 
ties District. Then we have Chief Joseph and the Grand Coulee. 

Mr. Kirwan. You must have about 12 of them. 

Mr. Jensen. Eleven. Ten on the Columbia and one on the Snake. 

Mr. Kirwan. The first time I was out there to get a look at the 
Grand Coulee when it was in its infancy, they did not know whether 
that, was going to be a success or not. There was a lot of talk about it 
at that time. That was quite a venture they were going into, the 
building of the Grand Coulee. And now you have six new Govern- 
ment dams and several private dams. If there is any more space, they 
will probably be putting a couple more on that river. 

General Foorr. It will be very desirable to keep up with the power- 
load. 

Mr. Kirwan. To keep up with the powerload and the other good it 
is doing there, the flood control and many, many things that are keep- 
ing America going. Iam glad to know that there are that many dams 
there, and Iam glad to know the Grand Coulee was not a mistake. To 
visit that area now or fly over it, it certainly is evident what a tremen- 
dous job has been done and it has made Washington a very, very 
wealthy State from a real-estate pol nt. of view. 


91488—57 13 
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NAVIGATION BENEFIT 


Mr. Botanp. How much of the cost of this project can be charged 
to navigation ? 

General Foorr. At Ice Harbor ? 

Mr. Botanp. Yes, a $135 million project. 

General Foorr. 25.7 percent, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. There is no navigation at all on the Snake River at the 
present time, is there ? 

General Foorr. No. 

Mr. Botanp. You really do not need navigation on the Snake River, 
do you? 

General Foorr. It is contemplated that it would be a tremendous 
asset to this area. 

Mr. Botanp. Is there not a railroad between Lewiston and Ice 
Harbor ? 

General Foorr. Yes. 

Mr. Botanp. What kind of commodities does the railroad carry ? 

General Foorr. Grain and timber products largely. 

Mr. Boranp. Can it not continue to do that without the taxpayers 
all over the country providing money for navigation on the Snake 
River? I have no difficulty with the power, but I have considerable 
difficulty with providing money for navigation on rivers of this kind. 
I have no difficulty with dredging rivers and harbors where there is 
navigation at present, but in relation to rivers not now navigable and 
making them navigable and spending the taxpayers’ money for it, I 
have a great deal of difficulty. You say in the justifications: 
Realization of the complete navigation program, with availability of adequate 
power supply, would expand the regional economy by affording an economic out- 
let for products not now processed and therefore not presently available for 
consumer use. 

What are the commodities not now processed that would be made 
available for consumer use ? 

General Foorr. One major item is a large deposit of limestone 
along the Snake River immediately upstream from the town of Lewis- 
ton, Idaho. At the present time the lime fertilizer that is being used 
in the agricultural area is being processed from limestone deposits up 
in the Puget Sound area and being shipped to that area. If water 
navigation were available up to Lime Point it would be possible to 
develop a vast tonnage of fertilizer and probably also a large ton- 
nage of cement from that area, which is at the present time completely 
undeveloped. 

Mr. Bortanp. You mean that the limestone deposits are on the 
Snake River? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. Why can they not go ahead and process it now?) Why 
cannot private industry do it instead of the F ederal Government com- 
ing in and spending money, particularly in view of the fact 25.7 per 
cent of the cost of this project is chargeable to navigation? Why 
cannot private industry process that ? 

General Foorr. I cannot completely answer your question, sir. | 
have heard a representative of the limestone industry say that it was 
not economically possible under present conditions. IT am unable to 
elaborate beyond that point. 
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Mr. Botanp. How many projects do you contemplate on the Snake 
River? Lower Monumental and Ice Harbor ? 

General Foorr. And Little Goose and Lower Granite. 

Mr. Botanp. What is the cost of the navigation facilities alone on 
this river? Will you provide that for the record ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

(The information follows :) 

The total estimated cost of navigation facilities for the 4 lower Snake River 
dams is $87,766,000. 

Mr. Botanp. We went over this last year and I am still having con- 
siderable difficulty with providing money for navigation on rivers of 
this kind. 

That is all. 

Mr. Macnuson. As our good friend from Massachusetts said, we 
went into all this last year. There is considerable precedent for the 
development of navigation on the rivers in the country. Is that cor- 
rect ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maenuson. That has been the responsibility of the Federal 
Government ever since we have had a Federal Government, has it not ? 

General Foorr. I think since 1824, sir. 

Mr. Macnuson. That is very close to the beginning. Is there any 
essential difference between the plan for developing navigation on the 
Snake River and the plans that preceded it for developing navigation 
on other rivers in the country ? 

General Foorr. Only in one respect, sir. The navigation develop- 
ment on the Columbia River and on the Snake River is being accom- 
plished at relatively less cost percentagewise due to the fact that there 
is available in connection with the project such a large amount of elec- 
trical energy that can be disposed of advantageously. 

Mr. Maanuson. So the development of navigation on Snake River 
and Columbia River will cost less, generally speaking, than on other 
rivers in the country ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Boranp. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Macnuson. Yes. 

Mr. Botanp. You do not contend the navigation on the Snake River 
is comparable to navigation on the Ohio, with which General Person 
is familiar, or on the Mississippi? You do not contend it was the in- 
tention of the Founding Fathers of the United States to develop navi- 
gation on these rivers as opposed to the really great rivers that drain 
the great basins of the United States, or do you? 

General Foorr. No, not as opposed to those other river basins, but I 
think in a like manner to those other river basins. 

Mr. Botann. You think we should develop every possible river that 
can be developed for navigation any place in the United States? 

General Foorr. Where it is economically feasible to develop that 
additional transportation facility, I think in the long pull and in the 
interest of an ever-growing economy, it should be done. 

Mr. Botanp. Navigation represents a quarter of the cost of each of 
the four projects that are contemplated for multipurpose use on the 
Snake River; is that right ? 
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General Foorr. It varies somewhat between the projects. I think 
this 25 percent is somewhat greater than the projects upstream due to 
the fact there would be less tonnage benefit involved. At lower Mon- 
umental] the cost allocated to navigation is 15.5 percent. 

Mr. Botanp. The development of intercoastal waterways in the 
United States so far as the Ohio and the Mississippi are concerned, was 
started when ? 

Mr. Kirwan. In 1929 they canalized the Ohio. 

Mr. Boianp. And actually those two great rivers opened up this 

section of the country and it has been used for better than a century 
for waterway transportation, these great rivers. But here you are 
taking a river that has never been developed for navigation and de- 
veloping it for navigation. I think it is farfete thed when you say we 
should develop every river in the United States that can be developed, 
particularly when there are other means of transportation that can 
take care of the problem. 

Some raise the point that water navigation reduces the cost of the 
product to the consumer, but I do not believe they can point to any 
instance where the cost of the ultimate product is cheaper to the con- 
sumer because of water navigation. 

Mr. Kirwan. I disagree. It costs us in Youngstown $1.25 a ton 
more for coal due to lack of water transportation for coal. 

I want to say I was on the Rivers and Harbors Committee which 
authorizes projects before I came on this committee. I was a railroad 
man before I came to Congress, and if anyone mentioned river or canal 
navigation, I wanted to oppose them. But when a railroad president 
testified against a waterway, the chairman of the committee asked 
him, “Can you name a railroad in the country that a waterway failed 
to help ?” * “He could not name one. He could not name one that failed 
to help the railroads and he could not name one waterway that ever 
harmed the railroads. 

Mr. Bouanp. I defer to Mr. Kirwan’s great interest in these mat- 
ters and to his knowledge. 

Mr. Kirwan. If they can get navigation and flood control and 
power out of these projects, all three, I am for them. 

Mr, Botanp. Here is an instance where one-quarter of the cost is 
attributable to navigation. 

Mr, Macnvson. It is not that this is without precedent. I do 
want to mention that navigation on the Snake River will be of great 
benefit in the transportation of bulk commodities such as wheat. 
Whitman County, which will be served in the southeastern part of 
Washington by this navigation, is one of the greatest wheat-producing 
areas in the United States. The economy of the whole area is bound 
to expand with the coming of water transportation, and I think the 
railroads will benefit from that as well as the general economy. 

Mr. Botanp. It might very well be that it is the thing to do, but 
it seemed to me this Congress ought to be giving some thought to 
charging the users of the waterways for all the money the taxpayers 
have put into these projects. It would seem to me these people do 
not pay a dime for maintenance and operation. This will be with us 
in perpetuity. It will be an expensive proposition over the years, 
and it seems to me we ought to give some thought to charging the 
users of the waterways. 
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Mr. Macnuson. The gentleman would not propose that the navi- 
gators on Snake River pay when navigators on other rivers do not 
pay anything? 

Mr. Botanp. I am saying the users on all rivers in the United States 
should pay some of that cost. 

Mr. Magnuson. This is a matter of broad national policy, and it 
seems to me it is up to the Congress as a whole to determine if we will 
change that policy, and not a subcommittee of the Committee on 
Appropriations, particularly when it is directed to a project in my 
State. 

Mr. Bonanp. I appreciate the gentleman’s comments. He isa great 
defender of the great Northwest, I must say. 


ESTIMATE FOR ICE HARBOR DAM 


Mr. Mienuson. The amount in this budget for Ice Harbor is $18.5 
million ? 

General Foorr. Yes. 

Mr. Magnuson. What did your schedule call for for Ice Harbor 
for the coming fiscal year ? 

General Foorr. We had initially hoped to obtain $25 million for 
this project for fiscal year 1958, sir. 

Mr. Macnuson. And you were forced to content yourselves with 
$18.5 million because of overall fiscal policies and certain limitations 
imposed on you by the executive department? Is that right? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir; that is essentially the situation. I will 
frankly admit that there was some difference of opinion within our 
own organization as to the requirements on this project. You will 
appreciate the budgetary estimates are made up many months in ad- 
vance, and we determine our requirements as accurately as we can, 
but there is always substantial opportunity for variation up until 
the time of the presentation. I cannot say that the whole difference 
between $18.5 million and $25 million is due to any limitation that has 
been imposed. A portion is certainly due to the development that 
this project is moving more rapidly than we had anticipated that it 
would, and we are very reluctant to face up to a delay on the construc- 
tion because of possible fiscal limitations. 

Mr. Maanuson. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


EVALUATION OF LOWER SNAKE PROJECTS 


Mr. Bupee. General, this is the first time I have had an opportunity 
to make any evaluation at all of these lower Snake projects. I do not 
know if they are good or bad. I am just trying to get a little infor- 
mation about them for my own enlightenment. 

As I understand it, these four projects were authorized as a unit. 
In other words, you have to build all four of them to get the claimed 
benefit of any one. Is that correct ? 

General Foorr. In order to get the navigation benefits you have to 
build all four of them. 

Mr. Bunge. In other words, the approximately 25 percent charged 
to navigation here will be of no value unless the other three are built? 

General Foorr. It would not be that extreme. It would have a 
greatly reduced value if the other three are not built. 
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Mr. Buper. Why is not the benefit-to-cost ratio the same for each 
project ? 

General Foorr. The benefits that are dependent upon the succes- 
sive construction of the remaining projects upstream are limited to the 
navigation benefits. ‘The power benefits are not affected by the pres- 
ence or absence of the upstream projects. 

Mr. Bunce. You would have to have flood control and navigation 
benefits in there before you would be proposing a project for power? 
You would not propose a project just for the generation of hydroelec- 
tric power ? 

General Footrr. Probably not. We have no general statutory au- 
thority permitting river development solely for the generation of hy- 


droelectric power. 
POWER BENEFITS 


Mr. Buver. How much net per kilowatt would you have to receive 
from Ice Harbor to repay the power allocation with interest ? 

General Foorr. The cost of energy generated at the Ice Harbor 
project will be 2.61 mills. I am not enough of a rate expert to deter- 
mine just how much the cost of power based on that energy cost would 
have to be since, in a system development and due to load diversity, 
there is a difference between generated energy and salable energy. 

Mr. Boner. But how much would you have to get for the capacity 
you are proposing to generate net to compensate the Federal Govern- 
ment in making up your benefit-cost ratio? 

General Foorr. 2.61 mills. 

Mr. Bunce. How much for the other three projects ? 

General Foorr. Well, for lower Monumental, 2.93 mills. I do not 
have it for the other two. 

Mr. Bupce. Would you submit that for the record ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

(The information follows :) 

The average annual cost of energy to be generated at Little Goose Dam is 2.84 
mills per kilowatt-hour; and at lower Granite Dam the cost is 2.88 mills per 
kilowatt-hour. 

Mr. Bupver. Do you happen to know what the attitude of the rail- 
road operating unions and the other railroad unions is in regard to 
these projects ? 

General Foorr. No, sir, I am not aware of any expression of their 
viewpoint or attitude. 

Mr. Buper. I understood the last day the committee met the rail- 
roads in the area did not favor these projects. 

General Foorr. I made that as a general statement in regard to the 
development of navigation projects, the general position and the view- 
point of the rail carriers toward waterway development. I am not 
aware of any particular indication of viewpoint by the railroads or by 
the railroad unions in regard to these particular projects. 

Mr. Buper. Where are these limestone deposits you referred to, and 
on what river? 

General Foorr. On the Snake River probably 30 or 40 miles up- 
stream from Lewiston. 

Mr. Buper. Do you have any provision for water navigation for 
that 30 or 40 miles? 
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General Foorr. Yes, some channel excavation which will provide 
open river navigation on the lower Granite Pool. 

Mr. Bupcr. Who owns that limestone deposit ? 

General Foorr. I do not know, sir. 

Mr. Buper. Is it in private hands? 

General Foorr. I do not know. I will attempt to get that informa- 
tion and supply it for the record. 

Mr. Buper. Will you do that? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Buper. That is all. 

(The information follows :) 


The limestone deposits on the Idaho side of the Snake River are owned by a 
subsidiary company of the Washington Power Co. The deposits on the Wash- 
ington side of the river are in private ownership. 


COLUMBIA RIVER FISHERY DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 


Mr. Ranaut. We will now take up the Columbia River fishery de- 
velopment program, and we have Mr. William Hagen, Jr., Assistant 
Chief, Branch of Hatcheries, Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife, 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Without. objection we will put pages 102 to 104 in the record at this 
point. 

(The pages referred to are as follows :) 


CoLuMBIA River FisHery DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

Amount | total percent 

| of estimated 

Federal cost 
Total estimated Federal cost a $24, 753, 000 
Total appropriation to June 30, 1956 12, 341, 000 
Reimbursements from other agencies 10, 000 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1957 1, 400, 000 
Total appropriations and reimbursements to date 13, 751, 000 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1958 ; 1, 600, 000 

Balance to complete after fiscal vear 1958 9, 402, 000 | 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


Authorization.—Act approved May 11, 1988 (52 Stat. 345) as amended by the 
act of August 8, 1946 (60 Stat. 932) 

Location and description. 

Hatcheries.—Renovation and enlargement of 7 existing hatcheries, plus con- 
struction of 23 new stations and one nutritional laboratory 

Location.—15 in the State of Oregon and 15 in the State of Washington, all 
on tributaries to the Columbia River. 

Stream improvement.—-A comprehensive program of stream clearance to make 
many additional miles of streambed available for natural spawning; laddering 
hitherto impassible barriers in the streams to provide access for salmon and 
steelhead to their upper reaches: and installing a system of screens along those 
streams whose waters are utilized for irrigation or hydroelectric generation. 

Location—All those streams located within the Columbia Basin which are 
suitable for propagation of anadromous fish. 

Project appraisal.—Necessary investigations and surveys prior to construc- 
tion to determine feasibility and suitability of proposed locations. Construction 
of devices for measuring annual returns and progress made under the program. 

Location.—Traps, racks, and weirs at strategic points on tributaries to Colum- 
bia River. 
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Scheduled completion date.—Current outlook places tinal colupletion, dependent 
on provision of funds as requested: Hatcheries, October of 1963 ; stream improve- 
ment, October of 1964; project appraisal, October of 1962. 

Status.—Hatcheries are 48 percent completed; stream improvement program 
35 percent ; screening of diversions, 14 percent ; and project appraisal 51 percent. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The development of the tremendous power potential of the Columbia River, 
as well as the control of floods and the needs for irrigation and navigation, has 
resulted in a program of construction of major dams. These structures have 
blocked and impeded the access of salmon and steelhead to their spawning areas, 
Additional dams will further reduce productivity and endanger the commer- 
cial, sport, and Indian subsistence fishery for these species, valued at approxi- 
mately $20 million annually. To counteract, insofar as possible, the expected 
damage to this resource, the Fish and Wildlife Service, in cooperation with the 
States of Idaho, Oregon, and Washington, prepared a program for the maximum 
production of salmon and steelhead in streams tributary to the Columbia River. 
This program includes the clearance of obstructions from streams to permit pas- 
sage of fish, the construction of fishways over waterfalls, the construction and 
emplacement of screening devices at hydroelectric and irrigation diversions, and 
the construction of hatcheries and other facilities for the protection and develop- 
ment of salmon and steelhead. 

By State laws many important tributaries to the Columbia River have been 
set aside as fish sanctuaries. Abatement of pollution in these tributary streams 
and in the main stem of the Columbia is progressing satisfactorily. Actions 
looking toward increased utilization and corresponding production of salmon 
and steelhead in the streams protected by law and in those where pollution is 
being abated await the receipt of additional appropriations to carry forward 
the program as originally set out. 

Fiscal year 1958.—This budget contains the first formal request of funds for 
facilities in the State of Idaho. While nominal at this point, it is to be antici- 
pated that their future requests will expand significantly as their planning is 
developed. Unless funds are provided as requested for all agencies participating 
in the program, the result can only be a further delay in construction of these 
facilities for which there is urgent need. To maintain even an outside possi 
bility of completing the program within the present delayed construction sche- 
dule the amount of $1,600,000 is required for fiscal year 1958. Funds requested 
will complete the construction of Ahernethy and Kalama hatcheries ; continue the 
stream improvement, screening, and project appraisal portions of the program, 
and provide for administration, supervision, and inspection costs. 


GENERAL STATEMENT AND STATUS OF FUNDS 


Mr. Rapavut. Have you a general statement that you want to sub- 
mit for the record at this point ? 

Mr. Hagen. I do, together with a status of funds statement. 

Mr. Rasavr. Without objection they will be inserted in the record 
at this point. 

(The statement and tables submitted for the record follow:) 


STATEMENT OF ARNIE J. SUOMELA, ACTING DrREcToR, BUREAU OF COMMERCIAL 
FIsHERIES, U. S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, IN SUPPORT OF THE 1958 Bupcrr 
REQUEST FOR THE COLUMBIA RIVER FISHERIES DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 


This committee is quite familiar with and has been favorably disposed toward 
the Columbia River fisheries program. Therefore my remarks will be very 
brief. 

About 30 million pounds of salmon are taken in the fisheries of the Columbia 
River each year. Almost 60 percent of all of the prized chinook salmon taken 
on the Pacific coast and in the coastal waters of Alaska originate in the Columbia. 
The resource has been of major importance to the economy of the Pacific North- 
west since the advent of white man, over 150 years ago. 

The construction of many multiple-purpose dams in the main stem of the 
Columbia and in the principal tributaries has been and continnes to be the real 
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threat to the maintenance of the salmon populations. The maintenance of the 
resource requires only that we permit access of salmon to the spawning areas, 
safe passage of the young in their migration to the ocean, and regulation of the 
fishery. The dams, constructed and proposed, present problems of salmon passage 
that may prove disastrous if not solved. 

The Columbia River fisheries program under consideration has as its objective 
the full development of the salmon-producing potentials of the main river and its 
tributaries. By means of improvements and facilities to achieve such develop- 
ment, it is expected that damage to the resource by dams constructed or to be 
constructed will be mitigated to a great extent. It is our hope that the resource 
may be maintained at its present level, despite the harmful effects of the dams, 
by means of the activities of the program. 

The Congress has supported this program since its inception in 1949, providing 
funds each year for the construction and operation of facilities. For fiscal year 
1958, the sum of $1,600,000 is requested to continue the construction program, 
and $1,315,000 for the operation and maintenance of completed facilities. Most of 
the construction funds will be utilized for the completion of two hatcheries, and 
for a major fishway around a waterfall impassable to adult salmon. The opera- 
tional appropriation requested is the minimum required to utilize to the fullest 
extent the facilities completed and necessary for the success of the program. 

It is a pleasure to report to you that we fully expect that funds previously ap- 
propriated for this program will be almost completely utilized by the end of the 
fiscal year, June 30. 

We also are pleased with the early results from program activities. It is 
evident that increased salmon spawning and production is occurring in areas 
where the first facilities were provided and placed into operation. However, as 
the salmon is generally a 4-year fish, i. e., returns to the stream of his birth to 
spawn and die at 4 years of age, results of the program cannot be fully realized 
until 4 or 8, or even 12 years after all major facilities have been placed in opera- 
tion. 

The fisheries agencies of the States of Idaho, Oregon, and Washington are 
full participants and have expended every effort to further the program. The 
Corps of Engineers has been most cooperative both in the field and at the Wash- 
ington level. All agencies are optimistic as to ultimate success of the program 


if we can proceed on an orderly schedule with the construction and operational 
activities. 

Authorization for this program is by the act of May 10, 1938 (52 Stat. 345), as 
amended August 8, 1946 (60 Stat. 982; 16 U. 8S. C. 755-757, inclusive). 


CoLUMBIA RIVER FISHERIES DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM—-STATUS OF FUNDS 
Construction as of Mar. 15, 195 


Unobligated balance June 30, 1956: 
Fish and Wildlife Service___._._____-_~ inci dala chiles dpe < A 
Oregon Fish Commission a schubsoines : ; 734, 000 
Oregon Game Commission Ba ae 160, 000 
Washington Department of Fisheries_ _ 7 
Washington Department of Game___--__----____~_~_ 


Total et bags Ie Nb a ee a, situa by 004,008 
Reimbursements______--~- Sasi eae eee ote 10, 000 
Appropriation fiscal year 1957.__.__._._-_.___-___.-._.... 1, 400, 000 
Available July 1, 1956_ cape 
Expended and obligated as of Mar. 15, 1957____-_~_- oe 459, 000 

Unobligated balance as of Mar. 15, 1957 _. 1, 955, 000 
Estimated unobligated balance June 30, 1957______- e It 58, 000 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1958____- ‘ : _ 1, 600, 000 


Estimated available July 1, 1957___ __.. 1, 658, 000 
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EXPENDITURES AND OBLIGATIONS, 1949 TO MAR, 15, 1957 


Appropri- Expended | Per- Unobli- 








Agency ae ated and cent gated 

| 1949-57 ! obligated balance 
ciate cade Akicieeistnaeinatiimabonctensantneceae aint > ok oe i b 
Fish and Wildlife Service. = 4,026,000 | 3, 800, 000 | 95 | 226. 000 
Idaho Department of Fish and G: MMbbic cscs. = 200, 000 | 70, 000 | 35 | 130, 000 
Oregon Fish Commission -_...........-.-.----- at 2, 977, 000 | 2, 310, 000 | 78 | 667,000 
Oregon Game Commission - Seale ete --| 953, 000 | 505, 000 53 448. 000 
Washington Department of F isheries- Se aad 4, 703, 000 | 4,619, 000 | 98 84, 000 
Washington Department of Game_..___- wtbcuaaduuciccel 893, 000 | 493, 000 | 55 | 400, 000 
EES cencsics iaaknts pamanaeae Seeentnae lie 13, 752, 000 | 11, 797, 000 } 86 1, 955 000 


| | | 


1 Does not include $102,000 for river-basin studies; includes reimbursements. 


) 


ESTIMATED STATUS OF FUNDS, JUNE 30, 1957 (FUNDS REALLOCATEI 


j | | Proposed 
| Expended | Unobli- | allocation 
Agency and Percent | gated ; Of 1958 
| Obligated | | balance appropria- 
| tion 
Fish and Wildlife Service __- $4, 009, 000 100 | $363, 000 
Idaho Department of Fish and Game_-_ } 70, 000 | 100 25, 000 
Oregon Fish Commission } 2,791,000 | 99 $30, 000 | 134, 000 
Oregon Game Commission 1,091, 000 | 97 | 28, 000 | 55, 000 
Washington Department of Fisheries 4, 703, 000 100 1, 023, 000 
Washington Department of Game 1, 030, 000 | 100 
Total 13, 694, 000 99 58, 000 | 1, 600, 000 
Operation and maintenance, as of Mar. 15, 1957 
apenas DRINMOS Sane BO, B80 C aie kn nn enn nn ecceus $24, 000 
IO Fe hi hei ee eS hei cecwce 1, 250, 000 
IPI Sc a ca cian animes aed _ 1, 274, 000 
Expended and obligated as of Mar. 15, 1957.-.-_____-_-___-_____-__- 999, 000 
Unobligated balance as of Mar. 15, 1957-.-.________-__-_- aeatie 275, 000 
Estimated unobligated balance June 30, 1957____- tates critamnamebecs 0 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1958_..-..-._.-_____-____---~ 1, 315, 000 
mationated avatiniie JOly 1, BOG nck iwc scnsieenntinn 1, 315, 000 


Source: U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Bureau of Commercial Fisheries, Washington, 
D. C., March 1957. 


EFFECT OF DAMS ON FISH PRODUCTION 


Mr. Rapavut. What is the latest information as to the effect of the 
dams on the Columbia on the production of salmon and steelhead ? 

Mr. Hacen. The dams in relation to production is a subject re 
quiring considerable discussion. 

Mr. Rapavr. It probably would be detrimental, would it not ? 

Mr. Hagen. The expectation that the dams will be detrimental re- 
sulted in the fisheries program for which we are now requesting funds. 

Mr. Razsavutr. What results can you report on the research underway 
on fish ladders ? 

Mr. Hacen. May I say first, Mr. Chairman, that the research pro- 
gram is not under the Columbia River fisheries development pro- 
gram. ‘The passage of fish at dams, particularly upstream-migrating 
adult salmon, is under a joint research program, with the Corps of 

cngineers providing the majority of the money and the Fish and Wild- 
life Service and the States of Idaho, Oregon, and Washington are 
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participating, and all agencies have made some very substantial con- 
tributions toward the solution of the problems of passage of fish at 
dams. 

As the committee knows, our aim, as well as the aim of the Congress, 
is to preserve the salmon populations and reduce the cost of fish pas- 
sage facilities. We have some results along that line in the passage of 
salmon upstream. 

For example, at the Bonneville laboratory provided by the Corps of 
Engineers, in which our technicians are working, indications are that 
the individual pools of a fish ladder may be about one-half the size 
we have heretofore considered necessary, provided the required flows 
of water are available. These findings, if substantiated, will con- 
tribute to cutting the cost of fish facilities. 


STATUS OF STUDIES 


Mr. Rasaut. Last vear the figure was given of $100 million. Is that 
right ? 

Mr. Hagen. That is correct. 

Mr. Ranaut. Now we are wondering if the study is going to produce 
a finding soon enough to be of help in possibly saving money on these 
new dams. You are from the Fish and Wildlife Service, and it is 
primarily with this agency that this whole thing has to start because, 
after all, if we did not have fisheries we would not. be thinking about 
fish ladders. 

Mr. Hagen. That is correct. 

Mr. Ranaut. What is holding up the study and why is it not mov- 
ing along a little faster than it is going ? 

Mr. Hagen. The Fish and Wildlife Service has been proceeding as 
rapidly as the Congress has provided money for the studies. When 
this program first started, this committee and the Senate committee 
were advised we would require continuing funds for research for this 
and other fisheries matters. 

Mr. Rasavut. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Rasaur. When do you think you will have some information 
about these fish ladders¢ In other words, if you had the money, how 
soon could we get them? I am not blaming you for it. It is some- 
thing that is dragging along too long. 

Mr. Hacen. Our only opportunity for the installation of full-scale 
fish facilities has been at Brownlee Dam on the Snake River. Here 
the Idaho Power Co. has made available funds in substantial amount 
to try devices for downstream migrants as well as upstream migrants. 
This is the first time that we have had funds for a large-scale installa- 
tion to test the devices resulting from research. 

For the upstream migrants we placed an electrical array which di- 
verted the upstream migrants, salmon and steelhead trout. 

For the downstream-migrant fish, it is expected that a new device 
called a skimmer will lead the young fish from the upper levels of 
water in the Brownlee forebay and into a trap for subsequent safe 
transport past the dam. As I say, this is the first time we have had 
an opportunity to place a full-scale model in operation. We are hope- 
ful that it will be successful, although the skimmer device is as yet 
untried. , 
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The Corps of Engineers, in cooperation with the Service and the 
State fisheries agencies, is placing two similar devices at Washington 
and Oregon dams to test modifications of the device for downstream- 
migrating young salmon. We are optimistic regarding the outcome 
of these tests and hope to have some definite results in 6 months or so. 

Mr. Kirwan. I have seen the fish ladders and different things you 
have on the Columbia, but I was more impressed with what I saw on 
the Erin River in Ireland. They have the same type of ladder there 
as on the Columbia, but they have something we do not have for the 
eel. The eel has the same span of life as the salmon, and it takes them 
a couple years to get in the river and they stay 13 years. I believe the 
span of life is 15 years. They take 2 years coming over, spend 11 
years, and take 2 to get back where they spawn. 

They have a chute built there from the dam down, and it is full of 
stone. The eel rig also is way up through the stone. Of course, there 
is water going down there ali the time. There is heavy stone and you 
can walk up and see the eels. 

It is more interesting to me than the ladder you have up in the Co- 
lumbia. You can see the fish wriggling their way up. It would be 
worth while to take a look at their methods. We do it in other agen - 
cies of Government. 

Mr. Hacen. Although we have not visited these installations, the 
fishways and means of passage of fish in Scotland and Scandinavian 
countries have been studied. In the new installation at McNary the 
pressure lock is an adaptation from a Scottish device. 

We will be glad to have help from any place. 


FISH FACILITIES FOR ICE HARBOR 


Mr. Ravract. The fish facilities here are listed for Tee Harbor at 
$12 million. 

It is my understanding as to the studies that are being made that 
they are seeking to develop fish facilities on a less costly scale that 
will be just as helpful to the fish activity as the present methods that 
we use, 

We put these elevators in at one time. Where was that? 

Mr. Hagen. At Bonneville and McNary Dams. 

Mr. Raracr. They were not so successful. 

Mr. Hagen. The elevators themselves are successful if we ean at- 
tract the fish into them. 

Mr. Raraut. The fish do not like them. If vou can use some of 
this electrical equipment you are talking about to get them onto the 
elevators, that would be very good. 

Mr. Hagen. That is our thought, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. You are thinking about that. Do you think vou will 
have that developed or know more about it in 6 monthis? 

Mr. Hacen. Yes, sir, we expect to have additional information. 

Mr. Ranaut. We must have quite an expense in those elevators. If 
the fish have not been going into them, it was a good try. but not too 
successful. Now, if we could channel them into that in some way, 
it would be very helpful. 

Mr. Jensen. I was in Pakistan a few years ago and we saw a fish 
ladder on the Indus River. Maybe some of vou folks have seen that 





ladder. I thought it was the most sensible and least expensive ladder 
that could be devised. 

I made a little chart here. I want to show it first to the chairman. 
This is concrete wall |indicating]. This is the lower end. Then 
there is another concrete wall, and they keep going around. It is on 
a grade. 

Have you seen this sort of a fish ladder ? 

Mr. Rapavr. There are little concrete walls. 

Mr. Hagen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasaut. We have got some of those on the west coast. 

Mr. Hacen. There are a number of similar fishways in Maine for 
Atlantic salmon. 

Mr. Jensen. They work, do they not é 

Mr. Hacen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. They were working like a top on the Indus River in 
India. 

Mr. Rasautr. They give them rest periods. 

Mr. Hagen. The major item in the success of any fish ladder is 
inducing or attracting the fish to the entrance. A considerable volume 
of water issuing from the entrance is necessary to compete with the 
large flows over the dam or through the turbines. 

Mr. Rasaur. They would have to be channeled in there. 

Mr. Hagen. If the fish can be attracted into the fishway entrance 
they will proceed up an indefinite distance. 

Mr. Jensen. The big problem is to get them in. 

Mr. Hagen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Your fish ladders in Bonneville are quite effective; are 
they not ? 

Mr. Hacen. Yes, sir. We estimate a delay of 2 to 5 days for the 
fish there, but the ladders have been successful. 

Mr. Jensen. The fish elevators did not prove very successful because 
of the fact. that you could not train the fish to go into the elevators ? 

Mr. Hacen. We could not get enough attraction flow to bring them 
to the mouth of the elevators. 

Mr. Jensen. Now you are trying to persuade them to go in by some 
kind of electric current or electric light ¢ ¢ 

Mr. Hagen. The best possibility appears to be an electric fence, set 
on an angle, which will lead the fish to the fishway entrance or any 
device we have for passing the fish. 

Mr. Jensen. That, being a very inexpensive construction that I 
saw in Pakistan, of course, it can be made quite wide, and you could 
make a funnel-shaped entrance to guide them into the fishway, could 
you not ¢ 

Mr. Hagen. You must have water to attract them. 

Mr. Jensen. You have plenty of water there. 

Mr. Hagen. At power dams, in particular, the diversion of water 
down the fish ludders means loss of power production. At some dams 
the water, after it has been passed through the turbines, is introduced 
into the lower end of the fishway, thus providing additional attraction 
water without loss of power production, except that which may be re- 
quired to operate the low-lift pumps. 

Mr. Rasaur. In other words, by instinct, if the water is really com- 
ing out, that is the place they would attack to make their ascent ? 
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Mr. Hagen. That is correct. At Bonneville the ladders have been 
successful, although there has been some delay. The adult salmon, 
when it approaches a dam, follows the main flow. He will seek passage 
through the large flows from the turbines and spills until he wearies, 
drops | to the side, and there encounters lesser flows of water coming 
from the fishways and enters these. Using electrical devices we can 
trace fish, and we find that this is the pattern. The fish try the main 
current first. 


INCOME FROM COMMERCIAL FISHING INDUSTRY IN AMERICA 


Mr. Jensen. What is the income from the commercial fishing in- 
dustry in America ? 

Mr. Hagen. I could not give it to you offhand. I will put it in the 
record, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. I wish you would. It is a very important industry. 

Mr. Rasavut. You might break it down into different sections of the 
country. 

Mr. JENSEN. That will be interesting. 

(The information follows :) 


United States and Alaska fisheries summary of catch, 1955 


(Thousands of pounds and thousands of dollars] 





Shellfish, ete. Total 


Region sinstiadeeaitalinicaiaiiaagtaais 
| | | 
Quantity Value Quantity | Value | Quantity 


New England. 892, 061 $31, 613 63, 357 $25, 630 955, 418 | 
Middle Atlantic. .-.-.- 831, 766 15, 658 39, 124 | 13, 266 870, 890 | 
OO Sere mee 407, 333 9, 796 88, 875 21, 805 496, 208 | 
South Atiantie.............- 281, 879 7, 75 64, 695 | 9, 570 | 346, 57 
EE ann : hie 581, 039 16, 146 248, 599 141 829, 638 
Pacific. seiate 749, 889 | 73, O11 50, 215 | 6, 753 800, 104 | 


i 

' 

Lakes_.._- 76, 750 9, 698 | 4 | 2 76, 754 | 
Mississippi River and tribu- | | 

| 


7,168 | 33, 291 1,038 | 103, 264 
25,077 | 16, 504 1, 691 315, 323 


Ania cunenws | 69, 973 
Alaska.. fiditnd ait 298, 819 


RE Snicicnhiesens ---| 4, 189, 59 | 195, 918 604, 664 | 39,895 | 4,794,173 335, 813 


! Partially estimated. 
Source: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Apr. 2, 1957. 


Value of catch of more important species, United States and Alaska, 1956 


Species 9565 Record year | Record value 
through 1955 


DE Sica ccacitne ‘ $61, 782, 000 95: $76, 641, 000 
Salmon. 40, 704, 000 95 52, 509, 000 
Tuna and tunalike fishes, Pacific - 39, 443, 000 5 | 31, 283, 000 
Oysters ane : 7 . J ‘ 30, 476, 000 5 | 32, 796, 000 
Menhaden ‘ 25, 037, 000 55 25, 037, 000 
Scallops, sea. 11, ¢ 9, 000 955 , 449, 000 
Lobsters, northern 11, 302, 000 95: , 302, 000 
Flounders. . _- 10, 732, 000 195 3, 253, 000 
Crabs 10, 096, 000 1946 } 2, 678, 000 
Clams 9, 962, 000 1952 , 700, 000 
Haddock 8, 101, 000 | 1946 3, 043, 000 
Halibut, Pacific | 5, 169, 000 1950 8, 344, 000 


Source: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Apr. 2, 1957. 


Mr. Jensen. On the Columbia River and its tributaries, I wonder 
if you would break that down. I would like to see the figures on 
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the Columbia River Basin. What is the average annual income from 
commercial fisheries ? 

Mr. Hagen. I believe I can answer that for you right now, sir. 

The income attributable to spawning in the Columbia River Basin 

about $20 million annually. 

Mr, Jensen. That is in the whole Columbia River Basin? 

Mr. Hagen. All of the take of salmon—— 

Mr. Jensen. I thought it was more than that in the entire basin. 

Mr. Hagen. That is for salmon and steelhead only. The catch of 
Columbia River salmon is primarily in the lower reaches of the river, 
at the mouth of the river, and in the ocean, from Alaska to the Sacrs 
mento River. 

Mr. Jensen. To say the least, it is an industry that we have to pro- 
tect as best we can, without being detrimental to the rest of the coun- 
try. I certainly do not blame the people who are interested in the 
fishing industry who insist that we try to conserve that industry, and 
keep it from being destroyed. We have hurt it considerably already. 

I know that the Army engineers are doing everything they « can to 
see that the fishing industry is not destroyed. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


PROGRESS WITH FISH LADDERS 


Mr. Fenton. Has there been very much progress made since 1947 
with fish ladders and elevating fish ¢ 

Mr. Hacen. Yes. There has been substantial progress made, and 
with the cooperation of the Corps of Engineers and the State agen- 


cies involved, there have been some productive studies going on, pri- 
marily with the view to reducing the cost of the fish fac ilities at dams 
and preserving the runs of salmon. 

Mr. Fenton. Has private industry contributed anything toward 
the investment in some of these gadgets to help the fish up the river? 

Mr. Hagen. Private industry, particularly in the matter of con- 
structing private dams for power, is assisting. Quite a number of 
private power companies and public utility districts have provided 
funds for the study of fish facilities for their dams. 

Mr. Fenton. Would you enumerate for the record the contribu- 
tions—effective contributions—made by private industry and by the 
Government in the last 10 years? 

Mr. Hacen. Would you like to have that for the record ? 

Mr. Fenton. For the last 10 years. 

Mr. Hacen. Yes, I can supply that for the record, sir. 

(The information follows :) 


Eependitures for fish protection research—United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service 


Fiscal year: Amount | Fiscal year—Continued {mount 
est tidatd icc ke $2, 000 ae __ $25, 000 
FRO ns Mein 2, 000 1954 OBt 000 


I ct 2,000 1955 si <octe aca 150, 000 


oo ee 6, 000 1956 ee ______. 150, 000 
1952_- 37, 000 WN ssh caccsiiskssnsieas biatidiei dadegelaae De 


In addition to the foregoing, the Corps of Engineers in recent years has made 


available about $2.5 million for studies of upstream-migrant facilities by the 
Service and by the State fishery agencies. 
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During the latter part of the 10-year period 1948-57, private power companies 
and public utility districts have provided substantial sums to the fisheries agen- 
cies for study of salmon populations and the fish-passing facilities required at 
each of the dams. No such funds were provided prior to 1955. The total of 
these contributions is $440,000 for the years 1955-57, inclusive. 

For the current fiscal year, 1957, a total of $320,000 (included above) has 
been made available by the following: 


Idaho Power Co. 
Eugene (Oreg.) Water Board 
Grant County ( Wash.) P. U. D. 
Chelan County (Wash.) P. U. D. 
City of Tacoma ( Wash.) 
Pacific Northwest Power Co. (comprised of the following) : 
Washington Water Power Co. 
Portland General Electric 
Pacific Power & Light 
Montana Power Co. 


STATUS OF FISH RUNS 


Mr. Fenton. What progress has been made on maintaining or in- 
creasing the salmon and steelhead runs / 

I understand progress has been made in the last couple of years. 

Mr. Hacen. We have been proceeding with facilities to develop the 
runs of salmon and maintain the population of salmon in the lower 
reaches of the Columbia River, primarily. This program shows defi- 
nite early success although several years will be required to realize the 
objectives. 

Mr. Fenron. Are there any statistics available as to the level of 
fish runs year by year, the magnitude of the commercial and sports 
catch, and the value, et cetera / 

Mr. Hagen. Yes,sir. We have those figures, if you would like them 
for the record. 

Mr. Fenton. I would like to have them. 

(The information follows :) 


The most reliable index of the level of salmon runs in the Columbia River, 
year by year, is the annual count of fish passing over Bonneville Dam. 


Annual counts of salmon and steelhead trout passing Bonneville Dam 


aC ee at hepiniblagealirhegpicdea 


Chinock | Steelhead Blueback Silver 


| Total 
Chum | Humpback! salmon and 
steelhead 


107, 003 75, 040 
121, 922 | 73, 382 
185, 161 148, 805 
118, 087 65, 741 
151, 345 55, 464 
92, 131 39, 845 
100, 521 15, 071 
120, 144 9, 501 
142, 548 74, 2.54 
135, 444 171, 139 
139, 062 131, 541 
119, 285 51, 444 
77, 993 114, O79 
140,314 169, 428 
260, 990 184, 646 
223, 915 35, 215 
176, 254 130, 107 
198, 417 237, 748 
131, 109 156, 418 
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; s nr : 
Production and value of Columbia River salmon and sleelhead 
{Data are averages, 1938-52. Production in pounds} 


| 
River Proll Sport Indian sub- Tote Value in 
sistence dollars 


Chinook 


Spring 2. 712, 000 , 616, 000 554, 000 » 000 , 904, 000 32, 000 
Fall 7, 000 5, 118. 000 605, 000 565, 000 , 375, 000 3, 000 
Potal 13. 799, 000 1, 734, 000 1, 159, 000 587,000 | 22, 279, 000 : 5, 000 

Silver 247, 000 1, 120, 000 156, 000 , 000 2, 533, 000 - 506, 000 
Blueback 259, 000 21, 000 280, 000 199, 000 
Chum 334, 000 34, 000 127, 000 


Steelhead 174, 0OU 410, 000 28, 000 2,2 2, 000 2, 035, 000 


Total . 313, 000 7, 854, 000 1, 725, 000 746, OOO | 28, 638,000 | 17,012,000 


Mr. Frenron. Finally, does the corps care to comment on whether 
the proble m of downstream migrants over high dams can safely be 
predicted without actual experience records of proposed fish facilities 
over two or more cycles of migration ? 

General Foorr. Not being the fishery expert, sir, I would have to 
limit my qualifications to answer that question, but it is our view that 
the handling and passage of downstream migrants will have to be 
successfully demonstrated at a major project before it can be safely 
assumed that the problem has been resolved. 

Mr. Fenron. That happened at Bonneville for a number of years. 

General Foorr. You referred to high dams, and Bonneville is not 
considered a high dam. A fish, a downstream migrant, can go through 
the turbines, or over the spillway at Bonneville without serious damage. 

Mr. Fenron. You did have a lot of trouble at Bonneville, if I recall. 

General Foorr. There has been a great deal of question at Bonne- 
ville. I beheve, sir, that the pages ‘of evidence from recent studies 
would establish that the problem is not severe at dams of the height 
of Bonneville. 

Mr. Fenton. What high dams do you have that might indicate the 
answer to this question ? 

General Foorr. We have not built any, sir. 

Mr. Fenron. None have been built yet? 

General Foorr. No, sir. 

Mr. Buper. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. 

Mr. Buper. Actually, General, the first opportunity you have had 
to test this problem has been at Brownlee, the project being con- 
structed by the Idaho Power Co.: is that correct ¢ 

General Foorr. I believe Mr. Hagen can answer that better than 
J can. 

Mr. Hacen. The Fish and Wildlife Service, in cooperation with 
the States, now has the first opportunity at Brownlee, to test devices 
for downstream migrant traffic. 

Mr. Bupar. There has been no Government expenditure to prove 
whether the fish can go upstream, and also come downstream in any 
Government dam, has there? Trefer toa high dam. 

Mr. Hagen. All of these studies which the Corps is financing for 
the Fish and Wildlife Service and for other agencies, are designed 
to develop means of passing fish over any height dam. The studies 


91488—57——14 
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at Bonneville are on upstream migrating fish. If we can lead the 
fish into the ladders there successfully or if we can reduce the cost 
of ladders, or devise a new facility, we expect, with some modification, 
the results can be applied elsewhere, almost regardless of height. 

Mr. Buper. You have not had any actual experience with a high 
dam. That is what I am getting at. 

Mr. Hagen. No, sir, not as such. Our difficulty comes with the 
downstream migrants in a high dam, particularly. 

Mr. Buper. Thank you, Doctor. 

Mr. Fenton. Then you cannot supply an answer to this question 
that I have asked. If you cannot answer, if you can get the answer 
from Fish and Wildlife Service, I would appreciate it. 

General Foorr. That is correct, sir. We will be dependent upon 
them for that determination. 

Mr. Fenron. Will you have that ? 

Mr. Hagen. That will be in the record, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. Thank you. 

(The material referred to is as follows :) 

We cannot predict the ultimate results that may be achieved in safely pass- 
ing young downstream-migrant salmon at dams. The combined effects of the 
technicians of the Fish and Wildlife Service and of the concerned States are 
devoted to this problem. Currently, it is expected that the “skimmer” device 
proposed to be installed at Brownlee Dam will be successful or will provide the 
large-scale testing necessary for intelligent modifications. Final proof of the 
effectiveness of any device will be apparent only after 2 or more life cycles of 
salmon—S years or more. 

Mr. Rapavut. Mr. Budge? 

Mr. Buper. Just one question, Mr. Chairman, to clarify the ques- 
tions asked by the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Actually, you need a high dam before you can test this fish migrant 
problem, is that not right ? You have not had an opportunity to test 
it yet, have you ? 

The Fish and Wildlife Service has not had the opportunity, either. 

Mr. Hagen. We do not need the high dam particularly to test the 
downstream migrant facilities. Indications are that the downstream 
migrant will travel in the upper 120 feet of water. That is our con- 
clusion now. It may change in time. If we can guide the fish in the 
120 feet upper level of a pool to safe passageway, we will have safely 
passed the major portion of fish. 

Mr. Bunce. You cannot be positive about this until you have actually 
tried it with a high-dam operation, can you ? 

Mr. Hacen. The State of Washington and the British Columbia 
fisheries people have tested the reactions of the fish to depth of water. 
They found that 120 feet was about the limit to which the fish would 
descend in trying to find any passageway. The fish would readily 
go over a spill or through other passages not deeply submerged. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service placed young salmon above Shasta 
Dam a number of years ago to determine how many would safely pass 
through the turbines, there being no spill. Only a very few returned 
as adults several years later. cern * 9 on the reservoir were catch- 
ing these salmon for about 2 yea Most of the fish had refused to 
descend to the depths and pass inh the turbines. They stayed 

right in the reservoirs. 

Mr. Boner. I have heard this fish-guiding program described a 
number of times by the Fish and Wildlife Service. I have noticed in 
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each instance, while they had a theory which they thought would work, 
that they never actually knew until they put it in operation, under the 
conditions which would actually exist. 

Then they found they needed modifications or perhaps an entirely 
new approach to it. 

Mr. Hacen. That is correct, sir. Our installation we expect to put 
in at Brownlee Dam to guide downstream migrants we hope will work. 
This device appears to have the greatest possibility for success at the 
present time. If it is successful here, it probably may be used on other 
structures with some modifications. 

Mr. Bunce. The fact of the matter is, you will not be positive about 
this until after you have tried it at Brownlee, or some other high 
structure ? 

Mr. Hacen. That is correct. 

Mr. Bupor. Thank you. 

Mr. Fenton. How high is Bonneville? 

Mr. Hagen. Sixty feet, I believe. 


ADMINISTRATION AND SUPERVISION 


Mr. Rasnavt. Of the $1,400,000 provided this year, how much is being 
spent on “Administration and supervision” ¢ 

Mr. Hacen. $86,000. 

Mr. Rapavut. Why the increase of $200,000 needed in 1958, from $1.4 
million to $1.6 million ¢ 

Do you have that broken down ? 

Mr. Hagen. These are the funds for the continuation of construction 
of program facilities. This sum we believe we can efficiently expend 
during fiscal year 1958 on the construction projects. 

Mr. Rapautr. You have 56 and you are going to 62 percent com- 
pletion. 

Mr. Hagen. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. You are getting up to a percentage where you ought 
to accelerate the program. That is taking it up $200,000 more than 
you had last year; is that right ? 

Mr. Hacen. That is right. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, Corps oF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Ranaut. Now we will go back to you, General. We will dis- 
cuss “Operation and maintenance” on pages 106 to 112. 

We will put those pages in the record. 

The justifications referred to follow :) 


‘ OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL, Fiscat YEAR 1958 


1. Navigation 


(a) Channels and harbors.—The budget estimate of $3,312,000 provides for 
essential maintenance work on five channel and harbor projects named in the list 
which follows. The work to be accomplished under this activity consists of main- 
taining the navigation channels by means of dredging, and repairing channel 
stabilization structures ; periodic inspections and surveys to determine conditions 
of the projects for programing purposes and providing navigation interests with 
adequate information on existing channel conditions; all as authorized in the 
laws adopting river and harbor projects. This estimate includes $640,000 of the 
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$5 million provided in the budget for reduction of the backlog of urgently needed 
maintenance work. 


Obligations 


[In thousands of dollars] 


Fiscal year 1958 
Fiscal (estimated) One- Total 
Fiscal year recurring } time fiscal 
Project year 1957 maintenance (repairs, year 
1956 (esti- ce 1958 
mated) 
An- Peri- 
nual odic 


OREGON 


Columbia River between Van- 5.5 92. vi 93 | Dredging; mainte- 
couver, Wash., and The Dalles, nance of channel 
Oreg. stabilization 
works. 

Do 

Dredging and dike 

repairs 


Columbia River at the mouth--- 

Columbia and lower Willamette 
Rivers below Vancouver, 
Wash. and Oreg. 

CoJumbia River and tributaries 
above Celilo to Kennewick. 
Willamette River above Port- 

land and Yamhill River, Oreg 


' 
| Dredging 
| 
2 | 
Project condition surveys | 
| 


Do 


Other projects, maintenance peri- 
odically - 


Total channels and harbors 


(b) Locks, dams, reservoirs and canals.—The budget estimate of $151,000 
provides the minimum amount necessary for annual operational requirements. 
The amount requested recurring annually is the necessary operation and ordinary 
maintenance of project facilities; labor, supplies, materials and parts required 
for the day by day functioning of the projects. 


Obligations 


[In thousands of dollars] 


| 
| Fiscal year 1958 | 
| Fiscal (estimated) One- 
Fiscal year recurring time | 
Project year 1957 maintenance | repairs Remarks 
1956 (esti- —| 
mated) 


} 
An- Peri- | 
nual | odie | 


OREGON 


Willamette River at Willamette 

Falls | | 
The Dalles-Celilo Canal, Oreg, : tet dit te ee ac This project re- 
and Wash, | placed by the 

Dalles multiple- 

purpose project 


Total locks, dams, reser- 268.9 | 214.9 | 
voirs and canals, | 
Total RA VIGREIOR. .ccccccoccecccos ¢ 3,013.9 |3, 099. 2 | niece 3, 463.0 





2. Floor control 

(a) Reservoirs.—The budget estimate of $214,600 for the operation and main- 
tenance of 5 flood-control reservoirs, including essential repair work, and schedul- 
ing of flood-control reservoir operations in the basin, provides the minimum 
amount necessary for operational requirements. The amount requested for re- 
curring annual maintenance is the necessary operation and ordinary maintenance 
of project facilities; labor, supplies, materials and parts required for the day- 
by-day functioning of the project. Periodic or one-time requirement is indicated 
under remarks below, 
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Obligations 


[In thousands of dollars} 


Fiscal year 1958 
Fiscal (estimated) 
year recurring One- Total 
Project | 1957 maintenance time fiscal Remarks 
(esti- ‘s __| repairs year 
mated) 1958 
({n- Peri- 
nual odic 


y Peak Reservoir oo. 6 WO. 4 74.0 

70n 

Cottage Grove Reservoir d $1.2 30.0 ) 3: Removal of debris 
from reservoir. 

Dorena Reservolr 3% : : 36. ( Do. 

Fern Ridge Reservoir 4 { 5 0) 5 Clear outlet chan- 
nel 

Washington: 
Mill Creek Reservoir 
Scheduling of flood control 
reservoirs 


iota 100d-control 


(b) Other (including channel improvement projects, miscellaneous items and 
inspections.—The budget estimate of $67,200 provides for the essential annual 
maintenance requirements of the local flood protection project and inspection of 
70 completed works within the basin during the budget year. 


Obligations 
ds of dollars 
Viscal year 1958 
stimated) One- Total 
recurring time fiscal 


alntenanct repairs year 
LYSS 


OREGON 


Willamette River bank tee. 57. 76 50. 6 w.6 | Maintenance 


I t. | bank revet- 


Inspeetion of completed wor 
Total flood control, other 


od control 


> 


3. Multiple-purpose projects including poiwer 

‘The budget estimate of $5,388,000 for the operation and maintenance of 7 multi- 
ple-purpose projects provides the minimum amount necessary for operational 
requirements including $252,000 of the $5 million provided in the budget for 
reduction of the backlog of urgently needed maintenance work. The completion 
and placing in maintenance status additional features on 3 of the projects during 
fiscal year 1957 accounts for approximately $902,000 of the increase for operation 
and ordinary maintenance. The amount requested recurring annually is the 
necessary operation and ordinary maintenance of project facilities; labor, sup- 
plies, materials and parts required for the day-by-day functioning of the project. 
Periodic or one-time requirment is indicated under remarks below. 
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Obligations 


[In thousands of dollars] 
| 
| Fiscal year 1958 | 
Fiscal (estimated) 
iseal year recurring One- | Total 
year 1957 maintenance time fiscal Remarks 
1956 | (esti- | =i repairs} year 
| mated) | 1958 
An- | Peri- i 
| nual 
j 
, kewl 
| 


| 


| 
| 
| 


Project 


odie 


——— ———__— — 


IDAHO 


218.0 Drift disposal 


' 
| 
Albeni Fall Reservoir eons] 
OREGON 
Bonneville Dam... __-- \1, 224.2 /1, 1, 183.0 | .O} 50.0 |1,5 Miscellaneous re- 
| | habilitation; re- 
| placement of do- 
teriorated struc- 
tures. 
The Dalles Dam ; f 
Detroit Reservoir. ; | 369.2 | 5 | 36.0 | 5 Repair of  struc- 
tures and access 
road, 
Lookout Point Reservoir 
McNary Dam........... 


WASHINGTON 


Chief Joseph Dam_...........-..| 439.6 | 500.0 | 
Total multiple-purpose (3, 876 3, 950. 5 
projects including power. | 


' | 





4. Lower Columbia River fish sanctuary program 

Funds requested reflect only the additional recurring costs resulting from the 
construction of new or the enlargement of existing facilities under the Columbia 
River fish sanctuary program. Operation and maintenance funds for facilities 
and activities in operation prior to the inception of the program will continue 
to be provided by the respective agencies involved. To assure maximum pro- 
duction and efficient operation at those facilities constructed under the program, 
it will be necessary to provide funds in the amount of $1,315,000 for fiscal year 
1958. Funds so provided will permit continued operation at 18 hatcheries, 
make possible the maintenance of an unimpeded pathway for migrating salmon 
during their return at spawning season, continue the important function of ob- 
serving and assessing the accomplishments under the program, and cover costs 
of administration and supervising the overall planning of the program. Funds 
obligated under this program during fiscal year 1956 amounted to $987,826 and 
obligations in fiscal year 1957 are estimated at $1,274,728. 


Obligations in thousands of dollars 


Obligations 


{In thousands] 
Grand total, Columbia Basin: 
Fiscal year 1956 
Fiscal year 1957 (estimated) 
Fiscal year 1958 (estimated) 

Mr. Razavt. This isa $10,447,800 item for 22 projects. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavt. Highlight for us the need for the increase of $1,729,- 
600 requested for the operation and maintenance. 

General Foorr. The biggest item contained in that increase in the 
overall total results from passing from the construction stage to the op- 
erations stage on two very large projects, namely the Chief Joseph 
project, and the Dalles project. 
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That is the principal basis. It costs a very substantial sum to oper- 
ate a big power and navigation project. We are putting two of them 
into service. 

Mr. Rapavur. That is about the only question I want to ask on that. 
There are 22 projects. Justifications for them have been put in the 
record. 

Are there any questions about them ? 


NORTH PACIFIC BASIN 
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, Corps OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Rapavur. We will take up the North Pacific Basin, Corps of 
Engineers. We will start off with “General investigations.” 

There is $78,000 for five projects. We will place pages 3 and 4 in 
the record. 

(The justifications referred to follow :) 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, Fiscat YEAR 1958 


1. Examinations and surveys 


(a) Navigation studies —The amount of $19,300 is requested for completion of 2 
reports during fiscal year 1958. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 


| | 
Total Allocation Tentative |Additional to 
Study estimated prior to allocation ‘complete after 
Federal cost fiscal year fiscal year fiscal year 
1958 1958 1958 


Oregon: Winchester Bay- . $7, 800 $5, 000 $2, 800 0 
Washington: Skagit River i 20, 000 3, 500 16, 500 0 


Total a aaa ae 27, 800 8, 500 19, 300 0 


(b) Flood-control studies-——-The amount of $59,100 is requested for completion 
of 3 reports during fiscal year 1958. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 





| Total Allocation Tentative | Additional to 
Study | estimated prior to allocation ~omplete after 
Federal cost fiscal year | fiscal year fiscal year 


1958 19458 1958 


Oregon: | | | 
Coquille River $35, 000 $10, 000 | 
Umpqua River. | 105, 000 77, 900 

Washington: Skokomish River - 7, 500 500 | 

Total 147, 500 88, 400 


Grand total. 175, 300 96, 900 


Mr. Razautr. Why is it necessary to conduct in 1958 the navigation 
study on the Skagit River at a cost of $16,500 ? 

General Foorr. That is a study that is underway, sir, with the 
$3,500 that has been previously allocated. There is a very serious 
navigation problem at the mouth of the Skagit River; a determina- 
tion as to what can and properly should be done toward resolving that 
problem, so that navigation may move with less interruption and more 
effectively in that area, requires that the study be brought to a con- 
clusion, sir. 
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ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND Design, Corrs or ENGINEERS 


ROGUE RIVER, HARBOR AT GOLD BEACH, OREG. 


Mr. Ranaut. Advance engineering and design, $21,000 is listed for 
1 project. 

We will put pages 6 and 7 in the record. 

(The justifications follow :) 


CHANNELS AND HARBORS PROJECT (NAVIGATION ) 
RoGvueE RIVER, HARBOR AT GOLD BEACH, OREG. 
(Initiation of planning) 


Location and description.—Rogue River, harbor at Gold Beach, Oreg., is lo- 
cated on the southern Oregon coast at the mouth of the Rogue River. The project 
provides for twin jetties 700 feet apart with a channel 13 feet deep by 300 feet 
wide and 1 mile long from the ocean entrance to the coast highway bridge, and 
a turning basin of the same depth, 500 feet wide, and 650 feet long. 

Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.36 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Corps of Engineers cost— : WGeSe sie ik be ddaa ee ee eee 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. C oast Gu: ard) ideeiced cee 14, 500 
Sn Sr, nn ia scendaenininindamanenimimsiaslancumninipanel 165, 900 

Il hese eine cpainaian None 

I iz 70S 165, 900 
One) Girimnees  OFO16CEt CONG. eee 
Preconstruction planning estimate___________-~ senate re 21, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957___- i a dee 0 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1958_ a . 21, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after. fise al year 1958 0 


Justification.—The harbor improvement at Gold Beach, Oreg., will provide the 
new sawmills and plywood plants now being erected in the vicinity with econom- 
ical transportation by water to other coast ports. Present transportation of 
timber and lumber products is by truck haul over the coast highway. Other 
benefits that will accrue to this project include the exploration of fishing grounds 
not intensively fished at present and the provision of a much needed harbor of 
refuge for the small craft traveling this rugged coastline during stormy weather. 

Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $165,900, broken down as follows: 


Lands and damages_____--~ a sic - .. $5, 500 
Approach road and loading “doce k__ sce ei dea miata eememucadint ade ans 160, 400 


Local interests are to provide al! lands, easements, rights-of-way and spoil dis- 
posal areas for both new work and subsequent maintenance, provide adequate 
public terminal and transfer facilities open to all on equal terms, dredge and 
maintain project depths within 50 feet of the terminal facilities, and hold the 
United States free from damages which might result from construction works. 

Status of local cooperation.—The port of Gold Beach, Gold Beach, Oreg., in a 
brief filed in the Portland district office in November 1 stated that they will 
comply with all the requirements for local cooperation. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current estimate of $3,950,000 re- 
flects an increase of $191,300 over the authorization estimate of $3,758,700. The 
increase is the result of a recomputation of unit costs. 


Mr. Rapavt. $21,000 is requested to initiate planning on the Rogue 
River Harbor at Gold Beach, Oreg. This project would cost $3,950,- 
000. 


Please describe the need for this harbor improvement. 
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General Foorr. The town of Gold Beach, sir, is located in south- 
western Oregon, some 40 to 50 miles south of the next improved har- 
bor, which is at Bandon, at the mouth of the Coquille River. It is an 
area in which the timber industry is developing quite rapidly at this 
time. 

There are no railroads in that area. The community, for its com- 
merce and industry, is dependent upon highway transportation, which 
is not entirely adequi ite. There is a major demand at this time, and 
we feel an increasing demand, for a more economical outlet for timber 
and timber products from that area. 

The purpose of this development would be to improve the natural] 
conditions at the mouth of the Rogue River, which do not presently 
permit navigation, so that barge traffic and small boat traffic would be 
possible at that harbor. 

Mr. Rapaut. This isa new project ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rarnaur. We will ask a few questions about it. 

About two-thirds of the annual benefits are attributed to savings in 
cost of transportation ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Razsautr. What is inadequate about the present truck haul over 
the coast highway ? 

General Foorr. It is comparatively high cost—very high cost— 
compared to water transportation, sir, and the coast highway in that 
vicinity is a rather tortuous, difficult road for heavy vehicles. It is 
slowly being improved, but it is a long way from being what would 
be considered an adequate commercial highway in its present state. 

Mr. Rapavr. One-third, or $104,800, of the annual benefits is as 
sessed to increased fish catch. The justifications state in reference to 
this: Other benefits that will accrue include the exploration of fishing 
grounds not intensively fished at present. 

This would indicate the fish catch is largely an unknown factor. 
Tell us in detail how this annual benefit of $104,800 was figured. 

General Foorr. It is figured largely, sir, on the basis of the saving in 
time of fishing vessels presently operating in the general area, offshore 
from Gold Beach, but which have to operate out of ports either to the 
north or south of Gold Beach because they cannot utilize this. 

Mr. Ranaut. The reason I asked that is “Exploration of fish grounds 
not fished” appears in the justification. For that reason, it appears 
that the fishing grounds were not very well known. Maybe we will 
find out there is no fish there. 

General Foorr. The word intended, sir, was “exploitation” and if 
we said “exploration” we got our words mixed up. 

Mr. Ranaut. It says “exploration” here. 

Major Garrerr. We did say “exploration.” The word should be 
“exploitation,” sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. The fishing grounds are really known to exist there ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir; the fish are there. 

Mr. Raravt. Fishing boats are using those grounds now ? 

General Foorr. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. This will improve the facility to them ? 

General Foorr. That is correct, sir, by saving them the long dis- 
tance to developed harbors. 
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Mr. Rapavut. What are the nearest harbors of refuge to the north 
and south of Gold Beach? Point them out on the map. 

General Foorr. The nearest harbor of refuge to the north is the port 
of Bandon at the mouth of the Coquille River. 

Mr. Rapaut. How far is that away ? 

General Foorr. It is roughly 40 to 50 miles, sir. The port of Bran- 
don is not an easy place to get into in a storm. Possibly if conditions 
were bad they might have to go on to Coos Bay, another 30 or 40 miles. 

Mr. Rapaut. Would Coos Bay be better ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir, and you could get in there before your seas 
built up. 

Going to the south, the next presently developed port is in Calli- 
fornia, at Crescent City. 

Mr. Ranavr. How far is that? 

General Foorr. That is 60 or 70 miles down there. 

Mr. Raravr. Is there any work authorized on those other two 
places ¢ 

General Foorr. I believe there is work underway at Crescent City, 
but I am not familiar with the details of it since it is not in my area. 
There is another smaller project south of Gold Beach at the mouth 
of the Chetco River, on which construction is about to be started. That 
is a very shallow-draft development there, and will be of limited value 
toa number of shallow-draft vessels as a harbor of refuge. 


LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Mr. Rasavr. What would be the annual Federal maintenance cost 
of the completed project ? 

General Foorr. $161,000. 

Mr. Rawavur. That leads to this question: Local interests would 
contribute about $165,900 of the total cost of $3,950,000—almost $4 
million, Has any etfort been made to obtain a larger local contribu- 
tion? They are just giving a contribution equal to the first year’s 
expenses. 

General Foorr. No, sir. We have, to my knowledge, made no re- 
quest for a larger contribution, other than that contemplated in the 
authorizing document on this project. 

Mr. Rasavr. Just what would be accomplished with the $21,000 
requested in 1958 to start planning ¢ 

General Foorr. That would complete the preconstruction planning 
on this project, sir. We would prepare our general design memoran- 
dum at a cost of $13,100, and plans and specifications for the con- 
struction at a cost of $7,900. 

Mr. Rasvaur. You have not had any planning money at all for 
this? 

General Foorr. No, sir. There have been no funds allotted to this 
project. 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL, Cores oF ENGINEERS 
CHETCO RIVER, OREG. 
Mr. Rapwavur. The next item is “Construction,” $13,096,000 for 


nine projects. On the Chetco River, Oreg., the request for $200,000. 
We will put pages 9 and 10 in the record. 





(The justifications referred to follow :) 
CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 
CHETCO RIVER, OREG. 
(Continuing) 


Location.—At the mouth of the Chetco River in southwestern Oregon near the 
town of Brookings, Oreg. 

Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.39 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount | percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost 7 $425, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 0 
Cash contribution : None 
Other costs, R/W and Quarry... isaac (@) 
Total estimated project cost - 425, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 - ’ 0 | 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 225, 000 
Appropriations to date i 225, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 200, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 0 


? Not evaluated 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Channel: Stabilization of channel through bar at mouth of river. No specified 
width or depth. 

South jetty: About 700 feet long with top elevation 14.0 mean lower low water. 
Quarry rock. 

Inner dike: Length about 600 feet with top elevation 14.0 mean lower low water. 
Quarry rock. 

Stone dike of quarry rock about 400 feet long to elevation 14.0 mean lower low 
water. 

Status (January 1, 1957) : Construction not started. 

Completion schedule: Channel, south jetty, and dikes, September 1957. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Direct benefits anticipated to develop as the result of the improvement would 
accrue from increased volume of commercial fishing and from savings in trans- 
portation cost of logs now trucked to other outlets. Safe harbors are scarce in 
this reach of the Oregon coast, and, while a shallow entrance channel at Chetco 
River would not serve as a harbor of refuge during southerly storms, it would 
be valuable in providing an entrance for small boats in cases of choppy seas, 
shortage of fuel, or breakdown. 

“iseal year 1958.—The requested amount of $200,000 will complete construction 
of the south jetty and the stone dike on the north. 

Non-Federal costs——Local interests are required to furnish free of cost to the 
United States necessary rights-of-way, easements, and spoil disposal areas for 
prosecution of the work, and also a suitable quarry or source of royalty-free rock 
for construction of the jetties. The costs of these requirements have not been 
evaluated. 

The costs that local interests have incurred in the past for occasional excava- 
tion of the channel and for removal of rock pinnacles in the Chetco Cove area are 
not known. Funds in the amount of $195,714, including rock pinnacle removal, 
were spent by local interests prior to 1925 in an effort to provide facilities for 
movement of timber products. 

Status of local cooperation.—The port of Brookings was formed by a special 
election held September 14, 1956, to serve the Chetco River area. Port commis- 
sioners were appointed in November and formal assurances were requested 
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from them in December 1956. Prior to request for formal assurances, the port of 
Brookings advised that several quarry sites could be made available. It is 
anticipated that requirements of local cooperation will be met without delay. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$425,000 reflects a decrease of $175,000 from the latest estimate submitted to 
Congress ($600,000). The decrease is based on a design modification of the 
south jetty to provide a dumped quarry stone structure instead of a concrete- 
capped pile structure. 

Mr. Razavr. I note construction of this harbor improvement has 
not yet started as of January 1,1957. What is the current status of it? 

General Foore. We are scheduled to open bids on that, sir, on the 
25th of April. 

Mr. Rasaut. We gave you $225,000 to get it started. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. We will open bids on the 25th of April, 
sir. 

Mr. Rapavr. Had you intended to do it sooner ? 

General Foorr. No,sir. That is our original schedule. 

Mr. Rasavt. Has formal assurance of local cooperation been ob- 
tained ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavut. What will be the cost to local interests ? 

General Foorr. I will have to supply that for the record, sir. 

Mr. Razavt. It has not been recorded here in the justifications. 

General Foorr. I realize there is nothing shown on this sheet, but 
they have provided a quarry site. I do not know what it cost them. 

Mr. Ragavr. Supply it for the record. There is nothing here in the 
justification. It says “not evaluated.” 

(The information follows :) 


Costs to local interests for complying with the requirements of local coopera 
tion for the Chetco River navigation improvement are estimated as follows: 


Senne RIND OUNCE UU i  seesinan en oadivacenlmmnubarucasacasennsenbiabet il = 000 
Quarry site 


GIA) OTE OOATR COI sear ctebdiiieticie ecttiminsicine titenhidadn nie sud. ae 000 


BELLINGHAM HARBOR, WASH. 


Mr. Razavt. Bellingham Harbor, Wash., $1,078,000. 

Put pages 13 to 15 in the record. 

(The justifications referred to follow :) 

CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 
BELLINGHAM Harpor, WASH. (SMALL-BOAT HARBOR) 

(Continuing) 

Location.—Bellingham Harbor is in the northwestern part of Washington, 

about 90 miles nortk of Seattle. 


Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 
Bene/it-cost ratio.—1.58 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


| 

} Accumulated 
| percent of esti- 
Amount mated Federal 
cost (Corps 
of Engineers) 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) - - - --- . = $1, 478, 000 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard) .....-- “ 30, 000 
Estimated non- Federal cost ‘ aa 562, 000 

Gash contributions - --- 0 

Other costs ; ‘ a . ‘ 562, 000 
Total estimated project cost a aie 2, 070, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956_. “ $ 0 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 , ‘ 400, 000 
Appropriations to date. . -. “a pd] 400, 000 | 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 : , 078, 000 
salance to complete after fiscal year 1958 





PHYSICAL DATA 
Breakwater: 
Remove existing rubblemound, about 1,400 feet long. 
New rubblemound: 3,900 feet long, top elevation 14 feet above mean low 
water and top width, 6 feet. 
Status (January 1, 1957) : Construction not started. 
Completion schedule: April 1958. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Improvement of the Bellingham small-boat harbor is primarily required to 
provide urgently needed moorage facilities for the large number of commercial 
tishing vessels which operate in waters adjacent to Bellingham Harbor. The 
harbor is well situated with respect to fishing banks in Rosario and Georgia 
Straits, Bellingham Bay, Hale Passage, and nearby San Juan Island. Several 
large canneries, receiving stations, and a cold-storage plant are situated at Belling- 
ham. The present commercial fishing fleet using the Bellingham small-boat facil- 
ity numbers approximately 300. Two hundred of the boats are regularly based at 
Bellingham with an additional 100 using the facility during the fishing season. 
This is an increase of over 60 percent since 1949. In addition to the fishing fleet, 
Bellingham Harbor is used by a large number of locally owned and transient 
pleasure craft. 

The small-boat basin is overcrowded and provides no encouragement to the 
further development of fishing and recreational boating facilities in the area. 
This congestion results in excessive vessel damage, and could be most serious 
in the event of fire. Additional hazards result from the fact that, during storm 
periods, the existing harbor has no capability as a harbor of refuge for vessels 
operating in the area. The harbor would be utilized as a home port for many 
additional fishing boats if satisfactory mooring and harbor conditions are assured. 
Over 60 percent of the annual benefits resulting from the project are credited 
to the fishing industry. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $1,078,000 will complete the im- 
provement and will be applied as follows: 

Complete breakwater____- itil Saat me __...... $984, 600 
Mngineering and design—- 30, 000 
Supervision and administration.__________ oo ae hates 638, 400 


Total eee eden Saeeee a r nai 1, 078, 000 
COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS, BELLINGHAM HARBOR, WASH. 


Work completed under previous authorizations consists of (a) channel in 
Whatcom Creek Waterway, 5,100 feet long, 363 feet wide, and 18 to 26 feet deep: 
(b) entrance to Squalicum Creek Waterway, 200 feet wide and 26 feet deep. 
The total Federal cost of this completed work is $112,000. 


REMAINING AUTHORIZED MODIFICATIONS, BELLINGHAM HARBOR, WAST. 


None. 


Von-Federal costs.-Local interests will accomplish dredging of mooring basin, 
provide mooring facilities, terminal facilities, and utilities at an estimated first 
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eost of $562,000. In addition, local interests will maintain the basin to project 
depth of 12 feet, and maintain moorage and terminal facilities at an estimated 
annual cost of $23,000. 

Local interests also incurred costs of $206,200 in complying with the require- 
ment of local cooperation for previous work accomplished in the harbor. 

In addition, local interests have spent about $1,100,000 for dredging, break 
waters, bulkheads, and terminal facilities, about 70 percent of which was spent 
on development of the small-boat basin. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Port of Bellingham Commission on August 
17, 1956, adapted a resolution formally accepting the responsibility for comply- 
ing with the terms of local cooperation. The port of Bellingham owns all rights- 
of-way and will furnish easements to the Government when and as required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$1,478,000 is an increase of $90,000 over the latest estimate ($1,388,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. The entire increase is due to higher price levels. 

Mr. Raravrt. $1,078,000 is requested to complete this small-boat- 
harbor project. You received $400,000 to begin construction this year. 

What progress can you report now 4 

General Foorr. Here, again, sir, we have not yet awarded the con- 
struction contract on this job, and we are scheduled to advertise on the 
15th of April. 

Mr. iewie What part of the law says local interests do not have 
to make contributions ? 

General Foore. I believe, sir, that on navigation projects, where the 
benefits are entirely for general navigation, the policy over a great 
many years has been not to require local contributions. 

Would you care to elaborate on that, General Person ? 

General Person. Local interests normally provide spoil areas, and 
such rights-of-way as are required but, except where the single-user 
concept is involved, the policy of the Congress has been not to require a 
cash contribution to navigation projects. 

Mr. Raravt. Are you on a schedule this vear so that the entire 
$1,078,000 will be needed in 1958 ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 


BLAINE HARBOR, WASH. 


Mr. Ranaut. Blaine Harbor, Wash., $355,000. 
We will put pages 18 through 20 in the record. 
(The justifications referred to follow :) 
CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 
BLAINE HaArsor, WASH. 
(Continuing) 


Location.—Blaine Harbor is in the northwestern part of Washington near the 
international boundary, 100 miles north of Seattle. 

Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.6 to 1. 





Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

} percent of esti- 

Amount | mated Federal 
| cost (Corps 

of Engineers) 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) - -- ; , 000 
Estimated Federal cost (U. 8. Coast Guard) ; 3, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost ; ‘ 278, 000 
Cash contributions 0 
Other costs . ; 278, 000 | 
Total estimated project cost : 752, 000 | 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 a 0 | 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 ‘ 000 
Appropriations to date 116, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 355, COO 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958________- , 0 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Breakwater : Rubblemound, 1,500 feet long. 

Dredging: 14.7-acre basin to 12-foot depth, with entrance channel 100 to 150 
feet wide. 

Status (January 1, 1957) : Construction : Not started. 

Completion schedule: September 1957. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Blaine Harbor is an important fishing center because of its proximity to ex- 
tensive salmon fishing grounds. It is the nearest United States west coast port 
to Alaska and the international boundary with Canada. The commercial fish- 
ing boat traffic in recent years has exceeded the capacity of the basin built by 
local interests. In 1955, over 8,829 round trips were made into the harbor by 
fishing and other commercial vessels carrying cargoes. In addition, numerous 
culls are made by fishing craft for supplies, repairs, and off-season moorage, and 
by pleasure craft in connection with cruising in nearby waters. Nearly 6,200 
tons of fresh fish were landed in 1955, and about 16,200 tons of canned fish were 
handled through the harbor. The project is essential for moorage of about 375 
vessels in addition to the present capacity of about 110 vessels. It will elimi- 
nate extensive damages, reduce operating expenses, and increase efficiency of 
fishing operations. 


Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $355,000 will be applied to— 


Initiate and complete channel dredging : $249, 000 
Complete breakwater see ; f 84, 000 
Beene ir OTE CN i 1, 000 
Supervision and administration_____ ~~~ ; S ; 21, 000 


iia Tie. 2 ua bn gcntbamchiel maiden sateen eae! . 355, 000 


The project will be completed in fiscal year 1958 with the requested funds in the 
amount of $355,000. 

Non-Federal costs.—Local interests will provide all lands, easements, rights- 
of-way, spoil-disposal areas suitably bulkheaded, mooring facilities, utilities, 
and a public landing, and accomplish alterations as required in water, sewer, 
drainage, and other utility facilities, including diversion of the existing sewer 
draining into the basin area. The estimated costs are as follows: 


Lands and rights-of-way___- , $13, 000 
Sewer diversion________ ‘5 cera ieee i 16, 000 
Bulkheads__— dee Sa ee 48, 000 
Mooring facilities, including utilities___- eee . 139, 000 
pe a a en ee lee : 62, 000 

Total non-Federal cost_____---__-_-_~- 278, 000 


Local interests will maintain project depths in the moorage area and all locally 
provided facilities at an estimated annual cost of $13,100. 
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Status of local cooperation.—The Port of Bellingham Commission formally 
agreed to furnish the necessary local cooperation, by resolution dated August 
17, 1956. Local interests have completed the diversion channel for a Sewer 
which previously drained into the area of the proposed mooring basin. The 
port of Bellingham and the city of Blaine own all land where easements will 
be required. The easements will be furnished before initiation of construction. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$471,000 is an increase of $18,000 over the latest estimate ($453,000) submitted 
to Congress. The price level increase of $28,000 is partially offset by a reduction 
of $10,000 in the cost of supervision and administration, based on a reanalysis 
of such costs. 


Mr. Rapavrt. $355,000 will complete it ? 
General Foorr. Yes, sir. 


EVERETT HARBOR AND SNOHOMISH RIVER, WASH. 


Mr. Rasavur. Everett Harbor, Snohomish River, Wash., $316,000, 
Put pages 23 to 25 in the record. 
( The justifications referred to follow :) 


CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 
EVERETT HARBOR AND SNOHOMISH River, WASH. 
(Continuing) 


Location.—The project is on Port Gardner at the mouth of the Snohomish 
River about 31 miles north of Seattle in the northwestern part of the State of 
Washington. 

Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.44 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

percent of esti- 

Amount mated Federal 
cost (Corps 

of Engineers) 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engincers) ra $436, 000 | 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard) | 2, 000 | 
Estimated non-Federal cost 7, 000 


Cash contribution. _- | 0 | 
Other eosts 7, 000 
Total estimated project cost _ _- | 445, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956_- ‘ 0 | 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 - . -- | 120, 000 | 
Appropriations to date .__- | 120, 000 | 28 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 ‘ahi = 316, 000 100 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 _- : A ae 61.3 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Channel: Depth 15 feet, width 150 feet to 425 feet ; length 6,400 feet. 
Settling basin : Depth 20 feet, width 700 feet, length 1,200 feet. 
Spur dike: 
Type: Wood piling protected from scour by rock riprap. 
Length : 1,410 feet. 
Pxisting training dike to be removed: 
Type: rock mound. 
Length : approximately 1,600 feet. 
Status (January 1, 1957) : Construction.—not started. 
Completion schedule : September 1957. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Because of the increasing demand for moorage facilities, the local port com- 
mission has recently resumed work on its comprehensive moorage development 
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program in the vicinity of 14th Street that will involve an ultimate expenditure 
of one-half million dollars or more. In 1955, the port expended about $100,000 on 
improvements that increased its 14th Street boat moorage by one-third. The 
facilities are used by both commercial and pleasure craft. This renewed activity 
has increased the need for enlargement of the existing shallow-draft channel at 
this time as an essential feature in the port’s comprehensive program. Improve- 
ment of the channel will also necessitate construction of the Preston Point train- 
ing dike and removal of the section of existing dike. These features will facilitate 
maintenance of the enlarged channel by diverting more of the silt-laden outflow 
of Snohomish River to the tide flats outside the harbor area. 
Fiscal year 1958.—-The requested amount of $316,000 will be applied to— 


Initiation and completion of channel dredging $236, 000 
Complete breakwater construction 54, 000 
Engineering and design 2, 000 
Supervision and administration : 24, 000 


Total 316, 000 


The project will be completed in fiscal year 1958 with the requested funds in 
the amount of $316,000. 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS—EVERETT HARBOR AND SNOHOMISH RIVER, WASH. 


The completed work consists of a training dike approximately 14,000 feet long 
extending from a point opposite 23d Street northward to Smith Island with a gap 
at the outlet of Snohomish River; a channel 100 feet wide and 8 feet deep shore- 
ward of the training dike between the outlet of the main river channel and deep 
water in the lower harbor; a settling basin 1,200 feet long, 700 feet wide, and 
12 feet deep in the vicinity of the 14th Street pier: and a channel in East Water- 
way 30 feet deep and generally 900 feet wide. The cost of this completed work 
is $326,000. 


REMAINING AUTHORIZED MODIFICATIONS—EVERETT HARBOR AND SNOHOMISH 
RIVER, WASH. 

None. 

Non-Federal costs.—Local interests will provide all lands, easements, rights- 
of-way and spoil disposal areas at an estimated cost of $7,000. Non-Federal 
maintenance of the Federal improvements is not required. However, local in- 
terests are required to maintain depths to access channels to adjacent terminals 
und a mooring basin, the cost of which will be covered by receipts from operation 
of the facilities. 

No conditions of local cooperation were prescribed for other project modifica- 
tions. However, the port of Everett has expended about $1 million for dredging, 
construction of bulkheads and moorage facilities other than deepwater terminal 
and transfer facilities. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Port of Everett Harbor Commission, by reso- 
lution dated October 2, 1956, assured the United States that the requirements 
of local cooperation would be complied with. The port owns the required right~ 
of-way for the new dike construction, and will furnish a permanent easement 
as soon as right-of-way requirements are determined. No rights-of-way are re- 
quired for the other work items. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$436,000 is an increase of $26,000 over the latest estimate ($410,000) submitted 
to Congress, which is due primarily to higher price levels. 


Mr. Ravavur. $316,000 will complete this project ? 
General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ranavr. Do you need it all / 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 


GRAYS HARBOR AND CHEHALIS RIVER, WASH. 


Mr. Rapsavt. Grays Harbor and Chehalis River, Wash., $416,000. 
Put pages 28 to 31 in the record. 


91488—57—-- 15 
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(The justifications referred to follow :) 
CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 
GRAYS HARBOR AND CHEHALIS RIver, WASH. 


(Continuing ) 


Location.—The project is located at Grays Harbor on the coast of Washing- 
ton, 45 miles north of the Columbia River and 110 miles south of the Strait of 
Juan de Fuca. 

Authorization.—1948 and 1954 River and Harbor Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.04 to 1 (1948 act), 1.24 to 1 (1954 act). 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

percent of 

| estimated 

Amount Federal cost 
(C rps of 

Engineers) 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) _- $2, 082, 000 


Estimated Federal cost (U. 8. Coast Guard). : 12, 500 
Estimated non-Federal cost. _- ‘ ‘ 697, 000 |_- 

Cash contributions_ ; 0 

Other costs 3 ’ 697, 000 
Total estimated project cost---- 2, 791, 500 
Appropriatioas to June 30, 1956 : 1, 211, 000 
Appropriations for fiseal year 1957. _. 61, 000 : ‘ 
Appropriations to date_____- , - 7 , 272, 000 61 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 ‘ 416, 000 | 1 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 ie | 394, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Shore protection at Point Chehalis: 

North shore: 
Type: Rock revetment and groins. 
Length, in feet : 1,850. 
West shore: 
Type: Rock revetment. 
Length, in feet : 3,300, 

Bay City channels: 

Length, in miles : Approximately 1%. 
Depth, in feet : 14. 
Width, in feet : 100. 

Westhaven Cove breakwater (units A, B, and C): 
Type: Cresoted wood pile with rock reinfurcement. 
Length, in feet : 2,700 (approximate). 

Status (January 1, 1957) : 

Bay City channel : Complete. 
Westhaven Cove breakwater : 
Units A and B: Complete. 
Unit C: Not started. 
Shore protection at Point Chehalis : 
North shore : Complete. 
West shore : 1,100 feet completed. 

Completion schedule : 

Shore protection, Point Chehalis: January 1964. (Work will be completed 
in usable 600-foot increments. ) 
Breakwater, unit C : November 1957. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The port of Grays Harbor is a deep water project serving the needs of sea 
going commerce from Hoquiam, Aberdeen, and Cosmopolis, Wash. In 1955, over 
2,063,994 tons of commerce moved over this wuterway. 

The principal products in the area tributary to Grays Harbor are wood, wood 
pulp, fish, and shellfish. Agriculture is confined mainly to the river valleys. The 
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principal industries consist of logging, lumber, plywood and veneer manufac- 
turing, woodpulp and paper production, fishing, fish processing, and agriculture. 
The tourist and recreational trade is also of importance. 

The fishing industry, ranking second to forest and wood processing, centers 
largely at Westhaven. The cove serves also as a point of supply for vessels basing 
at Westhaven and other Grays Harbor ports, as a fishing center, and as a base 
for United States Coast Guard vessels. Approximately 1,000 fishing and com- 
mercial vessels, half of which are regularly based at the cove, utilize the West- 
haven facilities. The average weight of fish landed at Westhaven during the 
last 10 years is 3,400 tons per year. According to local records, buyers paid to 
fishermen $1,379,000 for approximately 1,600 tons of fish and 112,300 dozen crabs 
handled at Westhaven in 1955. Over 74,000 salmon taken on sports tackle were 
landed at Westhaven in 1955. To provide moorage facilities for this industry, 
the port of Grays Harbor expended $447,000 through 1955 for dredging and con- 
struction at Westhaven Cove. Canneries, repair and supply facilities, and other 
attendant facilities have been constructed and are operated through private en- 
terprise. 

The Westhaven community is presently facing two major problems. One, the 
community is threatened by gradual erosion of the shoreline to the west and 
southwest. Second, the harbor on the east is overcrowded and inadequate for 
existing requirements. 

The erosion to the west and southwest of Westhaven progresses gradually. 
The revetments placed under the authorized project are extended in increments 
as the erosion develops to a point where protection is required. Two such incre- 
ments totaling 1,100 feet have been completed. Additional increments of about 
600 feet are required every 2 years. This will continue until the revetment has 
been extended to a point just south of the end of the south jetty at the entrance 
to Grays Harbor. Erosion has developed to the point that an additional 600-foot 
increment of protection will be required in fiscal year 1958. 

Local sources report annual damages from congestion in the existing mooring 
area to the east of Westhaven at $15,000. Recently developed sport-fishing activi- 
ties have aggravated overcrowding of the existing moorage facilities and many 
vessels are forced to seek harbor facilities farther inland. The added expense 
for travel time to and from fishing grounds greatly increases the operating cost 
for commercial fishing boats. The crowded conditions also hamper rescue oper- 
ations of the Coast Guard. The most feasible solution is the construction of 
breakwater C which will permit extending the port to the southeast by affording 
protection from easterly winter storms. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $416,000 will be applied to: 
Continue construction of seawalls, construct 600 lineal feet of west- 

shore revetment 500 
Complete breakwater C, Westhaven 900 
Nngineering and design ; 300 
Supervision and administration 300 


416, 000 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS 


979 


Work completed consists of a south jetty 13,734 feet long and a north jetty 
16,000 feet long to secure the Grays Harbor entrance channel, and a channel 30 
feet deep across the bar at the harbor entrance, extending to Cosmopolis, thence 
12 feet deep to Montesano. The cost of this completed work is $3,102,000. 


REMAINING AUTHORIZED MODIFICATIONS 

None. 

Non-Federal costs.—Local interests have expended $447,000 to provide lands, 
rights-of-way, spoil-disposal areas, and enlarge the Westhaven base. Mainte- 
nance of these facilities, as required by the 1948 modification, is offset by revenue 
from the operation of the moorage facilities. 

Local interests have also incurred costs of about $36,000 in complying with 
local-cooperation requirements for work authorized by the River and !larbor 
Act of 1930, and will expend about $250,000 for local cooperation for the 1954 
modification. Prior project modifications required no local cooperation, but 
local interests voluntarily expended about $48,000 in 1916 through 1920 for land 
and operating plant for construction of the north jetty, and $850,000 in 1919 
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through 1934 for maintaining the inner-harbor channel, exclusive of terminals 
and turning basins. In addition, the port and other local interests have expended 
in excess of $1 million for dredging turning basins, slips at public and private 
terminais, and a small channel in South Bay, and $210,000 for development of 
small-boat basins at Hoquiam and Aberdeen. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Port of Grays Harbor Commission has fur- 
nished assurances that the conditions of local cooperation would be met. The 
port commission owns or ccntrols the necessary lands for the remaining work and 
will provide rights-of-way as needed. The commission has funds in reserve from 
a bond issue approved in 1946 for financing required local cooperation in connec- 
tion with harbor improvements. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$2,082,000 is $73,000 more than the latest estimate submitted to Congress 
($2,009,000). This increase of $73,000 is due to higher price levels. 


Mr. Rapavy. Explain the additional work that is proposed on this 
project for 1958. 

General Foorr. For 1958, sir, we will continue the construction of 
breakwater © at Westhaven Cove and we will continue the revetment 
at Point Chehalis. 

Mr. Rasavtr. What is the cost-benefit ratio of this new work ? 

General Foorr. 1.24 to 1. 

Mr. Ravaut. Of the new works? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 


PORT ANGELES, WASH. 


Mr. Ranaut. Port Angeles Harbor, Wash., $396,000. 


Put pages 35 to 37 in the record. 
(The justifications follow :) 


CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 
Port ANGELES HARBOR, WASH. 
(New) 


Location.—Port Angeles Harbor is in the northwestern part of Washington on 
the Strait of Juan de Fuca, about 73 miles inland from the Pacific Ocean 

Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.47 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumuiated 
percent of es 
mated Federai 

cost (Corps 
of Engineers 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) $396, 000 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard 1, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 250, 000 ¢ 
Cash contributions 0 
Other costs 250, 000 
Total estimated project cost 647, 000 
Appropriations to June 39, 1956 0 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 0 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 396, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 ; ; 0 


1 Excludes cost of conditionally authorized easterly breakwater which has been deferred until the need 
therefor is established. 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Breakwater : Rock and earth fill, 1,100 feet long. 

Boat basin (dredging) : 1,060 feet long, 385 feet wide, and 15 feet deep. 
Status (January 1, 1957) : New start. 

Completion schedule: June 1958. 





JUSTIFICATION 


Because Port Angeles is the nearest United States port where complete marine 
repair and service facilities are available to small boats operating on the Strait 
of Juan de Fuca and adjacent coastal waters, fishermen have shown an increasing 
inclination to use it as a base of operations. The nearest small-boat harbors east 
of Port Angeles are located at Port Townsend and Anacortes, 32 and 41 nautical 
miles distant, respectively. Fishing vessels and pleasure craft from these and 
other Puget Sound ports frequently use the small-boat basin at Port Angeles asa 
harbor of refuge when caught in storms while passing throgh the Strait of Juan 
de Fuca. Consequently, the basin has become increasingly overcrowded, par- 
ticularly during northeasterly storms, when even the small craft that normally 
moor elsewhere in the main harbor must seek shelter in the basin. Local in- 
terests have reported several instances when small craft had to seek moorage 
elsewhere because none was available in the small-boat harbor. 

The overcrowded conditions make it necessary to moor vessels in close quarters, 
frequently several abreast, resulting in damages from chafing and breaking of 
mooring lines, rubbing and battering of hulls, and in losses from fire because of 
difficulty in extricating a burning vessel from a crowded moorage. Additional 
expenses result from extra precautions required to prevent damages and losses. 
Congestion in the harbor results in delays to fishermen basing there, and others 
operating in the vicinity who must seek moorage at more distant ports, with con- 
sequent losses of time that could be devoted to fishing. 

Fiscal year 1958.-The requested amount of $396,000 will be applied as follows: 


Initiate and complete boat basin dredging $83, 000 
fnitiate and complete breakwater construction _. 272, 000 
Pngineering and design._-.------_-_-_-_-_-_-_ scat 12, 000 
Supervision and administrs OND kes aE hates 29, 000 


CN oc tccess ‘i ate a aaa ‘ 396, 000 


All of the above work will be initiated and completed in fiscal year 1958 with 
the requested funds of $396,000. 


Non-Federal costs—Local interests will provide all lands, easements, rights-of- 
way, spoil disposal areas, alterations as required in water, sewer, drainage and 
other utility facilities, bulkheads for retention of dredged material (except those 
initially required for the main breakwater), mooring facilities, utilities, and a 
public landing. The estimated costs are as follows: 


Lands and rights-of-way __... $18, 000 
Sulkhead_______ — on : a aaaih ss ss tiie ge beces ola 
Moorage fa ic cilities ‘and ‘utilities. Scania eae Jak ieee 58, 000 


Total non-Federal cost____. , 250, 000 


Local interests will maintain the breakwater, project depths in the moorag 
area, and will maintain and operate all locally provided facilities at an estimated 
annual cost of $13,500. 

Status of local cooperation.—Local interests have not yet been requested to fur- 
nish formal assurances of local cooperation. However, during preparation of 
the authorization report the port of Port Angeles offered to accomplish all the 
work listed above under “Non-Federal cost.” Local interest in the project re- 
mains at a high level, and there is no reason to believe that the required local 
cooperation will not be furnished when and as required. There are no highway 
or utility relocations, or other items for negotiation which would affect the initia- 
tion or continuity of the construction schedule. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$396,000 is a net increase of $13,000 over the latest estimate ($383,000) submitted 
to Congress for the same work. The difference includes an increase of $23,000 
due to higher price levels and a reduction of $10,000 resulting from a current re- 
analysis of the costs for engineering, design, supervision and administration. 


Mr. Rasavt. This is a new construction start. The entire cost is 
$396,000 and that is all requested for the year 1958. 

Describe the ty pe of harbor -improvement plan for this project. 

General Foorr. The improvement there, sir, will be the dredging 
of a small-boat basin, approximately 1,060 feet by 385 feet, and the 
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construction of a breakwater to protect that basin from the onshore 
winds. 

Mr. Rasavr. Has any detailed planning been done ? 

General Foorr. No, sir. There has been no detailed planning done 
on this project. 

Mr. Raxzavut. Do you have assurance of local cooperation in the 
amount of $250,000? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. The assurances of local pees were 
accepted by our Seattle district on the 13th of March of this year. 

Mr. Razavr. What is the urgency of undertaking this project in 
1958 and what other harbor facilities are available in the area? 

General Foorr. There is an existing small-boat basin there, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. Where is it? 

General Foore. It is up on the Olympic Peninsula on the south shore 
of the Straits of Juan de Fuca. It is the most westerly of the pro- 
tected basins for small boats operating in the Straits. 

The fishing traffic and small-boat traflic in that area is very heavy. 
The existing small-boat basin is not adequate for the basing and moor- 
ing of the traffic that presently comes in there. The additional facility 
is very much needed. 

Mr. Botanp. May I ask, Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Rapaur. Yes. 

Mr. Botanp. Are the storms severe here, too? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. The Straits become extremely rough at 
times. 

Mr. Maenvson. Mr. Chairman, if the chairman will yield— 

Mr. Razavr. I will be glad to yield. 

Mr. Maenuson. I would like to say I was up to Port Angeles last 
year and was taken on an inspection of this proposed project, and it 
is badly needed. It would be utilized largely by fishing vessels, and, 
of course, it does not represent a very large project. The people there 
are very interested in it. 

Mr. Rapaut. The people are willing to cooper: ite there to the extent 
of $250,000. The Government’s share would be $396,000, 

Mr. Maenuson. Yes. 
Mr. Kirwan. That is very good. 
Mr. Rasavt. It is good. 






































SHILSHOLE BAY, SEATTLE, WASH. 















Mr. Rawsavr. Shilshole Bay, Seattle, Wash., $1,780,000. 
Put pages 40 to 42 in the record. 


(The justifications follow :) 





AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 
WASH. 









CHANNELS 


SHILSHOLE BAY, SEATTLE, 












(Continuing) 






Location.—The project is on the east shore of Puget Sound, within the city 

of Seattle, Wash., just north of the entrance to Lake Washington ship canal. 
Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.8 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


| Accumulated 
Amount | percent of 
estimated 
| Federal cost 





Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) . : $2, 200, 000 |_...-- 
Estimated Federal cost (U. 8. Coast Guard) ‘ ; ; et et) 28, 000 |. 
Estimated non-Federal cost... _- ; a L Se an 2, 530, 000 
Cash contributions. .__-- vate ; se nas O t.< 
Other costs. : ; 2, 530, 000 | 
Total estimated projeet cost _-._.....-_--- beat : 4, 758, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 si : . ' J ‘4 20, 000 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1957- - : 400, 000 
Appropriations to date_____- ‘ ae err 420, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958_ - a ened , 780, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 0 | 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Breakwater : Composite rock and sand core, 4,200 feet long, top elevation : 19 feet 
above mean lower low water, crest width: 10 feet. 
Mooring basin: 
Area: 73 acres. 
Depth: 
Southerly part—15 feet below mean lower low water. 
Northerly part—10 feet below mean lower low water. 
Status (1 Jan. 1957) : Construction: Not started. 
Completion schedule: Breakwater and dredging: June 1958. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide urgently needed moorage facilities for 500 commer- 
cial fishing craft and 1,100 pleasure boats. Provision of these moorage facilities in 
Shilshole Bay will reduce the number of vessels using the Lake Washington 
ship canal to reach moorings upstream of the Government locks, thereby reducing 
the increasingly heavy boat traffic through the locks. Also, it will result in fewer 
bridge openings, and will postpone the necessity for providing additional lockage 
capacity. 

The commercial fishing industry will benefit by increased fishing returns and 
elimination of damages caused by crowded conditions in existing moorages and 
the canal. A total of 33,440 tons of fresh fish was landed in Seattle in 1955, 
95 percent of which was landed at wharves in outer Seattle Harbor, the re- 
mainder in the canal area above the locks. Towing and lumbering industries 
and general commerce will benefit through reduction of canal traffic. 

Moorages for pleasure boats, most of which are presently on Lakes Union and 
Washington, are inadequate for the number of boats, resulting in crowded condi- 
tions and excessive maintenance. The continuing increase in traffic and number 
of boats accentuates the necessity for construction at this time. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $1,780,000 will be applied to— 


Initiate and complete channel dredging $400, 000 
Complete construction of breakwater. ___-~~~_- a 1, 271, 300 
Engineering and design___.._.__-______ Z : 20, 400 
Supervision and administration___~_ saci a : te 88, 300 


ON i asia ans ai ahaa iar ' ‘ 1, 780, 000 


The project will be completed in fiscal year 1958 with the requested funds in 
the amount of $1,780,000. 

Non-Federal cosis.—Local interests will provide all lands, easements, disposal 
areas and rights-of-way, bulkheads, moorage facilities, and parking areas, esti- 


mated to cost $2,530,000, broken down as follows: 


Lands and rights-of-way 
SUTRA «GR. III ices setae atid ns gs lela at lanai enessiciiiadeel ean maa eee 1, 120, 000 
WGN AI TINT ck sk ines ds doen Sein hbase decane eck ends thd cut be Vodcast otal 812, 000 


MD GR ON ial sa nak ls cinch a cbt eb ile ae agit a mane 85, 000 
-arking areas 


Total 
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Local interests will maintain project depths in the moorage area and maintain 
all locally provided facilities at an estimated annual cost of $30,600. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Port of Seattle Commission, by resolution 
dated October 25, 1956, assured the United States that the requirements of local 
cooperation would be met. Necessary rights-of-way for spoil-disposal areas and 
bulkheads for retention of spoil are expected to be furnished before dredging is 
scheduled to be initiated. 

Comparisons of Federal-cost estimate—The current Federal estimate of $2,- 
200,000 is a net decrease of $1,430,000 from the latest estimate ($3,630,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. The decrease of $1,485,000 due to design changes in break- 
water construction is partially offset by a $55,000 increase due to higher price 
levels. 

Mr. Raravt. I note the total Federal cost has been reduced by 
$1,430,000 since last year’s estimate. 

What has caused that change? 

General Foorr. Mr. Chairman, when we got into our planning on 
this project, and specifically into the work that we have done during 
the past year, prior to advertising a construction contract, we found 
that instead of excavating the material from the basin and wasting 
it in a disposal area, that the material was of such a nature that we 
could incorporate it in the breakwater, thereby saving on the cost of 
excavating the basin, on the cost of constructing the breakwater, and 
on the cost of the material also. 

Mr. Raravt. And the cost of the material also? 

General Foorr. That is right. 

Mr. Ranavr. That is quite a saving, $1,430,000. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavr. I also note you have definite assurances of local con- 
tributions totaling $2,530, 000. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavrt. Does that remain in that figure? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavut. When do you plan to initiate construction ? 

General Foorr. Construction contract has already been awarded, 
sir. It was awarded fairly recently. I am not sure whether actual 
construction has started at the site or not. If not, it will start very 
soon. 

Mr. Rapsavt. The construction figures fit in here also? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir; thanks to the fact that we have some con- 
tingencies. The construction figures ran somewhat higher than our 
estimate for the amount of work involved. 

Mr. Ranaut. Do you know how much it ran ? 

General Foorr. No, sir. I will provide that for the record. I do 
not have the figures here. 

(The information follows :) 

The Government estimate of fair and reasonable costs (exclusive of profit) 
for the Shilshole project was $1,631,902. Low bid for the work was $1,967,180. 
The total Federal project cost estimate of $2,200,000 is considered sufficient to 
construct the project. 

Mr. Rapavt. You have got the contract for this now ? 

General Foorr. The contract is awarded and work is getting under 
way. 

Mr. Rasavut. Will the $1,780,000 requested for 1958 definitely com- 
plete this project ? 

General Foorr. We feel it will. 

Mr. Rapavt. Do you have a question, Mr. Magnuson 4 
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Mr. Macnuson. Yes. General, this was approved almost a year ago. 
How does it happen that constr uction has not started yet ? 

General Foorr. Well, we had an appropriation last year, sir, of 
$400,000 to start this project, and on work of this magnitude, if we 
award the construction contract very early in the year, sir, we run out 
of funds before the end of the fiscal year. 

We have to wait until fairly late in the fiscal year in order to have 
enough money to pay our bills before the end of the fiscal year. 

Mr. Macnvson. And keep the continuity of the work ? 

General Foorr. In order not to have to stop work and resume work 
ata later date. 

Mr. Maenuson. That is all. 


WILLAPA RIVER AND HARBOR AND NASELLE RIVER, WASH. 


Mr. Razavt. Willapa River and Harbor and Naselle River, Wash., 


$555,000. 
Put pages 45 through 48 in the record. 
(The justifications referred to follow :) 


CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 
WILLAPA RIVER AND HARBOR AND NASELLE RIVER, WASH. 
(Continuing) 


Location.—The project is located on the coast of Washington, 28 miles north 
of the Columbia River. 

Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.35 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

percent of esti- 

Amount {| mated Federal 

cost (Corps 

of Engineers) 

Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers 5, 000 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard) 7 000 | 

Estimated non-Federal cost 90, 000 
Cash contribution 0 
Other costs , 000 
Total estimated project cost 172, 000 
Appropriation to June 30, 1956 0 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 130, 000 
Appropriations to date 130, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 555, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 350, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Tokeland: Boat basin, depth 15 feet, width 350 feet, length 600 feet. 

Nahcotta : 

Boat basin, depth 10 feet, width 500 feet, length 1,100 feet. 
Breakwater : 

Type, rubble-mound. 

Length, 1,600 feet. 

Willapa River Channel: Depth 24 feet, 300 feet wide from South Bend to the 
Narrows, a distance of 1.5 miles, and 250 feet wide from the Narrows to Ray- 
mond, a distance of 2 miles. Total length, 3.5 miles. 

Naselle River: Snagging and pile removal along an 8-mile reach of the river. 

Status (January 1, 1957) : Construction not started. 

Completion schedule : 

Tokeland boat basin, February 1958. 
Nahcotta boat basin, July 1953. 
Nahcotta breakwater, August 1957. 











Willapa River channel, November 1958. 
Naselle River snagging and pile removal, May 1957. 


JUSTIFICATION 


(a) Tokeland.—Second to the forests in economic importauce are the fish- 
eries of Willapa Bay and adjacent coastal waters. Although studies by the State 
indicate need for conservation to perpetuate the supply of salmon and crabs, 
only a small percentage of the available bottom fishing grounds in the coastal 
area has been exploited, so that possibilities for future growth are large. Con- 
tinued demand for fish and fish products and development of new methods for 
processing will encourage continued growth of fisheries. Of the several settle- 
ments on Willapa Bay, Tokeland is the nearest to the bay entrance and conse- 
quently the most strategically located with respect to adjacent coastal fishing 
banks. It is also convenient to local fishing areas within the bay. The natural 
shelter offered by the northerly side of Toke Point attracts vessels seeking refuge 
from storms, with the result that existing facilities, accommodating at the 
most about 30 vessels, are frequently taxed beyond their limit. Adequate facili- 
ties at Tokeland will encourage further development of the fisheries resources. 
The authorized work will permit local interests to construct needed additional 
facilities. Overcrowding of the existing facilities has demonstrated the need 
for expansion. 

(b) Nahcotta.—Being centrally located with respect to extensive oyster lands 
of the southern part of Willapa Bay, Nahcotta has become a focal point for 
the oyster industry of the area and is a source of livelihood to many persons in 
the bay area. Available land, suitable for oyster growing, has not yet been fully 
utilized. Preservation and further development of the industry in the vicinity 
of Nahcotta are dependent, in a large measure, on provision of a protected moor- 
age basin. Its proximity to the ocean beach and resort areas of the south- 
westerly peninsula renders it a potential site for general pleasure and other 
boating activities. The absence of a natural harbor providing safe moorage 
against southerly winds has been a deterrent to development of small-boat 
operations generally. The authorized improvements will permit the expansion 
of small-boat mooring facilities by local interests for the development of the 
oyster industry and the benefit of small craft in general. The bases at Tokeland 
and Nahcotta are not competitive with each other or with other established 
bases in the harbor, such as Bay Center. Each is a component, yet distinct, 
part of the oystering and fishing industry on Willapa Bay as a whole. 

(c) Willapa River.—The commerce of Willapa River is centered in the lum- 
ber industry, including mainly transportation of logs to the mills and the ship- 
ment of lumber in the coastwise, intercoastal, and foreign trade. The former 
substantial coastwise trade with California has, in recent years, given way 
to the more lucrative east coast trade. The virtual elimination of the oldtime 
lumber schooners and replacement of most of the other ships by the larger 
Liberty and Victory ships has inerceased the difficulty in maneuvering through 
the present 200-foot channel in the vicinity of the main wharves at South Bend 
and Raymond and in the bend at the narrows. Asa result, he postwar recovery 
of tonnages shipped by water from Willapa River has been retarded, al- 
though lumber production has continued at a high level. The channel widen- 
ing will expedite ship movements in the 314-mile reach between Raymond and 
South Bend, resultiug in reduction of delays, stoppages, accidents, and lost time 
due to the danger of collision with log booms and lost logs, and adverse cur- 
rents and wind conditions which prevail along the river. 

(d) Naselle River.—A natural access route to a portion of the timber re- 
sources in the Willapa Harbor area is provided by the Naselle River, which 
is an important contributor to the commerce of Willapa River and Harbor. 
Its importance is expected to continue indefinitely, as the Naselle Valley has 
considerable pulpwood resources remaining, demand for which will continue 
and probably increase. The minor channel improvement, as authorized, ap- 
pears to be well justified on the basis of the present river use. It will also 
promote more general use of the river for small-bout navigation. Fishing in- 
terests operating in the channel area near the mouth have done some work on 
snag clearance but because of its recurrent nature have joined the towing 
interests in requesting Federal aid. Annual removal of new snags is included 
as part of the project authorization. 
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Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $555,000 will be applied to: 


Complete construction of the Nahcotta breakwater___._____-_--__-_- $181, 600 
Initiate and complete dredging of the Tokeland boat basin__.---_-- 82, 300 
Initiate dredging of the Nahcotta boat basin___----__-_---.-____-___ 246, 100 
IIIA, INTE CU an cn cpecomncimnansagnt aosicegheo teat sete dnc Rioch cereapdienapmsmccde adic lagaroe 15, 000 
BUOCEViInIGn Shen Administra. nn heck lkc ct chinieiebeee 30, 000 

FECT iis sdsiniin wind inttbcdiindmeotenthatesbiedincipbsuttiia wy cttw aati aise 555, 000 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS—WILLAPA RIVER AND HARBOR AND NASELLE RIVER, 
WASH. 


Work completed consists of a channel across the bar at the mouth of Willapa 
Bay, 26 feet deep and 500 feet wide, maintained by dredging; a channel 24 
feet deep and 200 feet wide from deep water in Willapa Bay to the forks of 
the river at Raymond, including a cutoff channel 3,100 feet long at the nar- 
rows and a closing dike at Mailboat Slough; a channel 24 feet deep and 150 
feet wide up the South Fork to the Cram Lumber Mill, and up the North 
Fork to 12th Street, with a turning basin 250 feet wide, 350 feet long, and 24 
feet deep at the latter point; a channel 10 feet deep, 40 feet wide, and 2,800 
feet long from deep water in Palix River to Bay Center dock, with widening 
at the shoreward end to provide a small mooring basin. The channel from the 
entrance through the Willapa River forks is approximately 26 miles long. The 
Federal cost for completed modifications was $773,000. 


REMAINING AUTHORIZED MODIFICATIONS, WILLAPA RIVER AND HARBOR AND NASELLE 
RIVER, WASH. 

None. 

Non-Federal costs.—Local interests will provide all lands, easements, rights- 
of-way, spoil disposal areas, moorage facilities in each boat basin, and bulk- 
heads for retenttion of fill at 'Cukeland. Estimated non-Federal costs are as 
follows: 


Lands and rights-of-way at TORGIGUG i ciciiteisvecctinnciemncmnianspenedoanil $1, 000 
Lands and rights-of-way at Nahcotta_-__-_ sssiensababiaaniae tions tna tarnish aime ane 7, 000 
Pri neahs Ot DOO ON a xis ei oii tide dir gceensiida eens 40, 000 
Mootige féciliitios at: TokelanGiinc <cceiceicnweess di i tceenes 14, 000 
Moorage faciities at Naheotta....u wc dedscend 4 dase 28, 000 

TE OR tr Re CI is cai an ssc areas nai nn teehee eae 90, 000 


Local interests will maintain project depths, mooring facilities, and access 
roads to each boat basin; maintain bulkheads for retention of fill at Tokeland 
and will operate the Tokeland and Nahcotta boat basins at an estimated annual 
cost of $12,500. 

Local interests also incurred costs over $78,000 in complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation for previous work accomplished on the project. 

Funds in the amount of $72,000 were contributed by the city of Raymond in 
August 1920, fulfilling the requirement of the River and Harbor Act of July 27, 
1916 for a cash contribution of one-half the estimated cost of dredging in the 
North and South Forks of the Willapa River above their junction, or $143,550. 
Receipt of favorable bids for the work reduced the ‘ocal contribution require- 
ment to $72,000. 

In addition, local interests have spent about $325,000 for improvements in 
the interest of navigation other than deepwater terminal and transfer facilities. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Port of Willapa Harbor Commission, by 
resolution dated August 14, 1956, and the Port of Peninsula Commission, by 
resolution dated September 28, 1956, assured the United States that the require- 
ments of local cooperation would be met on Willapa River channel widening, 
Tokeland boat basin dredging, and Nahcotta boat basin dredging and break- 
water construction. Rights-of-way for the two boat basins are owned by the 
respective ports. About 50 percent of the disposal areas along the Willapa River 
have been obtained by the port of Willapa Harbor, and the remainder will be 
furnished before start of dredging. The port of Ilwaco has furnished the as- 
surance required for the Naselle River improvement. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$1,035,000 is an increase of $28,000 over the latest estimate ($1,007,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. This net difference represents an increase of $43,000 due 
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to higher price levels and a reduction of $15,000 in the estimated Government 
costs. 

Mr. Rasavurt. Please describe the project for which $130,000 is 
available this year and $55,000 is required for 1958. 

General Foorr. There are really three items of work involved here, 
sir. One of them is the construction of a mooring basin at the town 
of Tokeland on the north part of Willapa Harbor; a second item is 
the construction of a mooring basin and breakwater in the southerly 
portion of the harbor, and the third part is a snagging and pile removal 
project in the Naselle River. 

Mr. Rasavt. That is quite a harbor there. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasaut. What about the nature of that harbor? Do you 
have trouble maintaining it? 

General Foorr. We have to dredge that every year to maintain the 
deepwater navigation channels. 


EAGLE GORGE RESERVOIR, GREEN RIVER, WASH. 


Mr. Rapavut. Eagle Gorge Reservoir, Green River, Wash., $8 
million. 

We will insert pages 51 to 53 in the record at this point. 

(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


DAMS AND RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
EAGLE GorGE RESERVOIR, GREEN RIVER, WASH. 


(Continuing) 
Location.—On the upper portion of the Green River, about 35 miles south- 
east of Seattle, Wash., and 6 miles upstream from the town of Kanaskat, Wash. 
Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.36 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost.__. 000 | 
Estimated non-Federal cost | 2 000 | 
Cash contributions 2, 000 
Other costs 0} 
Total estimated project cost ; 5 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 51, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 000 
Appropriations to date. . 7 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 000 


Dam: 

Type: Rockfill 

Height : 235 feet above bedrock. 

Length : 600 feet (exclusive of gated spillway). 
Spillway: 

Type: Ogee gated spillway. 

Capacity : 107,000 cubic feet per second. 
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PHYSICAL DATA 

Reservoir capacity : 

Conservation pool : 23,100 acre-feet. 
Flood control and total capacity : 106,000 acre-feet. 

Power Installation : None. 

Status (January 1, 1957): Construction has been started. The first railroad 
relocation contract between mile 70.6 and mile 74.6 was started in February 
1956. The second railroad relocation contract between mile 74.6 and mile 
80.6 was awarded in August 1956. <A contract for protection of Tacoma water 
supply was negotiated in December 1955 and construction of a 100-million 
vallon storage reservoir by the city of Tacoma is complete. Relocation of 
power and communication facilities resulting from other agreements is being 
accomplished. On June 380, 1957, relocation construction is expected to be 
40 percent complete and work on the dam about 3 percent complete. 

Completion schedule: 

Entire project: June 1960. 
Relocation of Northern Pacific Railway : August 1958. 
Effective flood storage : November 1959. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Kagle Gorge Reservoir is to control flooding of the lower Green River Valley, 
for protection of the suburban communities from Auburn to Renton, and the 
developed south Seattle industrial district in the vicinity of the Boeing Airplane 
Co. plants, and the majority of Seattle’s heavy industries, warehouses, storage 
yards, and machinery servicing operations. Through control of floods of this 
area, Eagle Gorge project offers a significant and positive contribution to the 
Nation’s defense potential and economic well-being by providing: 

(a) Protection to avoid possible loss of life and substantial economic loss, 
such as has been experienced from the 29 floods occurring in this valley since 
November 1891. With the project in operation, estimated damages prevented 
upon recurrence of the 1933, 1946, and 1951 floods would be as follows: 


BS = a ccs cesaiedticinsssiiahin sidan gia aaa ce ae $2, 583, 000 
aa ce ca oa aaa ca 2, 000, 000 
$0088. Ro osccchits onli ako ns alae ain ceelins 585, 000 


(b) Freedom from flood-interruption of rail and highway transportation for 
employees, materials, and products essential to existing and future defense 
industries. 

(c) Flood protection for potential industrial sites in the logical area for the 
expansion and decentralization of Seattle’s established industrial district. Local 
interests stress the scarcity of, and early need for, additional industrial sites 
for the Seattle area. To this end, and in anticipation of early completion of 
Eagle Gorge Reservoir, local interests are actively planning to undertake con- 
siderable work downstream from the dam in the Duwamish Valley and in the 
Green River Valley below Auburn. 

(d) Flood protection to 17,000 acres of rich agricultural valley land located 
about midway between the population centers of Tacoma and Seattle. Flood 
control will enhance agricultural productivity of this land until the time the land 
is needed for industrial locations. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $8 million will be applied to— 


Re Eras TAINED CIT as des hed aplecnnern ote ime elgns ee By tar $365, 400 
Continue relocations_........--._- Spat al aati Rend cad louie hs tpidaaicadct decease does, 
ECACC a ROGGE. CI i ins ts cesses Arietta taal 118, 200 
A Pa ennrve stir OURO ON CN oe aia os a adeesceden cman cin ahem 849, 800 
Ir INN IR UC le ee ae 70, 000 
pupervinion and s@mitmistrationa . ce ee ee a ee 379, 300 
SO er COTO init cnin ai redeinsdn caiecccdes eden aeinieaoneacnataiae aia 97, 200 

Sa a eh sien a eatin ate A ket El epee 2 5 el ae a 


Completion of Eagle Gorge Reservoir project at the earliest date possible is 
essential to assure protection of the lower Green River Valley from floods. 
Funds in the amount of $8 million are required in fiscal year 1958 to maintain 
orderly construction progress. 

Von-Federal costs.—The authorizing legislation requires that local interests 
provide a cash contribution of $2 million toward project construction. 

Status of local cooperation.—All requirements have been met. 
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Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$23,100,000 is an increase of $1,100,000 over the latest estimate ($22 million) 
submitted to Congress. $1,042,000 of this increase is due to higher price levels 
and $58,000 is due to adjustments in relocations and construction features based 
on nrere detailed design and investigations. 

Mr. Rapavut. You have $6,300,000 for this year and are asking $8 
million for next year to continue construction. Is work on schedule 
so that the entire amount will be needed ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir; it will be needed. 

Mr. Rapavt. This is a $25 million project ? 

General Foorr. Including local contributions of $2 million. 

Mr. Rasavt. $2 million is the local contribution and at the present 
time it is 34 percent completed, and if you are given $8 million that 
will bring it up to 69 percent completed ? 

General Foorr. Yes. 

Mr. Rapsavut. Leaving a balance of $7,149,000 to complete the proj- 
ect after fiscal year 1958? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, Corps oF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Razaut. For “Operation and maintenance” you are requesting 
$2,754,300 for 11 projects. 
We will insert pages 57 and 58 in the record. 
r e . 
(The pages referred to are as follows :) 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL, Frscat YEAR 1958 


1. Navigation 

(b) Locks, dams, reservoirs, and canals.—The budget estimate of $432,500 
provides the minimum amount necessary for annual operational requirements, 
essential channel dredging, and rehabilitation work. The estimate includes 
$55,500 of the $5 million provided in the budget for reduction of the backlog of 
urgently needed maintenance work. The amount requested recurring annually 
is the necessary operation and ordinary maintenance of project facilities; labor, 
supplies, materials, and parts required for the day-to-day functioning of the 
project. Periodic requirement is indicated under remarks below. 


Obligations 


{In thousands of dollars] 


Fiscal year 1958 | 





| 
Fiscal (estimated) | 
Fiscal | year recurring One- | Total 
Project year 1957 maintenance | time | fiscal Remarks 
1956 (esti- | = CC repairs} year 
mated) | | 1958 
| An- Peri- | 
nual odic 
| | ; | 
WASHINGTON | 
| ' | 
Lake Washington ship canal_- 437. 2 360. 0 | 377.0 | 55.5 432.5 | Dredging; paint- 
| j ing lock guard 
| gates. 
Total navigation ----........--.-.'1, 750.2 |3, 302.7 2. 587.5 


2. Flood control 

(a) Reservoirs.—The budget estimate of $188,200 for the operation and main- 
tenance of one flood-control reservoir and scheduling of flood-control-reservoir 
operations in the basin, provides the minimum amount necessary for operational 
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requirements, including $45,000 of the $5 million provided for in the budget for 
reduction of backlog of urgently needed maintenance work. The amount re- 
quested for maintenance recurring annually is the necessary operation and ordi- 
ary maintenance of project facilities; labor, supplies, materials, and parts 
required for the day-by-day functioning of the project. Periodic or one-time 
requirement is indicated under remarks below. 


Obligations 


[In thousands of dollars] 


Fiscal year 1958 


Fiscal | (estimated) | 
Fiscal | year recurring One- | Total, 
Project year 1957 | maintenance | time | fiscal | Remarks 
1956 (esti- | si repairs} §6year 
mated) } 1958 | 
An- Peri- 
nual odie 
WASHINGTON | 
Mud Mountain Reservoir ; 90. 7 76.3 82.4 15.0 40.0 137.4 | Reconstruct high- 
way access 
| bridge; resurface 
access road. 
Scheduling of flood-control-reser- .6 1.4 Gt Baa aaa j -8 | 
voir operations. 
Total flood-control reservoirs 91.3 80.7 <t 302 


(b) Other (including channel improvement projects, miscellaneous items and inspec- 
tions).—The budget estimate of $28,600 provides for the minimum annual and 
periodic maintenance requirements of 2 local flood protection projects and inspec- 
tion of 15 completed works within the basin during the budget year. The inerease 
over the prior year is essential to restore the projects to effective functioning for 
flood control. 


Fiscal year 1958 | | | 





Fiscal (estimated) One- Total | 
Fiscal year recurring time fiscal 
Project year | 1957 maintenance | repairs; year | Remarks 
1956 (esti- esse 1958 
mated) 
An- Peri- 
nual | odic 
WASHINGTON | 
Stillaguamish River-- 7.0 15.2 15. 6 , 15.6 | Maintenance of re- 
| } vetments. 
Tacoma, Puyallup River-.. ‘2 4.5) 4.0 6.0 poe > 10.0 Do. 
Inspection of completed works- - - 2.3 2.0 | 3.0 ee 3.0 
Total flood control, other... 9.5 | 21.7} ; 28. 6 
Total flood control 100.8 102. 4 -| 166.0 
Total North Pacific Basin... 1,851.0 |3,405.1 ! J -.-.|2, 754.3 


ALASKA 


Mr. Ranaut. We will now take up Alaska, the Corps of Engineers. 
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, Corrs OF ENGINEERS 
For “General investigations” you are requesting $60,000 for two 


projects. We will insert the material on pages 3 and 4 pertaining to 
Alaska. 
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(The pages referred to are as follows :) 
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, FiscAL YEAR 1958 


1. Examinations and surveys 

(a) Navigation studies.—The amount of $35,800 is requested for prosecution of 
3 studies during fiscal year 1958. This amount will permit completion of 1 report 
and progress on 2 others. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 


Total Allocation Tentative Additional to 
Study estimated prior to illocation jcomplete after 
Federal cost fiscal year fiscal vear fiscal year 
1958 1058 1058 

Alaska: Harbors and rivers of Alaska $325, 000 $287, 100 $20, 000 $17, 900 
Hawaii: 

Kahului Harbor é : 32, 000 6, 700 10, 000 15, 300 

Kalaupapa Landing--- eas, 7, 800 2, 000 5, 800 0 

be dibvslckendinvedadk ; 364, 800 295, 800 35, 800 33, 200 


(bo) Flood-control studies.—The amount of $44,500 is requested for prosecu- 
tion of 3 studies during fiscal year 1958. This amount will permit completion 
of 2 reports and progress on 1 other. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 





Total Allocation Tentative |Additional to 
Study estimated prior to | allocation complete after 
; Federal cost fiscal year | fiscal year fiscal vear 
1958 1958 1958 
* E 4 o 7 7 LF hn Le Aho | | ‘ 
Alaska: Harbors and rivers of Alaska__._...... | $775, 000 $704, 600 | $40, 000 $30, 400 
Hawaii: | | 
Palolo and Manoa Valleys- - - be acana 500 | 0 | 500 0 
Wailua River Suki tckedeahad 4, 000 0 | 4, 000 0 
a icieciesiappitthiie: Sastsensee 779, 500 704, 600 | 44, 500 30, 400 


' 


(c) Beach erosion cooperative studies —The amount of $16,200 is requested for 
completion of 1 report during fiscal year 1958. 


Total Allocation Tentative (Additional to 
Study estimated prior to allocation {complete after 
Federal cost fiscal year fiscal year fiscal year 
1958 1¥58 1958 
Puerto Rico: San Juan-- : $21, 200 $5, 000 $16, 200 | 0 
Total... ... ‘ | 21, 200 5, 000 16, 200 | 0 
Grand total-._- ciate: ea _ 1, 165, 500 1,005, 400 96, 500 | $63, 600 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND Design. Corps or ENGINEERS 


Mr. Rapavur. For advance engineering and design you are request- 
ing $50,000 for one project. 


GASTINEAU CHANNEL, ALASKA 


We will place pages 6 and 7 in the record at this point. 


P 
A 


} 
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(The pages referred to are as follows :) 
GASTINEAU CHANNEL, ALASKA 


(Initiation of planning) 


Location and description—The Gastineau Channel improvement is in south- 
eastern Alaska. It provides for a channel from Juneau to Fritz Cove, approxi- 
mately 414 miles long, 75 feet wide, with bottom dredged to elevation of mean 
lower low water. 

Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.67 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 
OI Tr I ea ctics ci ssa caine dh cinta ana iae $1, 150, 000 


atmated WOn-weweral COSC. 6. Ld ice mewrdcmeaconcen pce ) 

i a sacchari 0 

RN Fm ST a sa ea cbinebe on caoieceampmee eb atideaa tara tesa mtonga teen 0 
i nin EE SOR COIN a eeticaAceedaleg it toes cea 1, 150, 000 
Er OCCA CE Ui Greene PROM RUIN TII CNSR NON Cag stn coos erence wae deve eee aw en alent 56, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957_____-___---__ seiescaicnconeie aes anna eee 0 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1958______~- vt 0 eR so ae see 50, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fise al 3 year 1958_ 6, 000 


JUSTIFICATION 


Construction of the project will provide a safer and more direct route for 
the major percentage of the extensive small-boat traffic in and out of Juneau. 
With the channel improvement it is estimated that 80 to 90 percent of all 
small-boat trips in and out of Juneu will use this route since practically all the 
fishing operations out of Juneau are carried on to the northward. Also the 
herring bait is supplied at Auke Bay which is northwest of Juneau. The esti- 
mated number of round trips by small craft at Juneau is 8,660 annually. In ad- 
dition to an increased distance of 15 miles per trip each way, a considerable 
amount of time is lost each season due to severe storm conditions which are 
prevalent at the south end of Douglas Island. It is esimated that each boat 
loses a minimum of 4 days each season waiting out storms in that locality. 
Approximately 3 million board-feet of logs are being towed up to Juneau annually 
from areas whieb would use the North Gastineau Channel if it were navigable. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. Local interests are required to furnish free of 
cost to the United States all lands, easements, rights-of-way, and spoil-disposal 
areas necessary for the improvement and subsequent maintenance, when and as 
required, and hold and save the United States free from claims for damages 
resulting from the improvement. Spoil-disposal areas will be in tidal waters 
or on municipally owned land at no cost to the sponsors. 

Status of local cooperation.—Loeal interests have given assurances of com- 
Pliance with all requirements of local cooperation. Easements for disposal 
areas wil be obtained by local interests when planning has progressed sufficiently 
to delineate spoil areas. Territory of Alaska Session Laws of 1949, chapter 
110, provide for holding and saving the Federal Government free from liability 
arising from construction of river and harbor improvements. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$1,150,000 is an increase of $70,000 over the latest estimate ($1,080,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. The difference is due to higher price levels. 

Mr. Rasaur. The $50,000 is requested to initiate planning on the 
Gastineau Channel, Alaska. The total cost would be $1,150,000. 
Show on the map the present route used by small boats in and out of 
Juneau and explain the urgency for developing the new channel to 
Fritz Cove. 

General Foorr. Traffic now going from Juneau to the waters east 
and west of Juneau have to go around Douglas Island because Gasti- 
neau Channel, is only nav igable at extremely high tide. This navig- 
able channel will permit ready access in and out of Juneau. 


91488—57 -—--16 
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Construction, GENERAL, Corps OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Razavur. For “Construction” you are requesting $4,214,000 for 
three projects. 
DRY PASS, ALASKA 


For Dry Pass, Alaska, you are requesting $874,000. We will insert 
in the record at this point pages 12 and 13. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 
CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 
Dry Pass, ALASKA (12-Foor Prosyect DrepTH) 
(New) 


Location.—Dry Pass is the narrowest portion of El Captain Passage which 
separates the northwestern tip of Prince of Wales Island from Kosciusko Island. 
The passage extends northerly about 18 miles from Sea Otter Sound then turns 
westward from about 6 miles to Shakan Strait. 

Authorization.—1954 River and Haibor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio: 1.19 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) ~----_--------------- $1, 720, 000 
Hstimated Federal cost (U. S. Coast Guard) ~...__-___--....------~- 5, 500 
IE cI PUI UI i sccgahatge Uneetsniins co ier incinins wriksmemh en eenuiouseanpnreiiuey 0 
Pa RI TN I cis cxcespmsitp bins ep neininy mes wees enecign sn meceenione ere 1, 729, 500 
CARO TER, Siren nnemcnunemmnea iar eeeeammaear 0 
REIT ODE SOE, NE NN ai arenes cies iin meee mane 0 
I a otra ii eases capntinaieaibliphamaae soap ertienarnnpenveiemnerneesanes 0 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958__------------_----- 874, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958___--_--__.--_------_--.. 846, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Channel: 12 feet deep and 70 feet wide through Dry Pass including removal of 
Alligator Rock near the southern margin of the improved channel. Approxi- 
mately 3.5 miles through 7 shoals. 

Status (January 1, 1957) : New start. 

Completion schedule: 

Shoal No. 2: June 1958. 
Shoal Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7: December 1958. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The benefits to result from the proposed improvement of Dry Pass will accrue 
very largely to the logging and pulp interests, although fishing and other small 
boats will be enabled to navigate the channel with greater ease than they now 
do. Savings to the logging and pulp industries will result from lowered costs 
in towing log rafts from the west coast area to the mills at Sitka, Petersburg, 
Wrangell, and Ketchikan. The United States Forest Service estimates that 
there are over 6 billion feet of merchantable timber in the area from which 
logs would be expected to be towed through Dry Pass and that the lumber in- 
dustry will utilize an average of about 50 million feet a year over the next 35 
years. The regional forester, United States Forest Service, states that practi- 
cally all timber moving from the west coast is now made into rafts which can- 
not use the present channel of Dry Pass because they have drafts of 12 to 14 
feet. 

Fiscal year 1958.—Funds in the amount of $874,000 in fiscal year 1958 will be 
required to initiate construction in order to permit completion in fiscal year 
1950. 

COMPLETED MODIFICATION—DRY PASS, ALASKA 


Pursuant to the 1935 River and Harbor Act, Dry Pass has been dredged to a 
depth of 6 feet over a width of 60 feet at a total first cost of $59,000. 
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Nonfederal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal estimate of 
$1,720,000 (July 1956 prices) for the modification reflects an increase of $148,700 
over the latest estimate submitted to Congress of $1,571,300 (July 1955 prices). 
The increase is based on the price level rise. 

Mr. Razavt. This is a new start with a total cost of $1,720,000. 
What is the justification for this project which has a benefit-cost ratio 
of only 1.19 to 1? 

General Foore. This project is located between Kosciusko Island 
and Prince of Wales Island in the latitude of the town of Wrangell. 
It is about directly west of Wrangell. 

These islands are very heavily timbered and a great deal of the raw 
timber that is being supplied to the existing pulp mill and sawmills 
at Ketchikan and to sawmills at Wrangell will come from the ad- 
joining portion of the Prince of Wales Island, so that we have a 
constant demand for improved channel conditions for towing rafts of 
logs and also for the passage of small boats used by logging and 
lumber interests. It is a project very much needed in the interest of 
better and safer navigation in that area. 

Mr. Raxsaut. There has been no engineering and design work on 
this project ? 

General Foorr. That is correct. This is a rather simple project so 
far as the engineering goes. 

Mr. Rapavut. Why should we not limit the appropriation for 1958 
to the $23,900 required for this purpose ? 

General Foorr. We have asked for $874,000. 

Mr. Razavut. I know. Why should we not limit it to less money # 
You do not have the design work done on it yet. 

General Foorr. The design work is not done. The project could 
be delayed. I think if we did that we might add something to the 
cost because the present plan of accomplishment is two seasons of 
work. 

Mr. Rapzavt. Do you think it can get in construction this year? 

General Foorer. In fiscal year 1958; yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapavut. You want to do it in 2 years? 

General Foote. We want to do it in 2 years. 


KETCHIKAN HARBOR, ALASKA (BAR POINT BASIN) 


Mr. Rasavt. Ketchikan Harbor, Alaska, Bar Point Basin, 
$1,900,000. 

We will put pages 16 to 18 in the record. 

(The pages referred to are as follows :) 


CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 
KETCHIKAN Harpor, ALASKA (BAR Pornt Basin) 
(Continuing) 


Location.—Ketchikan Harbor is located on Tongass Narrows on the southerly 
shore of Revillagigedo Island, 650 nautical miles from Seattle and 220 nautical 
miles from Juneau. The project modification is located in Tongass Narrows off 
Bar Point near the northwestern city limits of Ketchikan. 

Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.1 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


| 

| Accumulated 

| percent of esti 
Amount | mated Federal 

} eost (Corps 
of Engineer 


Estimated Federal cost (CE) ‘ 1 $2, 400, 000 |_- 
Estimated Federal cost (USCG) 13, 900 |_. 
Estimated non-Federal cost _ _- 198, 000 |_- 

Cash contribution_ -- Si. 

Other costs 198, 000 |. 
Total estimated project costs 2, 611, 900 | - 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 : 0 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 500, 000 
Appropriations to date eee 500, 000 | 21 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 | 1, 900, 000 100 
Balance to complete after fiscal vear 1958 ok. a 0 | 


! Does not include cost of a 450-foot extension of the 1,200-foot breakwater. The extension has been cde 
ferred pending a determination of its need. 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Basin dredging: Area of 780,000 square feet to depth ranging from 6 to 15 
feet at mean lower low water. 

Breakwaters (rock mound) : 700 feet and 1,200 feet in length. 
Status (January 1, 1957) : Construction not started. 
Completion schedule : 

Breakwaters: June 1958. 

Dredging: October 1957. 

JUSTIFICATION 


At least 1,200 commercial fishing boats base at Ketchikan during the fishing 
season and these boats make 4,000 to 5,000 calls during the season. Also sev- 
eral hundred trips are made each year by boats towing logs or salmon scows. 
The existing small-boat harbor in Thomas Basin provides adequate mooring 
facilities for only 300 of these boats; however, 500 boats jam into the harbor 
creating fire and other hazards due to overcrowding. Another 500 or more 
boats are moored along the waterfront unprotected from storms and the wakes 
of passing steamers. Ketchikan has the largest fleet of small boats in Alaska 
and since it has no connecting highway or railroad links to the outside world 
it is solely dependent on marine and air traffic for transportation. 

The principal industry is fishing and fish processing, an industry which is 
entirely dependent on small boats. 

Fiscal year 1958.—Funds in the amount of $1,900,000 in fiscal year 1958 wil! 
be required to complete all of the work proposed on the project at this time. 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS, KETCHIKAN HARBOR 


Work completed consists of a small-boat harbor in Thomas Basin. Area of 
dredged basin is 11.35 acres, depth is 10 feet at mean lower low water, and 
the dredged area is protected by a rock mound breakwater 940 feet in length. 
The cost of this completed work is $225,000. 

Non-Federal costs——The current estimate of costs to local interests of com- 
plying with the requirements of local cooperation for the small-boat harbor is 
$198,000. In addition, local interests are required to operate and maintain 
the mooring facilities installed by them at an estimated annual cost of $11,500. 

Local interests have incurred costs in complying with requirements of the 
existing harbor (Thomas Basin) by installing mooring floats and facilities 
valued at an estimated $100,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—The city of Ketchikan by resolution dated Janu- 
ary 17, 1951, assured the United States that the requirements of local coopera- 
tion would be complied with. The city obtained a permit dated October 21, 
1955, from the Bureau of Land Management for removal of 270,000 cubie yards 
of rock from the Pennock Island quarry for Bar Point breakwater consrtuction. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$2,400,000 is a decrease of $1,270,000 under the latest estimate ($3,670,000) 
submitted to Congress. The difference is due to removing the west breakwater. 
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estimated cost of $1,364,000, from the active project and deferring it for re- 
study. This decrease is partially offset by $74,000 increase in price levels on 
the active portion of the project. 

Mr. Rapavutr. $500,000 is available to start construction this year 
and the 1958 request of $1,900,000 would complete the project. Have 
you been able to get construction started ? 

General Foorr. No, sir. We have delayed starting construction 
on this job. 

Mr. Ranaut. What do you suggest about these figures ? 

General Foore. I do not think we have delayed it to the point 
but that we will require the funds requested to complete the project in 
the following fiscal year. 

Mr. Ranaut. You intend to use the $500,000 this year ? 

General Foorr. We will not use it all this fiscal year because we will 
not open bids until June 10. 

Mr. Ranaut. How long a season do you have there? 

General Foorr. It varies from year to year. There are years the 
snow does not stay on the ground at all at Ketchikan, and other years 
it piles up. You can work until November most years in Ketchikan. 
It is the southernmost part of Alaska. 

Mr. Kirwan. It is e! Miami of Alaska. 

General Foorr. Yes, si 


KODIAK HARBOR, ALASKA (SMALL-BOAT HARBOR) 


Mr. Razaut. Kodiak Harbor, Alaska, small-boat harbor, $1,440,000. 
We will put pages 21 to 23 in the record at this point. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION ) 
Koprik HaArRgor, ALASKA (SMALL-BOAT HARBOR) 


(Continuing) 


Location.—Kodiak Harbor is located in the northern portion of St. Paul Har- 
bor, adjacent to the city of Kodiak, on the northeast coastline of Kodiak Island, 
Alaska. 

\uthorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.89 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

percent of esti- 

Amount mated Federal 
cost (Corps 

of Engineers) 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) $1, 940, 000 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard) 5, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 227, 600 
Cash contribution : 0 | 
Other costs a i i | 227, 600 | 
Total estimated project cost 2, 172, 600 | 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 0 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957__ - ome? 500, 000 
Appropriations to date 500, 000 | 26 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 1, 440, 000 | 100 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 0 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


Basin dredging: Area of 11.7 acres dredged to depths of 12 and 8 feet below mean 
lower low water. 
Breakwaters: (Rock mound) 780 feet and 1,250 feet in length. 
Status (September 1, 1956) : Construction not started. 
Completion schedule: 
Breakwaters: February 28, 1958. 
Dredging: September 30, 1957. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Kodiak Harbor will provide safe winter moorage for 320 vessels of the Kodiak 
fishing fleet. Benefits which will be derived include the prevention of boat 
damages, decrease in boat operating costs, and increase in food production. 
Kodiak is the center of an important fishery of salmon, herring, halibut, and king 
crab. Fishing is the principal industry of this area, with annual production 
valued at nearly $15 million. 

The harbor will provide the only protected moorage for small fishing vessels 
in the extensive area westward of Seward. Its completion is expected to stimu- 
late the development of other industry in the area and to materially aid in the 
expansion of the relatively new king crab fishery. 

Fiscal year 1958.—Funds in the amount of $1,440,000 in fiscal year 1958 will 
be required to complete construction of breakwaters and basin dredging, which 


will complete the project. 
COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS, KODIAK HARBOR 


Work completed consists of dredging a deep-draft vessel channel in North 
Channel between Kodiak and Near Islands to a depth of 22 feet at mean lower 
low water, a width of 190 feet, and a length of 3,300 feet. The cost of this com 
pleted work was $137,000. 


REMAINING AUTHORIZED MODIFICATIONS, KODIAK HARBOR 

None. 

Non-Federal costs.—The estimated costs to local interests of complying with 
the requirements of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation 
for the small-boat harbor is $227,600. In addition, local interests are required 
to operate and maintain the mooring facilities installed by them at an estimated 
annual cost of $5,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—The city of Kodiak has secured an adequate 
quarry site and by resolution adopted October 17, 1955, has provided assurance 
of compliance with the other elements of local cooperation. The quarry rights 
are included in a free use permit for public agencies, issued by United States 
Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management. The permit was 
approved July 25, 1955, and expires July 24, 1960. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$1,940,000 is decrease of $8,000 under the latest estimate ($1,948,000) submitted 
to Congress. The decrease is due to lower construction costs effected by a 
change in design. 

Mr. Rapavut. What is the status of construction work on this 
Harbor ? 

General Foorr. Here, again, we have not yet started construction 
on this project. We expect to open bids on the 10th of June. 

Mr. Rasavut. Where is the other project ? 

General Foorr. Ketchikan is in the extreme southeast. 

Mr. Raravut. They are a good ways away from each other ? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavut. The $1,440,000 is requested to complete the project in 
1958. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapavt. Will all this be needed or can we expect some slippage? 

General Foorr. I feel we will need it all. 

Mr. Kirwan. Where are the seal headquarters ? 
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General Foorr. The Pribilofs are not on that map. They are about 
where the B is [indicating] on the Bering Sea. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, Corps OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Rasavut. Operation and maintenance, $46,000. 
We will insert the material on page 30 pertaining to Alaska. 
(The matter referred to is as follows :) 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL, FIScAL YEAR 1958 


Navigation 


(a) Channels and harbors.—The budget estimate of $301,000 provides for essen- 
tial maintenance work on 2 channel and harbor projects named in the list which 
follows. The work to be accomplished under this activity consists of mantaining 
the navigation channels and harbors by means of dredging and repairing harbor 
breakwaters; periodic inspections and surveys to determine conditions of the 
projects from programing purposes and providing navigation interests with ade- 
quate information on existing channel conditions; all as authorized in the laws 
adopting river and harbor projects. The budget estimates includes $250,000 of 
the $5 million provided for in the budget for reduction of the backlog of urgently 
needed maintenance work. 


Obligations 


{In thousands of dollars] 





Fiseal ar 1958 
Fiscal | ed 
I I il yea : ) r td 
Project | year 1957 maintenance tim fiseal Remark 
1956 ( re year 
I ed LUS5S8 
An- I 
nual odic 
Alaska: 
Nome Harbor. 39.4 39.3 11.0 11.0 | Dredging. 
Project condition survey 2. 0 2.0 5.0 5. 0 
Territory of Hawaii 
Nawiliwili Harbor 187.9 357.9 5.0 250. 0 255.0 | Breakwater repair 
Other projects maintenance 
periodically : 177.0 | 960.3 
Total channels and har- 706.0 |1,359.5 301.0 


bors. 


2. Flood control 





None. 
3. Multiple pur pose 
None. 
| | | 
| Fiscal year 1958 | 
Fiseal | (estimated } 
Fiscal | year recurring | One- | Total | 
Project year | 1957 maintenance time fiscal Remarks 
1956 (esti- repairs | year 
mated) 1958 
An- | Peri- 
nual odie 
Grand total Alaska, Hawaii, 706.0 1,359. 5 301.0 


Puerto Rico basin. 
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Mr. Rasavt. This concludes what we want to take up today, and it 
concludes our interrogation of General Foote. 

I do not know if I am right in this or not. Is there some truth 
to the rumor you might be retir ing this year ? 

General Foorr. It is presently indicated I will be. 

Mr. Rasavut. I will tell you one thing, you have always come here 
well fortified in the knowledge of your w vork. 

General Foorr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have found it a 
pleasure to come before this committee. 

Mr. Rasaut. It will be a loss to the Department if you leave. 

Mr. Kirwan. What is the name of the general with the Portland 
Gas & Light ? 

General Foorr. General Robbins. 

Mr. Kirwan. Is he still up there ? 

General Foorr. Yes. 

Mr. Raravt. I know the whole committee joins me in wishing you 
every kind of comfort when you retire. 

General Foorr. Thank you. I will be busy. 

Mr. Rasavt. I know you will be busy and I know you will be just 
as efficient as you have been with the Corps of Engineers. 

General Foorr. If not, I know my boss will fire me. 

Mr. Rasavur. The committee will stand adjourned until 10 o’clock 
tomorrow morning. 


Tuespay, Apri 2, 1957. 
COLUMBIA BASIN 


Mr. Cannon. The committee will be in order. 

We will resume consideration on the Columbia Basin this morning. 
We have with us Secretary Aandahl. Mr. Secretary, have you any- 
thing in the way of a preliminary statement you desire to submit to 
the committee this morning ? 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, Bureau or RecLAMATION 
SHIFTS IN INVESTIGATION FUNDS 


Secretary Aanpant. We have a supplementary statement in con- 
nection with discussions at last Wednesday’s hearing, and I would 
like to have the supplementary statement filed in the record with the 
record of the hearing of last Wednesday. 

Mr. Cannon. Without objection, the supplemental statement will 
be filed. 

(The statement is as follows :) 


SUPPLTMENTARY STATEMENT BY FRED G. AANDAHL 


During my appeari::nce before this committee last Wednesday, one of the items 
discussed was the use that had been made of Reclamation’s general investiga- 
tion funds. Some assertions were made which, in justice, should be closely 
associated with a full analysis of the facts in the case. Since then, I have had 
a further analysis made of the situation. 

This analysis shows that if a straight comparison of specific items is made, 
you find that of the $5,803,970 which we assumed last year would be available 
approximately 72 percent is scheduled in exact accordance with the program 
contained in the justification for fiscal year 1957. It also must be recognized 


| 
| 
| 





that several of the items in our current program are, in effect, simply a resched- 
uling among the various activities to conform with budgetary requirements. For 
example, the Cold Springs project in Oregon was presented in the budget last 
year under the project investigation activity; now, however, it is reprogramed 
under the Reconnaissance heading. Another example is the Blackfoot River 
project, which in the fiscal year 1957 justification had been included in the 
Clark Fork Basin item, but is now programed separately under the heading of 
project investigations to more accurately reflect the type of work being con- 
ducted. When these items are taken into account, we find that about 75 percent 
of the funds is still being utilized on the same general items shown in the 
justifications. 

It is thus readily apparent that the bulk of the funds was spent on these 
items for which we justified the funds. 

It is true that there are some 34 items in our current program that were not 
in the program we justified last year. However, 18 of these items are studies 
we anticipated would be completed in fiscal year 1956, but were delayed for 
one reason or another, and an average of about $9,000 each is required this 
fiscal year for completion. This accounts for 3 percent, or about $164,000. 

Thus, of the $5.8 million, 22 percent was involved in program shifts. In view 
of the fluctuating nature of the planning program and the necessity of matching 
State positions on water resource development, views and desires of water users 
who must return the costs, and physical conditions developed as the work pro- 
gresses, this degree of flexibility has been used. 

This 22 percent primarily involves (1) items deleted, (2) items added, and 
(3) increases on items included in last year’s justifications. 

Of the 12 items that were deleted, 6 were studies for which local interest 
waned or did not develop as anticipated. Four were deleted as a result of 
action by Congress, State, or local agencies. For instance, the Santa Clara 
unit study was deleted because the California State Legislature appropriated 
$3,500,000 last spring for planning, designs and specifications, and procurement 
of right-of-way for water resource development in that area. The Parshalls 
project in Colorado was deleted because the city of Denver developed plans for 
the Williams Fork River that would conflict with the Parshalls project. The 
other two studies were deleted because a basin study already underway re- 
vealed that further study on one of those projects was not justified and the other 
was deferred 1 year in the interest of overall coordination for the area. In all 
instances there was no justification for proceeding as we originally planned. 

In the place of these deleted items, some 16 studies have been added to the 
program. The bulk of the funds for these added items, or approximately 
$483,000, was for advance planning on 5 projects which were authorized 
subsequent to the formulation of the budget last year. This was done in ac- 
cordance with our understanding that it is the desire of Congress that these 
newly authorized projects be prepared for construction as soon as possible 
so that construction can be undertaken without delay if and when funds are 
made available for that purpose. Of the 16 added studies 3 are in excess of 
$100,000. 

While it is true that there have been a number of items increased, it should 
be kept in mind that the figures now shown in the current fiscal year 1957 pro- 
gram include an additional $520,000 in the form of prior-year carryover, increased 
contributions, unliquidated obligations, and stores to apply to the current 
program. The additional financing which stems in a large part from delays 
in the prior-year program is a significant factor in many of the program in- 
ereases shown. We find that of those items which were increased, only 7 were 
increased by more than 3 times the previous programs; and those 7 items gen- 
erally represent small amounts where the percentage increase is significant but 
the actual amount of funds involved is small. Also, we find that there was 
only 1 item increased by more than $100,000, and that was on the Guffey unit of 
the Snake River project, which was expanded to include some 77,000 additional 
acres in response to local interest in a larger development. 

You will recall that during the appropriation hearings last year there was 
discussion of this same problem. That was the first time that the necessity for 
and propriety of changing the program after it has been submitted to Congress 
was questioned. At that time, we furnished a statement, which appears on 
pages 984-986 of last year’s hearings, to cite the legislative authority for 
changing the program and explained the procedure that had been followed 
for many years. 
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While it may be desirable to modify our methods in processing adjustments 
in the use of general investigation funds, the procedure that we have been 
following is based on well-established precedent. 

I will be glad to cooperate with the committee in any further thought it 
desires to give this matter. 

Mr. Cannon. Will you advise us at this time in what way and in 
what particular the supplementary statement differs from the state- 
ment you gave us when you were before the committee last ? 

Secretary Aanpanu. The statement I gave you when I was before 
the committee was a general statement that dealt with the overall 
appropriations for the water and power agencies. This supplemen- 
tary statement deals specifically with the use of the general investi- 
gation funds of the Bureau of Reclamation during fiscal 1! 57, which, 
as you will recall, was the subject of discussion during our hearing. 

Mr. Cannon. It does not in any way correct any statements made 
at the hearing in which you appeared before us Wednesday. 

Secretary Aanpant, Do you mean of the statements that I gave to 
the committee ? 

Mr. Cannon. Yes. 

Secretary AanpauL. No, it does not. It supplements and deals 
with this specific item that I did not get into detail on at all. 

Mr. Cannon. It is apparent from your original statement and your 
supplementary statement that there was a shift of 22 percent of the 
amount provided, the purposes of which were not explained to the 
committee at the time? 

Secretary AANpAnL, Yes, and the supplementary statement also 
outlines that that process was in accordance with precedent that has 
been followed by the Bureau, to the knowledge of the committee, over 
quite a number of years. However, the amounts of transfer were 
apparently greater in 1957 than they had been in previous years. 

Mr. Cannon. We were told positively that you would advise us of 
any change of plans or any shift of any funds or diversion of funds. 
It appears that you did not comply with that promise that you gave 
us last year. It would appear that it is fruitless for this committee to 
meet and hear your plans and your assurances about the purposes for 
which the funds will be spent, because after we make these allocations 
on your representations to us, you seem to pay no further — 
tothem. At least that applies to the rec ommendations made last yea 

Secretary Aanpant. I would say, Mr. Chairman, in the use of the 
general investigation funds, I think it is very much in order that we 
check closely with the Appropriations Committee during the course 
of the year as transfers are being made. Since the hearing last 
W ednesday I have checked through the record of the similar heari ing 
in the preceding year. 

Mr. Cannon. We are governed by what you told us last year. In 
such a case as that, precedent for violating your assurances given this 
committee cannot be considered. We have every reason to believe, 
when you come before us and recommend the expenditure of funds, 
that those funds will be expended for the purpose and in the way you 
assure usatthetime. That was not true this last year. 

Secretary AANDAHL. May I say, Mr. Chairman, I recognize that the 
Bureau of Reclamation in the Department of the Interior has not 
reported to the committee the way they should report on these trans- 








fers that have taken place, and I assure you that that will be corrected 
in another year. 

Mr. Cannon. Well now, we are glad to hear that, because we might 
as well have not held the hearings last year, considering the action 


taken by the Department. 












INVESTIGATIONS 





OF THE ESTIMATES FOR GENERAL 





JUSTIFICATION 





We will at this point include pages 1 to BR-13 for the record, under 


“General investigation of the Bureau of Reclamation.” 
(The information follows :) 






General investigations 






Allocation of appropriation, fiscal year 1957........-- $1, 457, 000 
Prior year balance available................ ei apie 6, 358 















Total obligations, fiscal year 1957_._.__.____.__.__-__._--___-___.__ $1, 468, 358 
Estimated allocation of appropriation, fiscal year 1958_ $1, 533, 154 

Total obligations, fiscal year 1958_.......---....-__.__.-__--._ 1,533, 154 
Description 






The appropriation of general investigation funds for the Columbia Basin pro- 
vides for the planning of the basin and project developments of the Bureau of 
Reclamation for the utilization of the water resources of that basin. 

The program of general investigations may include: 

(1) Engineering and economic investigations to determine the feasibility 
of potential reclamation projects. These investigations may consist of re- 
connaissance surveys to establish with a minimum of time and funds, the 
justification for further detailed study ; basin surveys to establish basinwide 
plans, or detailed studies of the feasibility of specific projects. 

(2) Advance planning to prepare newly authorized projects for con- 
struction. 

(3) Investigations of existing projects necessary for rehabilitation, finan- 
cial adjustments, or water conservation. 
















The general investigations program includes, where appropriate, small allow- 
ances for necessary transfers of funds or reimbursements to other agencies, such 
as the Geological Survey, Fish and Wildlife Service, National Park Service, 
Weather Bureau, Coast and Geodetic Survey, Department of Agriculture, etce., 
for work over and above their regular programs which those agencies perform 
in connection with the Bureau’s investigations of specific potential projects and 
which these other agencies are better equipped to do. 








Work underway and proposed 

The general investigation obligation program for the current fiscal year in the 
Columbia Basin is financed entirely with appropriated funds in the amount of 
$1,463,358. With these funds, planning activities will be underway on a total 
of 36 investigations. Of this total, 20 will be a continuation of studies under- 
way at the beginning of the fiscal year and 16 will be investigations being initiated 
or resumed. Sixteen of these investigations will be completed in fiscal year 1957. 

The request of $1,533,154 for fiscal year 1958 for this basin will be utilized for 
planning activities on a total of 26 investigations, of which 20 will be continua- 
tions of prior-year investigations and 6 will be initiation or resumption of new 
investigations. Of the total, 10 will be completed in fiscal year 1958. The 
activity breakdown of work proposed in fiscal year 1958 compared with the pro- 
gram for fiscal year 1957 is shown in the following “Summary of activities,” and 
the details of the program proposed are presented in the accompanying tabula- 
tion entitled “Schedule of General Investigations Program, Fiscal Years 1957 
and 1958.” 
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Summary by activities, Columbia Basin 


Estimated costs of investigations in the current program 











Activity | | 
| Estimated Total, | Program, | Program, | Balance to 
total | June 30, fiscal year fiscal year | complete 
1956 | 1957 1958 
Engineering and economic investigations. -.| $8, 473, 000 $3, 533, 355 | $1, 425, 237 $1, 504, 954 $2, 009, 454 
Advance planning -_- SET ITS 458,000 | 318, 633 139, 367 I. 
Investigation of existing projects. --.-.- Sane 72, 900 | 2, 058 | 27, 000 | 28, 200 | 15, 642 
Total cost to appropriation ---- aa 003, 900 | 3, 854, 046 | , 591, 604 1, 533,154 | 2,025,096 
Distributive costs: Service facilities, un- | | 
liquidated obligations, etc- -- | —128, 246 | 
Total obligation program ----~-__--~-- es Pa tah: By 463, 358 , 533, 154 | 
Less: — ated carryover and funds | | 
advanced. ............. ‘ ; | ‘ a 6, 358 3 
a 
Allocation or estimate - -- wae Pree | Pe ees. | 1, 457, 000 1, 533, 154 
| 
Engineering and economic investigations— Detail by activity 
: eo « i Be ce ate Eo l 
Total esti- | Totalto | Program, | Program, | Balance to 
Subactivity mated cost | June 30, | fiscal year fiscal year | complete 
| 1956 | 1987 =| (1988 
| | 
: 
Reconnaissance._......--....- Sacdcee $168, 300 $28, 696 | $36, 945 | $98, 940 $3, 719 
Basin surveys. --.--..-- Seki aitalbg ps 2, 796, 200 1, 207, 584 | 383, 268 | 582, 490 §22, 858 
Project investigations................-.---- _& 508, 500 | 2, 297, 075 1, 005, 024 | 823, 524 1, 382, 877 
Total cost to appropriation. __....._. ie 473, 000 | 3, 533, 355 ‘L, 425, 237 i 7 504, 954 2, 009, 454 


| 





Reconnaissance.—The fiscal year 1957 cost to appropriation program of $36,945 
provides for initiation and completion of reconnaissance studies on 2 potential 
projects. The fiscal year 1958 cost to appropriation program of $98,940 will pro- 
vide for the initiation of 3 reconnaissance studies, 2 of which will be completed. 

Basin surveys.—In fiscal year 1957, a cost to appropriation program of $383,268 
will provide for a continuation of work on the preparation of basinwide plans for 
the Upper and Middle Snake River Basins where pressure for irrigation develop- 
ments and a limited supply of water has necessitated an overall evaluation of all 
potential projects in the basin. Work will also continue on the development of 
operating plans for multipurpose reservoirs constructed by the Bureau of 
Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers in the Columbia River Basin, the 
development of plans for the Clarks Fork River Basin, and on studies for an 
international plan of development with Canada, on the Kootenai River Basin. 

The fiscal year 1958 cost to appropriation program of $582,490 will provide for 
a continuation of the studies in the Clarks Fork, the Columbia, the Upper and 
Middle Snake River and the Kootenai River Basins. As part of the Columbia 
River Basin study, work in cooperation with the Corps of Engineers will also be 
undertaken to review and bring up to date the latter’s comprehensive report on 
the basin. 

The increase over fiscal year 1957 is primarily attributable to an expanded pro- 
gram in the Upper and Middle Snake River Basins which is a direct result of the 
urgency of completing this study as soon as possible to provide guides for full 
basin development. 

Project investigations.—In fiscal year 1957, a cost to appropriation program 
of $1,005,024 will finance feasibility investigations on 23 potential projects in this 
basin. Of this total, 8 will be studies being initiated or resumed and 8 will be 
completed. 

The fiscal year 1958 cost to appropriation program of $823,524 for this activity 
will provide for a continuation of feasibility studies on some 15 projects which 
will be underway at the end of the prior fiscal year. In addition, work will be 
initiated on 2 new investigations of high priority projects. Of these studies, 6 
will be completed. 
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Advance planning 


| | 
Total esti- | Total to Program, | Program, | Balance to 
| mated cost | June 30, | fiscal year | fiscal year | complete 
| 1956 | 1957 1958 | 


Total cost to appropriation Advance } | 
Planning. .....- ; $458,000 | $318, 633 $139, 367 | os a 
| 


Completion of the studies on the authorized Crooked River, Little Wood River, 
and Wapinitia projects during the current year, in anticipation of starting con- 
struction in fiscal year 1958, will involve a cost to appropriation program of 
$139,367. 

Investigation of existing projects 


| 


Total esti- | Cost to Program, Program, | Balance to 
mated cost June 30, | fiscal year | fiscal year | complete 
| 1955 | 1957 | 1958 | 
: oe . | | | 
Total cost to appropriation--—investiga- | 
tions of existing projects $72, 900 $2, 058 | $27, 000 | $28, 200 $15, 642 
| | 


| 
' | 


During fiscal year 1957, studies will be underway on four existing Bureau 
projects to ascertain the need for rehabilitation or water-conservation improve- 
ments and for economic studies and contract negotiations associated herewith. 
Of these studies, three will be completed in fiscal year 1957. 

One study initiated in fiscal year 1957, will be completed and one will be 
initiated in fiscal year 1958 with the cost to appropriation program of $28,200. 


Justification 


It has been estimated that the Pacific Northwest, one of the most rapidly 
developing areas in the United States, contains between 25 and 30 million arable 
acres, and the water supply exceeds the combined total water supply of the 
other Western States. Less than 5 million acres of its tremendous land and 
water resources are now under irrigation. To maintain proper balance, agricul- 
ture must keep pace with the rapidly developing industry and commerce and 
growing population. In the Columbia River Basin, which constitutes the largest 
part of the Pacific Northwest this can be done, for the most part, only through 
the further development of an irrigated agriculture base. Opportunities for 
low-cost single-purpose projects have been practically exhausted, and projects of 
today, require complex and expensive systems to bring water to the lands, as 
well as multiple-purpose coordination in most instances. There are many poten- 
tial opportunities to create these developments in the Columbia Basin. 

Since potential projects are so complex, it is essential that a well-considered 
planning program be maintained so that the lands can be brought under irrigation 
as they are needed. Specific investigations must be scheduled well in advance of 
the time that the lands involved actually come into production because of the 
long-time lead needed for development of these intricate modern irrigation 
projects. 

The investigations program in the Columbia River Basin has been scheduled 
with the view of keeping irrigated agricultural development in balance with the 
other factors of this area’s growing economy and to achieve maximum multiple- 
purpose utilization of the land and water resources, 
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Mr. Cannon. For this year the Congress allowed the full budget 
estimate on this item of “General investigation.” That was the 
increase of $357,000 over the previous year. 

Now, the committee is very much concerned, and I must say was 
very much surprised to find that, for instance as was the case with 
the Central Valley last year, your 1957 program by projects is now 
substantially changed from what was presented to the committee last 
year. In other words, it is no use for us to hold these hearings because 
we can’t depend on anything you tell us. 

You gave us these assurances last year and now we find that you 
did something entirely different. You know Congress controls the 
purse strings—at least we are under that impression—and we make 
the appropriations, and not the Department. But under the plan 
you have followed here, both in the matter discussed in your supple- 
mentary statement and on this matter of “General investigations, 
Bureau of Reclamation,” the Department has made the allocations 
and the Department has provided the money. 


SHIFTS TO ADVANCE PLANNING 


Now, for example, when you came before us last year, there was 
no budget request for “Advance planning.” Nothing was said about 
advance planning on any of these projects. We now find you are 
spending $139,267 on 3 projects alone, about which we had no infor- 
mation and for which we made no provision. 

There was the advance planning on the Crooked River project. 
The Crooked River project wasn’t even mentioned before us last 
year. 

Now, the committee’s hearings are an utter waste of time if you 
are going to present one plan and then follow another plan. 

I will ask you, to begin with, was this switch in plans, this diver- 
sion of funds, was that taken up and discussed and approved by the 
Bureau of the Budget? 

Secretary AanpauL. I believe the only adjustments in expenditures 
that are referred to the Bureau of the Budget is if we alter the appor- 
tionments that are made for each quarter. 

Mr. Cannon. Then, as a matter of fact, you did not discuss this 
matter either with the Bureau of the Budget or with this committee 
or with any agency of Congress. You didn’t discuss these changes 
made in a number of instances, and especially on the Crooked River 
project ? 

Secretary AanpAanu. That is correct. 

Mr. Saweet How do you explain that, Mr. Secretary? How can 
we proceed here when the ultimate result is that Congress has nothing 
to say about these matters? 

Secretary Aanpanut. Mr. Chairman, may I refer to the record of the 
1957 hearing? I am sorry I do not have the exact page of my refer- 
ence, but Mr. Jensen asked this question : 


Did we not a few years ago limit you, possibly not by law, but by the report, 
to 10 percent? 


He is referring to transfers and to shifts. 
Mr. Bennett, of the Bureau of Reclamation, replied: 


That was an operation and maintenance item, sir, and not on investigations. 
It last appeared in the Interior Appropriation Act for fiscal year 1950. 
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And then Mr. Jensen says: 

That is right. We have never limited you on investigation transfers. 

Now it is true that transfers were apparently greater in 1957 than 
they were in previous years, but flexibility in the use of the general 
investigation Foals has been a matter of long precedent. 

Now, I also want to call your attention to another quote from Mr. 
Jensen’s statement before the committee. He says: 

I do agree with the chairman in regard to the figure of this size— 
and that is in reference to a transfer of about $100,000 that had been 
made in the previous year. 

I think it would be well if hereafter you would bring it to the attention of the 
committee, and also the Senate committee, the same as you do when you desire 
to transfer construction funds, even though they do not amount to 10 percent— 
and in that respect we have been negligent. Not intentionally, but by 
oversight. 

Mr. Cannon. It is a very serious oversight. As I said the last time 
you were before us, we must necessarily take the view that it is not 
intentional, but the result certainly is to nullify completely the pur- 
pose of these hearings. 

Secretary Aanpanu.. And I appreciate, Mr. Chairman, that your 
committee should have closer information on what is taking place. I 
don’t mean to imply for a moment that we feel we have done this just 
the way it should be done. 

Mr. Cannon. On page 982 of the hearings last year, for example, 
in response to an inquiry by Mr. Rabaut, of Michigan, Mr. Bennett 
said—and Mr. Rabaut was asking about these projects—he says: 

We can do this within the items which are broken down between reconnais- 
sance, basin project investigations, and advance pianning. If we switch be- 
tween functions then we clear with the Department and with the Bureau of 
the Budget, but then in these various items we do not, as a rule, go very far. 
I think this is an outstanding instance where you have gone quite a way. 

In other words, Mr. Bennett tells us that you would clear with the 
Department and the Bureau of the Budget, and you have done 
neither, and certainly not with this committee. 

secretary A inpauL. I believe, Mr. Chairman, the reference to 
clearance with the Bureau of the Budget is not a fully correct state- 
ment. I think the only clearance we make with the Bureau of the 
Budget is where we adjust apportionn nts from one quarter to the 
other. 

Mr. Cannon. I trust vou are changing your methods and your 
plans and your method of operating and in the future, when you tell 
us vou are volIng to clear, { shgvest you actually clear with us. 

Secretary Aanpait. IT will make an effort to see that that is done. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Jensen, following Mr. Rabaut, speaking about 
Mr. Rabaut who preceded him, Mr. Jensen says, 

i do agree with the chairman 


7 ° 1 


Secretary Aanpann. That is the quote that I just read a moment 
ago “Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. ¢ CaNNon. I want to carry it a little further. 

In regard to a figure of this size, I think it would be well if you would bring 
it to the attention of the committee and also the Senate committee, as you do 
when you desire to transfer construction funds, even though they do not amount 
to 10 percent. 
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I thoroughly agree there both with Mr. Rabaut and Mr. Jensen 
that the 10 percent is merely permissible and not necessarily a direc- 
tive, but where you make a substantial change, we certainly should 
be advised to that effect. 

On a number of occasions you would notify the chairman of the 
committee of the House and the chairman of the committee of the 
Senate, as well as other members, and you say, “This is what we would 
like to do because we have money available and we can use it over here 
in another place to an advantage in an emergency situation. What 
do you think of it?” 

That was Mr. Rabaut’s attitude and that was Mr. Jensen’s attitude, 
and I take it for granted that was the attitude of all the members of 
this committee, that you should, when you make a change, especially 
such a material change, that you should consult with us and give us 
an opportunity to pass on it. 

Mr. Aanpaut. I want to say, Mr. Chairman, that I think that the 
position taken by the committee members is a fully proper position, 
and the fact that the report has not been made is entirely an oversight, 
as far as 1 am concerned. 


CHANGES ON CHIEF JOSEPH DAM PROJECT 


Mr. Cannon. Now, on the Chief Joseph Dam project, the 
justification which you submitted to us stated, “Total cost of investiga- 
tion will be $342,000.” When it came back this year, we discover that 
it is up to $409,000. There is quite a change there between $342,000 
and $409,000. This committee was not apprised and had no opportu- 
nity to pass upon it. 

This year, actual expenditures to June 30, 1956, were shown as 
$38,664. Last year we were told they were $13: 3294 as of June 30, 1955. 
One year later, and almost $100,000 less. Why should the actual 
expenditures be changed so materially on a project of that character, 
Mr. Secret ry ? 

Mr. Aanpant. I believe I should ask one of our reclamation people 
to respond to that question, Mr. Chairman. I don’t have the detail 
inmind. I refer to Mr. Nelson, the regional director. 

Mr. Netson. Mr. Chairman, in that particular area the reason for 
the cost increase from last year has been that there are a number of 
isolated units that are covered by the Chief Joseph authorization con- 
tained in Public Law 577. That is, our authorization to make reports. 
About three of these units have been added that are proposed for 
future year starts, starting in fiscal year 1958 in a modest way, but they 
will ultimately result in increased cost because of the addition of 
several units, due to extreme local requirements. 

Mr. Cannon. How are the expenditures for investigations here 
accounted for ? 

Mr. Netson. When we lay out the program by units, we account for 
the expenditure of funds also by units, and, as the units come up and 
if and when they are author ized, we then preven to collect those ex- 
penditures back, so the accounting is made on the basis of units investi- 
gated, and repayment will be made in the same manner. 

Mr. Cannon. Now, here is a very revealing table at page 871 of 
the hearings of last year. You tell us you had spent, up until June 
30, 1955, $133,294, and this year we find that instead of having spent 
that amount you have only spent $38,664, and that is 1 year later. 
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(The following explanation was later furnished to the committee :) 


The costs shown, at any particular time, for a general investigations project 
include the past and future costs of all units within such project that are 
currently being investigated or which are scheduled to be investigated in the 
budget year, less the cost of any units on which investigations have been wholly 
completed. The increase in total estimated cost of Chief Joseph Dam project 
from $342,000 to $409,000 represents the addition of new units to the project 
scope, plus some increases based on bid prices received for contract-mapping units 
in the fiscal year 1957 program, less the cost of investigations of the Greater 
Wenatchee unit, which was completed at a cost of $210,731. The $38,664 cost 
to June 30, 1956, is less than the $133,294 cost to June 30, 1955, since cost of the 
completed Greater Wenatchee unit has been removed to an account which will 
become part of the construction cost of such unit, if and when authorized for 
construction. 

Mr. Aanpanu. Mr. Chairman, I would not want to make any gen- 
eral comment about the adequacy of the justification as compared to 
what was done representing previous years, but I will give you my 
statement that I will make it my business to see that any changes 
that develop during the course of the year and that are in prospect will 
be reported to the committee in advance of the actual transfer. 

Mr. Cannon. I think I express the views of the committee when 
I say that we shall certainly expect you to in the future. 

Mr. Anprersen. I would certainly agree with you, Mr. Chairman. 


PLEASANT VALLEY INVESTIGATION 


Mr. Buper. Mr. Secretary, I note that the Bureau of Reclamation 
has advertised for bids to do some core drilling at the Pleasant Valley 
site. These bids are to be opened in Boise, Idaho, today, I understand. 
Where does that money come from ? 

Was that justified to this committee last year? 

Mr. Aanpann. That expenditure was not justified by project, and 
it is one of these numerous transfers that we are t: Uking about. 

Mr. Buper. How mue a is that estimated to cost ? 

Mr. Aanpant. I think the total cost of the additional studies for 
Pleasant Valley and Mount ain Sheep will be somewhat over $200,000. 
Less than half of that is involved in the 1957 budget. 

Mr. Buner. I notice, in your justification for this entire area, there 
was only $42,000 ag vere before this committee last year. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Jensen phoned me yesterday and called attention 
to the fact that there was a complete readjustment here, with which 
we were not familiar, and which we did not approve at the time, and 
something had to be done about it immediately. 


UPPER AND MIDDLE SNAKE RIVER STUDY 


In this connection, t would ask what is the urgency of continuing the 
work on the upper and middle Snake River at $1,300,000 in the com- 
ing fiscal year 1958 ? 

Mr. Netson. The Snake River Basin survey has been underway 
several years as a result of a public hearing held jointly by the Corps 
of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation in 1955. There never 
has been an up-to-date or complete basin report for the Snake River. 
There have been such reports for the main stem of the Columbia, but 
never for the Snake River. There remains to be developed very sig- 
nificant areas, something like 1 million acres of land remaining that 
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are susceptible of development, of new developments, and then there 
is another million acres in need of supplemnetal water, plus associated 
flood control and power potentialities. 

There are some very complicated water-right problems on the upper 
Snake River. The critical year natural flows are overappropriated. 
There are some conflicts insofar as future developments are concerned, 
as between upstream users of water and downstream requirements, 
and then there is a very important ground-water potential that needs 
investigating before any kind of a “basin report 1s completed ; so, in 
consideration of all those things, the Snake River Basin report pro- 
posed to analyze very carefully all of the remaining problem areas 
and come up with a multiple- purpose basin report that will consider 
not only future irrigation possibilities, but also certain incidental bene- 
fits, such as flood control, power, and fish problems. Work is being 
coordinated with the Corps of Engineers. 

I believe General Foote remarks last week that we have a coordinat- 
ing committee that meets once a month, wherein the program of the 
Bureau and the program of the Army are reviewed, and the Army’s 
work on flood control is coordinated with our work on irrigation in- 
vestigation, and we propose to issue a report sometime in fiscal year 
1959. 

. SNAKE RIVER PROJECT INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Cannon. Why do you recommend the expenditure of $264,000 
for the Snake River project investigation in the coming fiscal year? 

Mr. Netson. Sir, the Snake River project request, as distinguished 
from the Snake River basinwide program, specifically covers work 
started in fiscal year 1953 and now well along toward preparation of 
a feasibility report on the Guffey unit of the Mountain Home division. 
This is one of the most promising undeveloped irrigation projects in 
the Northwest and will provide a plan for irrigating 132,000 acres of 
new lands lying between Mountain Home, Idaho, and Caldwell, Idaho. 
A major structure on the Snake River, to be known as Guffe *y Dam, 
will have a 60,000-kilowatt powerplant; also, 2 other 30,000-kilowatt 
power developments will be possible as a part of the use of releases 
of irrigation flows. After more than 30 years of considering alternate 
proposals, the entire area is now united behind the water-use plan 
that involves use of excess Boise and Snake River flows plus ground- 
water pumping. The project is expected to be completely self-liqui- 
dating through a combination of water and power sales. The $264,666 
requested for fiscal year 1958 will permit the continuance of field sur- 
veys, topographic mapping, land classification, detailed financial and 
economic analysis, and preparation of feasibility cost estimates to 
be incorporated in the final report scheduled for completion in fiscal 
year 1959. 

Mr. Kirwan. Can you tell me how much hydropower you plan 
to have up in the Columbia Basin on new projects? 

Mr. Netson. You are speaking in the entire Columbia River Basin, 
sir? 

Mr. Kirwan. Yes. 

Mr. Netson. I believe General Foote outlined earlier the projects 
the corps is investigating. We are in cooperation with the corps, 
as a part of the 308 review report, investigating the following projects: 
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The Nine-mile Prairie project on Blackfoot River, Mont., could 
have a capacity of about 80,000 kilowatts and 800,000 acre-feet of 
storage. We are also investigating the possibility of a diversion 
from the Middle Fork to the Flathead to the South Fork of the Flat- 
head above Hungry Horse Dam, which would have an at-site installa- 
tion of twenty to thirty thousand kilowatts and would add about 4 
times more in the use of that water through Hungry Horse and other 
downstream plants. Then, also, the Bureau has completed the engi- 
neering study for a possible third powerhouse at Grand Coulee Dam 
which would be dependent on the development of future upstream 
storage and that could include from 4 to 8 units of the same size as the 
present units, namely, 108,000 kilowatts each. The Bureau has a proj- 
ect investigation on the Snake River project that would include a 
dam and powerplant at Guffy Reservoir site which would have an 
installation of about 60,000 kilowatts. Of course, the Pleasant Valley 
investigation previously referred to would have a capacity of about 1 
million to 1,250,000 kilowatts. 

On the upper Snake the Bureau has completed a report which I 
believe has cleared the Bureau of the Budget now for a reregulating 
dam and reservoir below Palisades, which will have an installed ca- 
pacity of something like 45,000 kilowatts. Then in the investigation 
program upstream from Palisades we are looking at several sites 
with a potential of as high as 180,000 kilowatts. One specifically is 
the Alpine, or Narrows site, in Wyoming. 

I believe, sir, that covers it. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is all the new kilowatts on projects under 
investigation ? 

Mr. Netson. Yes. There is one other completed on Payette River, 
the Scriver Creek, Garden Valley combination, which would have an 
installed capacity of about 130,000 kilowatts. I believe those will add 
up to, not counting Pleasant Valley, to something between five and 
six hundred thousand kilowatts. 

Mr. Kirwan. To go through with an investigation that large takes 
a lot of money and time, does it not ¢ 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. You just don’t go in and say, “This will produce so 
much.” It takes a lot of study, doesn’t it ? 

Mr. Netson. Yes; and we find conditions are changing from year 
to year, particularly users of water and the at-site interferences and 
relationships among the States and other entities so we find we need 
to keep our investigations current at all times. 

Mr. Krrwan. When you turn it over to the Bureau of the Budget 
and to Congress for authorization, you have a pretty complete study 
of what you can do? 

Mr. Netson. We do the best we can to have all the answers, sir. 

Mr. Dexnermer. Before you leave the general investigation—— 

Mr. Ranaut. We are not leaving it yet. I want to see if there are 
more questions. 

USE OF GENERAL INVESTIGATION FUNDS 


Mr. Frenvron. The testimony has brought out the use of investigative 
funds by the Bureau during the current fiscal year, and the irregulari- 
ties. It strengthens the need for certain information. I think it 
would be advisable that the Bureau furnish to the committee for each 
continuing basin survey and each continuing project investigation, a 
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summary report showing in some detail the scope and results of studies 
conducted during the preceding fiscal year, to date, and outlining the 
specific area being studied, and an indication of whether any par- 
ticular problems have developed. 

I also request that you furnish for the record, for each project or 
basin survey included in the fiscal 1958 budget, some detail of the 
work to be done during the year on each spec cific area and each site 
to be investigated. I think the Bureau should be instructed not. to 
spend any investigation funds on any project or dam site where 
there is little or no direct irr igation involved, unless a specific request 
has been made by the Bureau for funds for such use, and approval 
granted by this committee and the Congress. I think it also desirable 
to restrict the use of investigation funds for design plans and speci- 
fications, unless specifically requested in the budget justification and 
approv ed by the committee and Congress. I w ould like that supplied 
for the record. 

(The information follows :) 

The general information requested above is contained in the justification 
material submitted in support of the general investigation activity and included 
in the hearings on each basin. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Most of that justification and detail as to how we 
plan to spend the money is alre: dy covered in our budget submitted, 
in the explanations. 

Mr. Rasaut. You mean you have explained it this year. Last year 
on the Central Valley project the House committee had cut your request. 
and you went to the Senate and convinced them that you needed the 
money. In the conference we went along for $798,000. We learned 
this year you didn’t use it at that place to its full extent at all but 
shifted it around and used it where you pleased. Isn’t that the 
situation ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. That is partly it, but I would like to call your 
attention to—— 

Mr. Rapavur. And here, Mr. Aandahl comes in here and he doesn’t 
seem to know about it. He finds it out this year, to his discomfort. 
I feel there is a lack of cooperation in the Department and that he 
should have been informed. If I am misled on it that is one thing. 
If I am not misled it is not the right kind of procedure. [It isn’t 
fair to the committee and it isn’t fair to the Department. Now, go 
ahead. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Mr. Chairman, these changes in our program are 
cleared through the Department and through the Bureau of the 
Budget in our normal] apportionment procedures. The Congress has 
traditionally given us investigation funds on the basis of an overall 
appropriation and allowed us quite a bit of latitude and without that 
latitude we would find that the investigation program would be 
seriously curtailed. 

Mr. Rawavt. Quite a bit of latitude on things we would like to be 
informed about and we have not been informed. 

Mr. Dexnermer. We agree we are negligent. 

Mr. Razsavur. That is all we are talking about. We are glad you 
are hitting your chests and admitting it. That is all we are talking 
about. T.et’s see that it is corrected in the future. 

Are there any questions, Mr. Budge? 
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Mr. Buver. Mr. Chairman, the thing I am concerned about here, 
the chairman asked some questions about the upper Snake River. 
Those projects up there that they have been investigating are 
actually reclamation projects. But when we now transfer $200,000 
from reclamation investigations to come downstream below any pos- 
sible reclamation, I don’t believe that the money is being used for 
the purpose for which it was appropriated by this committee and by 
the Congress. I hope that we will have some closer check on these 
transfers, particularly when the money is not being used for any 
reclamation function. 

Mr. Rapaut. The gentleman is right. We just had an admission 
here from Mr. Aandahl that henceforth we are going to be informed 
of any of these transfers. 

Mr. AnpersEN. Mr. Chairman, might I add that I think such re- 
port to the committee should be made on a monthly basis, personally. 
I don’t think that we should be too far back in finding out what has 
happened and I would suggest very strongly that any current changes 
or transfers should be called to the attention of this committee on a 
monthly basis, Mr. Secretary. 

Mr. Aanpani. Mr. Chairman, I believe my statement a few 
moments ago was that I felt the committee should be advised in 
advance of the transfer. 

Mr. Anpersen. I think that would be wise. 

Mr. Raraut. I would quote from my remarks last year to them: 

I think that the Congress should be apprised of this in the future, or the com- 
mittee. It would come as a shock to a member of the committee if he were 
told this was going on and he did not know anything about it. He might put 
himself out on a limb and make a statement. 

Now, in spite of the fact we said that last year, we have even a more 
aggravated condition before us this year, and it is not going to happen 
again without some activity on the part of this committee. 


CoNSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION, BuREAU oF RECLAMATION 


There are 11 projects and the cost is $23,346,000. The first of these 


is Little Wood River project in Idaho, $400,000. 


LITTLE WOOD RIVER PROJECT, IDAHO 


We will put pages BR-14 to 17 in the record. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


LITTLE Woop RIVER PROJECT, IDAHO . 


Location.—In Blaine County, near Carey, Idaho, south central Idaho. 

Authorization.—Public Law 993, 84th Congress, 2d session, approved August 6, 
1952 (70 Stat. 1059). 

Description.—Project involves raising the present Little Wood River Dam to 
increase the reservoir capacity from 12,100 acre-feet to 30,000 acre-feet. The 
existing distribution and drainage facilities serving the 9,550 acres within the 
project are adequate. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.17 to 1.00. 
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Summarized financial data 


ee Glee en an oe lt iene $2, 151, 000 

Total obligations to J ume 80, 1956.. 2.0. on oe en denee (*) 

er I ceca es crtcen pherin gree miorpep pitinenpnnieenan 400, 000 
en eee eee as eass 1, 751, 000 


1 Program through fiscal year 1957 financed with general investigations funds. 


The present total estimated project cost of $2,220,000 has been indexed to July 
1956 price levels. 

On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program will total $387,000. The narrative 
justification, which follows, explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program and the 
relation of costs to obligations. 


Allocation of estimated total project cost 


I 0 cece iitipeen aah te ceuiethefinne udiemeneniniionnes $1, 681, 600 
Subtotal, reimbursable___________ MALE: fy Sy abil eS eae 
Nonreimbursable : 
I Mace Sis Daie nbg  paeintcinae 263, 400 
kN) a EP ea ok nat esta eifeiis pode bo weep acteaeeehioncs 244, 300 
I nN a Dl ee ra ta BN De Pe ee eae es 30, 700 
Subtotal, nonreimbursable________- bet a 538, 400 
RE, eT eC eee a ee ep apS ee Ceska See 


Repayment of reimbursable costs 


Semana 681, 600 


By irrigauon Water users... ae 
id desecrate cineca Dobie tinct |r A! ee ee 1, 681, 600 


Repayment costs per acre 


Federal investment per acre: To be repaid from water users____-___-~-- $177 
PP enka e AED ae : : acetic cain a 177 
Annual water-user charges: 
Acre 
I a cae ge ati See, 
Operation and maintenance______-_________- be See es 1d ee wh Sa 
NE oaths bat tees pike aan Siglt Sa eacn aka Ee eek? ee 


— rating cost represents only that increased cost to water users with project develop 
ment. 
Repayment contracts.—The water users are organizing a contracting entity and 
a construction repayment contract will be executed prior to fiscal year 1958. 
Physical data: 
Feature: Little Wood Dam and Reservoir. 
Type: Earth fill. 
Capacity : 30,000 acre-feet. 
Height : 122 feet. 
Length : 2,500 feet. 
Acres to be served 
\cres 
Supplemental supply.......-.-.---_-~-_- adweds St ase BED 
fnneh. Dei LG ee eee Uae Us ek elo dae le 9, 550 


Status.—Program for fiscal year 1957 covers: Completion of definite plant re- 
port; land certification ; execution of a repayment contract with the water users: 
and gathering of data sufficient to begin preparation of designs and specifications 
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Work proposed, fiscal year 1958 


Little Wood River Dam and Reservoir, $384,500.—Program will cover acquisi- 
tion of rights-of-way, completion of designs and specifications, award of the con- 
tract for increasing the heights of the Little Wood River Dam and modifications 
to existing outlets. 

Contribution to civil service retirement fund $2,500.—Initial year contribution 
to civil service retirement fund. 

Other expenditures and credits, $13,000.—Represents cost of providing labora- 
tory facilities, field headquarters, stores, and equipment which will be distributed 
to project features in subsequent years. 


Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1957 and 1958—Little Wood Rive 
project, Idaho 


Estimated Total to Program, Program, Jalance to 
Program item total June 30, current budget om plete 
1956 year 1957 year 1958 
] 2) 3 (4) (5) 6 
Construction program: 
Little Wood River Dam and Reservoir. | $2, 181, 300 $54, 515 $14, 485 $384, 500 $1, 727, SOK 
Recreational facilities 30, 700 30, 700 
Total.construction cost 2, 212, 000 54, 515 14, 485 384, 500 1, 758, 50M 
Contribution to civil service retirement 
fund &, 000 2 500 5, 50 
Total project cost 2, 220, 000 54, 515 14, 485 | 387, 000 1, 764, OO 
Adjustments 69, 000 54, 515 —14, 485 | 
Tota) cost to appropriation 2, 151, 000 387, 000 1, 764, OO 
Other expenditures and credits 13, 000 — 13, 000 
Total expenditures 2. 151, 000 400, 000 1, 751, 000 
Total obligations 2, 151, 000 400, 000 1, 751, 000 
Method of financing: Funds required 400, 000 1, 751, OO 


Mr. Rapavt. This is a new construction start. Please describe the 
project which has a total cost. of $2,151,000. 

Mr. Newson. Mr. Chairman, the Little Wood River project con- 
sists of enlarging an existing gore that was built a good many 
years ago on the Little Wood River by private capital. The area 
comprising about 9,500 acres has had serious water shortages and as 
a result, the Little Wood River reservoir enl: argement was : authorized 
August 6, by the 84th Congress which will enlarge the existing reser- 
voir from about 12,000 to 30,000 acre-feet. In connection with that 
enlargement there will be a flood-control benefit to the developed areas 
downstream, particularly the town of Carey, Idaho. There will also 
be a small nonreimbursable allowance for a fish and wildlife purpose ; 
namely, furnishing water to a wildlife refuge known as Carey Lake, 
but the bulk of the costs are to be reimbursed by the water users and a 
repayment contract is now in process of execution. 

Mr. Rapaur. You are expending funds for advance planning this 
year. 

Mr. Newson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Razavut. Was this discussed with the committee last year? 

Mr. Netson. No, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. There is another one. 

Mr. Newson. I assure you, sir, we did not realize we were operating 
contrary to the wishes of this committee. The project was authorized 
in August, rather late in the session. 


91488—57 18 
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Mr. Razavt. Let’s say this, now, so it will be on the record. Let’s 
have no more of it: Has the repay ment contract been signed with the 
water users ? 

Mr. Newson. No, sir; not as of this date. 

Mr. Rasaut. When will it be done? 

Mr. Netson. The repayment contract is scheduled for execution this 
fiscal year and construction will not be started until it is, sir. 

Mr. Rasavt. Now, don’t forget that you said that, that construction 
won’t be started until the contract is signed. 

Mr. Newson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasaur. What do the Fish and Wildlife costs of $244,300 
represent ¢ 

Mr. Netson. There is an existing small wildlife refuge known as 
Carey Lake, and prior to the proposal to enlarge this reservoir, what- 
ever surplus water was available during the nonirrigation season it 
was run down the canal and into this lake. Now that the water users 
are enlarging the reservoir, they have an appropriated right to use 
this flood water, 2,000 acre-feet of capacity will be allocated and the 
yield from that space in the reservoir will supply water to Carey Lake 
wildlife refuge, and that is primarily the reason for that allocation, 
sir. 

Mr. Anversen. Might I ask a question at that point, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Rapavur. Yes. 

Mr. Anpersen. How much of the storage space is expected to be 
used for flood control, roughly ? 

Mr. Netson. The reservoir will be operated on a forecast basis, 
and I believe that I would have to verify this for the record, but I 
believe that about half the capacity at least will be available on a joint- 
use basis. That is, the reservoir is filled at the same time the floods 
come down. Part of the capacity will also be holdover storage. 

I will supply the exact figure for the record, sir. 

(The required information is as follows: ) 


All reservor space will be available for flood-control use on a forecast basis, 
under an operating agreement to be negotiated with the Corps of Engineers. 


Mr. Anversen. This project has a good benefit-to-cost ratio, 2.17 
tol? 

Mr. Netson. I believe, sir, that we have recomputed that due to the 
cost as of this date, and I believe it is about—it is the same; 2.17 to 1; 
yes, sir. 


MICHAUD FLATS PROJECT, IDAHO 


Mr. Rasavut. The Michaud Flats project, Idaho, $1,097,000. 
Put pages BR-18 through 23 in the record. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


MICHAUD FLATS PROJECT, IDAHO 


Location.—In southeastern Idaho in Power County. The project occupies a 
long narrow strip lying adjacent to the Snake River and American Falls Reser- 
voir and extends 6 miles northeast and 6 miles southwest of the town of 
American Falls. 

Authorization.—Public Law 741, 83d Congress, 2d session, approved August 
31, 1954 (68 Stat. 1026). 

Description.—The purpose of the project is to provide a full water supply to 
11,240 acres of irrigable land. The water supply for 6,610 acres will be obtained 
from storage in American Falls and Palisade Reservoirs. Water for the remain- 








wie 












ing 4,630 acres will be considerably less than that which will be replaced by return 
flow from storage water. Project features will consist of the American Falls 
pumping plant, two main canals, deep wells (including pumps, motors and 
electrical equipment), lateral distribution systems, and necessary drainage and 
operators’ facilities. The plan also includes the purchase of 15 existing wells 
which will be integrated with 14 Government wells to be drilled. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.10 to 1. 









Summarized financial data 









me: SCUES : CRD RNIN ao, reser crimes estas caidas $4, 475, 313 







eee eer One 00 FRO BU, rietict cee em einen aibbnmaeee 474, 746 
EE RTI, THRCRIE WORE DU i tidiiiiecncssscinnsscccaccomevindiisomsmnadecouenaaan 2, 125, 25 

RUE URNERIENRRCUNIM, TOGUT WOU Dyes ce scsccsecincnmeviansnchiaceeni aamatliacemsalessaaah 1, 297, 000 
I i aise: nisnscictienitnin das neonate tcmlae maaan 578, 313 






On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program will total $1,297,000, which is 
explained in the following narrative justification. 






Changes in total project costs and obligations 








Costs Obligations 















Fiscal year 1957 congressional] justification ; paaosl $4, 842, 000 $4, 703, 700 
Fiscal year 1958 congressional justification i noble 4, 652, 700 4, 475, 313 
Decrease = puaibamaninndieaeeeaeentt + 189, 300 228, 387 















The total estimated project cost of the Michaud Flats project has been de- 
creased from $4,842,000 to $4,652,700. The change is principally due to a re 
flection of bid prices actually experienced to date, more detail studies and 
estimates, and to a slight reduction in the sprinkler irrigation area. 









Allocation of total project cost, $4,652,700 













Reimbursable: Irrigation_ cuando tis tctalaccst ae a ai) S gott oe $4, 652, 700 
Total amount allocated nha sncpiesdeaickies sees tenance ee 4, 652, 700 





Repayment of reimbursable costs 






By irrization water users_____---~_- i Rises ce bil stk d cleaned sieeaie 
By power revenues from Palisades project____----_---------------- 2, 424, 000 


thes a i ah Fl i a ee 
Reservoir and $368,100 
















1 Includes assigned storage costs of $103,200 for American Falls 
for Palisades Reservoir. 






Repayment costs per acre 






Federal investment per acre: 
Ta:be Tepeid Erbin WAtel WHC k oes inst ceili tan $240 
PO TO TERRIG TrOms HOWE ROVOUOR cis esi cin ced hese teenie 








TONER wiidciin ant. castinsbanetbance £5 KsacKendhsialbe Xceed benist apnea 


Annual water user charges: 








ORRIN, dec sntiicesi evcecm eidaectuneneebodlialec ks ichatBcpnd eth tire baudiy Maacepenea ana 4. 80 
Operation and maintenance. eta kdanenhdtialatigls (pap baninsch delet -sscicapiiameamioe 3. 77 
DUO . CORG odin mnicimemnme ioc nego eu ses cea e-sig Ecos cae eee 









Total___- = . aiaa cdma eeu adedaee scigtbab cities amie 


Repayment contracts.—A repayment contract has been executed with the Falls 
Irrigation District covering that part of the irrigation allocation payable by the 
water users. In accordance with the Project Authorizing Act of August 31, 
1954 (68 Stat. 1026) the contract provides for repayment over a 50-year period 
following a 10-year development period. 
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Physical data 


Capacity | Height Length 


Feature | Type 
| 


American Falls pumping | Horizontal ce ntrifugal-| 126 cubic feet per | 160 feet average lift 


| 
“| 
| 


plant. second. 
Deep wells (29) ..| Vertical turbine 2 to 4 cubic feet Average pumping 
| per second. head of 219 feet 
Main canal east Open earth .| 88 cubic feet per 10, 5 
} second, 
Main canal west -- - do 38 cubie feet per 11.0 
second. 
Distribution system ..| Open earth and steel | Serves 11,240 
pipe. acres. 
Acres to be served 
Full supply : Acres 
Sorimkier distribution from Welle........................... eae 2, 927 
Gravity Gistripauen from welis...........-................ 1, 703 
Sprinkler distribution by pumping from American Falls Reservoir 260 
Gravity distribution by pumping from American Falls Reservoir___ 6, 350 


Status.—Construction began with award of the first well drilling contract on 
December 9, 1955. As of June 30, 1957, the project will be approximately 59 
percent complete. Deep-well drilling will be completed and work will be well 
under way on all other phases of the project construction, including the Ameri- 
can Falls pumping plant, the main canals east and west, the open-ditch lateral 
and pipeline systems and equipping of the subsurface water supply wells with 
pumps, motors, controls, etc. 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1958 

American Falls pumping plant, $196,237.—The program provides for contract 
earnings and associated expenses to complete the pumping plant and for testing 
these facilities during the spring of 1958 preparatory to operation and mainte- 
nance status in fiscal year 1959. Similar testing operations will be in process 
during the latter month of the fiscal year on all the other completing features 
of the project set out below. 

Deep wells, $72,504.—Final payments will be made on pumps, motors, and elec- 
trical equipment and installation contracts will be completed. Rehabilitation 
of the purchased wells will continue into fiscal year 1959. 

Main canal east, $446,126—Construction work will be continued during the 
year. 

Main canal west, $60,645.—Construction work will be completed. 

Laterals, $391,660.—Construction on the open-ditch laterals will be continued 
and the sprinkler pressure pipeline distribution systems will be completed. 

Drains, $58,999.—Drains, of either surface or subsurface type, will be con- 
structed to provide adequate drainage of project lands as the need arises. 

Pumping substations, $4,700.—All necessary substations to serve the project 
pumping plants will be completed during the year. 

General property, $45,530.—This program provides for the acquisition of the 
remaining equipment needs to serve the project as it is transferred to operation 
and maintenance status in fiscal year 1959. 

Contribution to CSR fund, $12,800.—Initial year contribution to civil-service 
retirement fund. 

Transitional development, $8,000.—¥or initiation for settler assistance pro- 
gram involving post entry orientation. 

Adjustments, —$201.—Represents minor adjustments in clearing accounts. 
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Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1957 and 1258, Michaud Flats 


Project, Idaho 


Estimated Total to Program, | Program, | Balance to 
Program item | total June 30, current budget complete 
1956 year 1957 year 1958 | 


(1) ; | 3) 4) (5) 


Construction program 
American Falis pumping plant 286 $135, 7 $739, 348 $196, 237 iS 
Deep well , a0) 93, 07 370, 719 72, 504 $99, 000 
Main canal east - - f } , 97 426, 000 446, 126 200, 000 
Main canal west 244, 39, 666 144, 000 60, 645 
Laterals 365, 600 391, 660 101, 000 
rains_. 313, 80 20, 2: 42, 800 58, 999 191, 749 
imping substations ¥8, O80 4, 700 
ral property 98, 700 5, 530 


lotal construction cost 3, 2 oY, 803 2, 285, 4 , 276, 401 
Contribution to CSR fund 2, 800 | 
itional development cost , 000 


tal project cost 
—201 


nts 


1 cost to appropriation 4 , 475, 31: 353, 2, 214, 1, 297, 000 
penditures and credits 1, 72% 


otal expenditures... 475, 313 : 31 2, 215 1, 297, 000 


1 orders 


tal obligations -. “ , 475, 31! 74,7 5 1, 297, 000 


f financing 
} 


ition of appropriation fiscal 


ation of prior year funds 
© required i 1, 297, 000 


MINIDOKA PROJECT, IDATIO 


Mr. Rapavur. Minidoka project, north side pumping division, 
Idaho, $1,465,000. 

The pages for the record are BR-24 to 30, on this project. 

(The pages referred to follow :) 


MINIDOKA PROJECT, NORTH SIDE PUMPING DIVISION, IDAHO 


Location.—In south central Idaho, in a crescent-shaped area bordering the 
northern boundary of the Minidoka Irrigation District in Minidoka County and 
in the southeast corner of Jerome County. 

juthorization.—Act of September 30, 1950 (64 Stat. 1083). 

Description.—The primary purpose of the project is to provide a full water 
supply for the irrigation of 80,750 acres of semiarid land in the south central 
section of the State. More than 90 percent of the lands are on reclamation- 
withdrawn public domain. The remaining 10 percent are private lands, the 
owners of which have requested to be included in the district. Of the 80,750 
acres, 18,650 acres (unit A) are to be served by pumping from the Snake River, 
and 67,100 acres (unit B) are to be served by deep-well pumping. The ade- 
quacy of the ground water for unit B has been fully established by pump testing 
and by results of completed constructed works coupled with observation of 
ground-water levels. Project facilities include wells, well-pumping units, small 
pumping substations, a main pumping plant on the Snake River, a short main 
canal and lateral distribution systems in both units A and B. The authorized 
plan included transmission and distribution lines and a central substation to 
serve the pumping plant. However, the transmission and distribution lines and 
substation have since been eliminated, as such facilities will be provided by a 
private utility. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—3.56 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


I cs anes bisansmeaminsie $10, 598, 809 
OE) nC ND CB oiinihei eine dn ncnmcnensincnncann 5, 963, 140 
I siesnc pian coiuneeniierinmeanenneenanioiaiin 2, 792, 669 
Re: I RIE IN Si iteietc emcee vimmemaneuiacrne 1, 465, 000 
I a cies hiee esentneminainn 378, 000 


On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program will total $1,465,731. The narra- 
tive justification, which follows, explain the fiscal year 1358 cost program and 
the relation of costs to obligations. 


Change in total project costs and obligations 


Costs Obligations 


$10, 514, 000 
10, 626, 000 


$10, 514, 000 
10, 598, 809 


j : 
} 
| 

Fiscal year 1957 congressional justification _ - ._-_- puma i | 

Fiscal year 1958 congressional] justification. -..-_-~-_- iia | 


Ss ian Sentnn suck baeens baka ee oe eS 112, 000 | 


} 


84, 809 


The total estimated project cost of the North Side Pumping Division, Minidoka 
project has been increased from $10,514,000 to $10,626,000. This increase is due 
to a reguirement for additional drainage facilities. Also several internal 
changes between program items have been made to reflect bid prices and actual 
contract conditions as well as more detailed estimate data. The net increase 
in total ebligations is principally due to the additional drainage requirements 
offset by a reduction to reflect the net nonappropriation transfers, salvage of 
service facilities, and transfer of selected stores to water users. 


Allocation of total project cost 


See EU ain cscs ces Siren celec eects kctnrcancccaientcine = se si dncsnia sioniciantin, MO Ge OOO 
Total, reimbursable.._....._. 5 aakatisktias cde ittcicos aedeibeks aaa sea tabte __ 10, 626, 000 
Total amount aliocated................. ghd: ancmuan 16, 628. 000 


Repayment of reimbursable amount 


Irrigation allocation: 


$y irrigation water users.._............ ee eee _ $10, 964, 424 
Credits for water rental, grazing fees, ete______~_- = : 130, 576 
Ton Telpereane amount.....................-.... .. ~11, 395, 000 


1Includes $698,000 for allocation of storage in Palisades and $71,000 for allocation of 
storage in American Falls Reservoir. 


Repayment costs per acre 


Federal investment per acre: 





To be repaid from water users____—- Sp idl ackessancaetetanieiaa scene $136 

emer Peurees tereqit) «on wse~ccnne une eR eT Ah ee 5 

Total. Rd ae A) a es os paki etal a | 
Annual water user charges: 

Construction_____- Deine dledsaciieusab eb tulbe acbicdaitntichoed indie slated scsi teieltgetinid, eee 

Operation and maintenance____- be ee ee aed tae 8. 81 

i ig et os Pe i he a el Oe eh ee ee 


Repayment contracts.—The cost of the irrigation facilities of the North Side 
Pumping Division will be repaid by water users. The North Side Pumping 
Division consists primarily of public lands. Formation of the irrigation district 
will be started in the fall of 1958 with the completion of the district and election 
of directors in the fall of 1959 at which time negotiations on the repayment con- 
tract will be started. At the present time repayment is pledged in contracts 
with each entryman or owner. 
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Physical data 


| | 
Feature Type Capacity | Length or 
number 
| 
a remmatcalen . ae aa ESS 
Unit A: | 
Pumping plant--- Steel superstructure 5 units.| 240 cubie feet per second 
total dynamic head 168 
feet. 
Main canal_. Earth, unlined ike | 240 cubic feet per second | 4.4 miles, 
Laterals......-. Earth 2.5 to 75 cubic feet per second | 45 miles. 
Unit B: 
Deep wells, 8 groups | Average pumping head, 204 | Estimated average  dis- | 192 wells. 
(total 192 wells). | feet. charge 5.6 cubic feet per | 
second. 
Laterals......--..- .-| Earth 1.5 to 10.5 cubic feet per sec- | 120 miles. 
ond. 
Acres to be served 
Acres 
tn MUR raeiccintiadcicrcies sw iidintecumieasttiimlstaaletditeese ae ateiarcec een ee 80, 750 
Tecate: sbciiceaiiiecs acces alate ath si ak ca ae eee ee 80, 750 


Status.—Construction began in 1952. As of June 30, 1957, the project will be 
approximately 83 percent complete. Group 4 wells and the unit A irrigation 
system, except for minor drainage, will be completed. Drilling of wells for 
groups 5, 6, and 7 will be completed and the pumping equipment for these wells 
will have been ordered. Lateral construction for group 7 will continue. Con- 
tracts for the lateral construction and pumping substations for part of groups 5 
and 6 will be awarded. Drainage work will be continued as required. Four resi- 
dences for operating personnel and a warehouse will be constructed during fiscal 
year 1957. 

WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 
Unit A 

Drains, $20,000.—To continue necessary drainage work. 
Unit B 

Deep wells, $569,328—The program provides for completing the purchase of 
pumps, motors, and control equipment for well groups 5, 6, and 7. The installa- 
tion of 61 well units and controls will be completed. Installation contract for 
the remaining 16 well units will be awarded in fiscal year 1959. Contract for 
drilling and purchase of equipment for the 13 wells in group 8 will be awarded. 

Laterals, $315,017.—The lateral system for group 7 wells and a part of lat- 
erals for groups 5 and 6 wells will be completed. Contract for construction of 
the remaining groups 5 and 6 laterals and group 8 laterals will be awarded 

Drains, $81,336.—Work will continue on the drilling of drainage wells and 
construction of drainage channels and structures as required to handle drainage 
problems as they develop. 

Pumping substations, $333,981.—Purchase of substation equipment for groups 
5, 6, and 7 wells will be completed. The program provides for the construction 
of pumping substations for 61 well units. The remaining 16 substations will 
be constructed in fiscal year 1959. 

General property, $122,069.—Three houses will be constructed, 2 will be ditch- 
rider residences and 1 will be a watermaster’s residence. Operation equipment 
will be acquired and a warehouse building and garage will be constructed at 
Paul Yards, a watermaster location. 

Contribution to CSR fund, $14,800.—Initial year contribution to civil-service 
retirement fund. 

Transitional development, $12,000.—These funds will provide for post-entry 
orientation settler assistance. 

Adjustments, —$2,800.—Represents deductions for quarters and minor cost 
adjustments. 

Other expenditures and credits, —$731.—Expenditure for service facilities in 
prior years being charged to permanent project features in fiscal year 1958. 
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of construction program, fiscal years 1957 and 1958, Minidoka project 
north side pumping division, Idaho 


Estimated | Totalto | Program, | Program, | Balance to 
Program item total June 30, current budget complete 
1956 |} year 1957 year 1958 


(1) 2) (3 (4) 5) 


Construction program: 
Unit A: 
Main pumping plant / , 000 $761, 177 $39, 823 
Main canal , 600 93, 427 1,173 
Laterals 61, 435 367, 690 193, 745 
Drains__-. ; , 000 346 30, 000 20), $45, 634 
Pumping substations 9, 817 7 . 400 
rit B: 
Deep wells_-_- 3, , 905 2, 393, 43 20, 181 569, 71, 966 
Laterals_ > 688 | 1.113,1 678, 540 315, O17 950 
Drains : , 682 | 211, 228 i 134, 620 
Pumping substations y , 923 | 7 573, 131 333, 79, 044 
General property , 000 2 , 715 2, 37, 000 


Total construction cost- : , 000 5, 833, 2 2, 833, 936 | 1, ,ia 574, 114 
Contribution to CSR fund &, 000 b 3, 200 
rransitional development cost 5, O00 | 56, 183 34, 000 2, 2, 817 


Total project cost 10, , 000 5, 889, 2 936 | : Be 131 
Adjustments__. -27, 191 34, -3, O00 2 264 


Total cost to appropriation , 598, 809 5, 754, 7. 2 , 936 7 731 513, 395 
Other expenditures and credits _- | 129, 702 | , 424 | —731 394 
Total expenditures 10, 598, i , 449 2 871, 360 , 465, 000 , 000 
Undelivered orders_. _ 691 , 691 
Total obligations __ 7 0, 598, | 5, 963, 140 2, 792, 669 ;. 378. 000 
Method of financing: 
Allocation of appropriation, fiscal year 
1957__. 2, 768, 000 
Application of prior year funds_ - 24, 669 
Funds required 


PALISADES PROJECT, IDAHO 


a 


Mr. Rapavt. Palisades project in Idaho, $1,500,000. Put pages 
BR-31 to 36 in the record. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


PALISADES ProsectT, IDAHO 


Locetion.—Palisades Dam is located at Calamity Point on the South Fork 
of the Snake River, about 8 miles west of the Idaho-Wyoming boundary, 57 
miles east and upstream from Idaho Falls, Idaho. 

Authorization.—The project was initially authorized in 1941 as the Palisades 
Dam and Reservoir project by presentation to the President and Congress of 
a report and findings by the Secretary of the Interior on December 9, 1941, 
under the provisions of section 9 of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939 (538 
Stat. 1187), subsequently reauthorized on a larger and broader basis under the 
act of September 30, 1950 (64 Stat. 1083). 

Description.—The basic plan for Palisades project calls for construction of 
an earth-fill dam 263 feet high and 2,100 feet long at the crest, a tunnel spillway, 
2 outlet tunnels, with reservoir capacity of 1,401,600 acre-feet, a powerplant 
with installed nameplate rating of 114,000 kilowatts, and transmission lines 
necessary for interconnection and use by other projects as authorized. 

The Palisades Reservoir will provide supplemental irrigation water for 650,- 
000 acres of land located in the upper Snake River Valley. The project plan 
and cost estimate do not include construction of any irrigation distribution 
works. However, development of 48,190 acres of new land areas are dependent 
upon Palisades Reservoir storage becoming available. The 114,000-kilowatt 
powerplant will provide hydroelectric energy to serve irrigation pumping, mu- 
nicipal and rural cooperative loads, as well as serving as fuel replacement en- 
ergy. Prior to construction of American Falls powerplant, Palisades will fur- 
nish power for the North Side pumping division of the Minidoka project and for 
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Michaud Flats project. It will also supplement the proposed American Falls 
powerplant when needed to supply power for the Minidoka North Side and 
Michaud Flats developments. Direct flood protection will be provided for land 
on the Snake River Plain above American Falls Reservoir. 

In order to provide power for defense purposes in emergencies, irrigators 
have agreed to a 5-year plan giving priority to the use of Palisades water for 
power production. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.33 to 1.00. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated total obligations_- a : : : $61, 525, 000 
Total obligations to June 30, 1956______~_ : 53, 689, 620 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1957__ ere : etd 118, 33 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1958________ ; us —S , 000, 000 
Balance to complete... ..-.45-s5. 217, 049 


On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program will total $1,935,044. The nar- 
rative justification, which follows, explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program 
and the relation of cost to obligations. 


Change in total project cost and obligations 


Costs Obligations 


1957 congressional justifications $63,000, 000 | $62, 640, 000 
1958 congressional justifications 62, 000, 000 61, 525, 000 


Decrease - - - beets Se : = 1, 000, 000 1, 115,000 


The total estimated cost of the Palisades project has been decreased from 
$63 million to $62 million. The decrease is principally the result of refining 
the estimate of remaining work to be done and the reflection of completed work 
at favorable prices. 


Allocation of estimated total project cost 


Allocation of total amount assigned to this project: 
Reimbursable : 
Irrigation__-_ : ; ’ _ $15, 075, 000 
Power: 
Commercial (59 pereent)_—_- on 16, 962, 000 
Irrigation (41 percent) -—-~__- 11, 787, 000 


Subtotal, reimbursable ______ -e _.._..... 43, 824, 000 


Nonreimbursable : 
NO «MIE fi go vs ns ch cent Sansa abeal ’ 17, 528, 000 
Fish and wildlife and recreation_____ 6A8, 000 


Subtotal, nonreimbursable_______ 18, 176, 000 


jet ahaa aight ; 62, 000, 000 


Total amount allocated________-____. 


Repayment of reimbursable amount 


Irrigation allocation : 
By irrigation water users cance a $8, 233, 900 
Financial assistance from power___~_- de bekiacdina 5, 775, 000 
Power allocation: Power revenues____-_---_~_- 28, 749, 000 


Total, reimbursable amount__ . wise haar” PMS Fg ae 


1 Does not include $368,100 assigned to Michaud Flats project and $698,000 assigned to 
north side pumping division, Minidoka project, for allocation of storage in Palisades 
Reservoir. 
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Repayment costs per acre 


Federal investment per acre: 
To be repaid from water users 
To be repaid from power revenues 
To be repaid from other sources 


I cottietdichekce etic aan 
Annual water user charges: Total 

1 Does not include operating costs for existing project works by the several contracting 
entities. 

Repayment contracts.—Contracts for 712,000 acre-feet of irrigation capacity 
which involve provisions for water savings have been entered into with water 
users Organizations. Agreement has also been reached on the basic principles 
involving the remaining capacity. 

Contracts for wheeling services and for the sale of secondary and dump 
power to the Utah Power & Light Co. and the Idaho Power Co. have been nego- 
tiated. Preference customers hold future delivery contracts for all Palisades 
firm power; these agreements were converted to firm contracts on January 1, 
1957. 

Physical data 


| 
| 


Feature Type Capacity | Height Length 
| 


Palisades Dam and Reservoir Earth and rock | 1,401,600 | 263 feet 2,100 feet. 
Palisades powerplant (4 units) Hydro. -_- 114,000-kilowatts. “ sal 
Transmission system, 2 lines...| H-frame, wood pole__.| 115-kilovolts | 107 miles. 


Acres to be served 
Acres 
Full supply None’ 
Supplemental supply 650, 000 

1 Development of 48,190 acres of new land areas are dependent upon Palisades storage 
becoming available. Development is being accomplished under other authorizations. 

Status.—Preconstruction surveys were started in 1945 and the first two con- 
tracts were awarded in 1949. Full-scale construction activities started in 
December 1951. On June 30, 1957, the project will be approximately 96-percent 
complete. 

Work proposed, fiscal year 1958 

Palisades Dam. $451,574.—The program provides for completion of the dam. 
The embankment will be virtually completed in fiscal year 1957 and only minor 
cleanup work will remain to be done in fiscal year 1958. 

Relocation of existing property, $90,991.—The program provides for completion 
of the highway relocation work. Placing a seal coat on the highway surfacing 
will be the only remaining work to be accomplished in fiscal year 1958. 

Palisades powerplant, $127,536—The program provides for completion of 
powerplant. Installation of the fourth and final generating unit will be com- 
pleted. 

Palisades switchyard, $126,291.—The program provides for completion of the 
switchyard. 

General property, $94,521.—The program provides for completion of the com- 
munity facilities. This property class has been transferred to plant in service, 
however, it is anticipated that there will be some final cost transfers and ad- 
justments when the project goes into a complete operation and maintenance 
status. 

Fish and wildlife and recreational facilities, $55,000.—The program provides for 
the final payment to the Fish and Wildlife Service for construction of a fish 
hatchery. 

Contributions to 0. 8S. R. Fund, $17,000.—Initial year contribution to civil service 
retirement fund. 

Adjustments, $27,969.—Payroll deduction for housing furnished Bureau em- 
ployees who reside in Government camp. 

Other expenditures and credits, $435,044.—Represents cost of service facilities 
and stores accrued in prior years which will be distributed to permanent prop- 
erty in the budget year. 
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Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1957 and 1958, Palisades project, 
Idaho-Wyoming 


Estimated | Totalto | Program, | Program, | Balance to 
Program item total |} June 30, | current | budget com plete 
1956 year 1957 | year 1958 


(1) " (3) (4) (5) (6) 


Construction program 

Palisades Dam a, $33, 792, 600 | $29, 517,026 | $3, 824, 
Land and rights 2, 082, 000 2, 640 37, 
Pelccaticn of existing property - - . , 216, 300 6, 309 | 187, 
Clearing lands 495, 000 208 89, 7 
Palisades powerplant 3, 131,000 | 10, 537, 464 1, 466, 
Palisades switchyard : , 691, 000 712, 709 
Palisades-Goshen transmission line 

No. 1 950, 000 884, 475 
Palisades-Goshen transmissien line 

No. 2 and terminal facilities at 

, 331, 000 905 

Carrier-current communication system 10, 000 , 709 
General property 606, 000 f 479 , 521 
Fish, wildlife and recreation facilities 648, 000 , 688 44, 312 55, 000 


Total construction costs 31, 982, 900 | 52, 305, 7, 516, 375 l, 913 
ntribution to civil-service retirement 
(und 17, 100 7,100 | 


Total project cost 32, 000, 000 | 52, 305, 61: , 516, 3 ‘ 013 215, 000 
Adjustments. — 475, 000 , 797 — 28: — 27, 969 2, 049 


Total cest to appropriation ..| 61, 525, 000 | 51, 7. 1, 935, 044 217, 049 
Other expenditures and credits 745, 31 —435, 044 ‘ 
Total expenditures. -. __| 61, 525, 000 | 52, 5 7 ? 1, 500, 217, 049 
Undelivered orders * > | 
Total obligations ..| 61, 525, 000 ) ,33 1, 500, 217, 049 
Method of financing: 
Allecation of appropriation, fiscal year 
1957 
Application of prior-year funds 
Funds required 


CROOKED RIVER PROJECT, OREGON 


Mr. Rapsavur. Crooked River project , Oregon, $350,000. 
BR-37 to 42 will be included in the record. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


CROOKED RIVER PROJECT, OREGON 


Location.—Crook County, central Oregon. 

Authorization.—Project authorized by act of August 6, 1956 (70 Stat. 1058). 
Primary purpose of project is to furnish full water supply to 9,900 acres of new 
land and supplemental water supply to 10,220 acres now inadequately irri- 
gated. In addition, 51,200 acre-feet of water annually would be available for 
future use on other acreage as yet not selected in the Deschutes River Basin. 

Description.—The project works include: The Prineville Dam and Reservoir 
on the Crooked River with a usable capacity of 155,000 acre-feet ; a small diver- 
sion dam 4 miles above the city of Prineville, a diversion canal from this point 
to and across Ochoco Creek to a pumping plant at the foot of Barnes Butte; 
a distribution canal extending westward from the discharge line of the pumping 
plant to and across McKay Creek, where a second pumping plant would relift 
part of the water for distribution to lands lying west of this point. Drainage 
works have been included to prevent damage to the bottom-land areas. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.15 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


I epee initinieenmee malian dem $6, 287, 000 
fe eS a () 
a en CE ee romeewa name (*) 
TOTRT Gone, PRIORI ET IIB aa ne hn ncn sce cn csnnse 850, 000 
i icici nesta sinter remiss rei 5, 437, 000 


1Financed withgeneral investigation funds. 


On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program will total $750,000. The narrative 
justification which follows explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program and the 
relation of cost to obligations. 

Change in total project costs and obligations 

Total estimated project cost has been adjusted to January 1956 price levels, 

resulting in an increase of $264,000 over the estimate at the time of authoriza- 


tion. 
Allocation of total project cost 


Ne dept ean ianicl ayes an thas gel _... $5, 894, 000 


Nonreimbursable : 








ID ae ae 663, 000 
I It a a cl es asian arin Veate dua ciesiesve toabumminlanah os 30, 000 
Nene en ee oo ciicninhvomminmae 16, 000 
Subtotal, nonreimbursable__________~ Ea ‘cleanse lala TOY, OOO 
i a a 6, 608, 000 


Repayment of reimbursable amount 


By irrigation water users____-. ~~~ a tet ... $2, 301, 000 
ra ug at elena eames aieauai +3, 852, 000 
ne IID MING ee erm emai mimen 76, 153, 000 


1Includes allocation of $259,000 from Cove powerplant for pumping plant power generat 
ing capacity. 
Repayment costs per acre 


Federal investment per acre:? 


ee Se Ee CEE NUN SEONG ec cinccnebesoduscememchnad $98 
To be repaid from power revenues________-_-_-__- ihe mera tert e aad 115 
I Iii lata a i ca kis Sip Sip or evi We date 208 


Annual water user charge: ? 





Construction_____ a Od ee 2.73 
Operation and maintenance_______________- ean Nslh eneb ania aidan Aonttcaaueasie | CUTS 
hell a A IIE LR ee ea acc a a aR eee ee ee 5, 05 


1 Project costs of $1,938,000 associated with the unassigned space in Prineville Reservoir 
have not been included in the per-acre analysis. When the unassigned space is committed 
to a specific use the per-acre cost will be revised to reflect the inclusion of additional 
acreage. 

? All operating costs for the project have been assigned to project lands. When additiona! 
lands are included in the project area these lands will assume an equitable share of the 
operating costs for the reservoir only. 

Repayment contracts——The project authorizing act permits a period of 50 
years (exclusive of any permissible development period) for water user re- 
payment of the portion of the construction cost within the ability of the water 
users to pay. Costs beyond the ability of the water users to pay are to be re- 
turned from surplus revenues derived from sale of power from the Dalles project 
Oregon. The repayment contract is scheduled to be executed prior to fiscal year 
1958 with the existing Ochoco Irrigation District for a portion of the cost of 
Prineville Reservoir and related delivery and drainage works serving Crooked 
River project lands. Repayment of the Prineville Reservoir construction cost 
associated with the 51,200 acre-feet of storage water in excess of the needs of the 

srooked River project lands will be covered in contracts with other lands in the 
Deschutes River Basin. 
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Physical data 








! 
Feature Type | Capacity -2 Height Length 
iibhdiniiaianinaninaliaes siaeamiass Penna errno taaaae 
Prineville Dam and Reservoir....| Earth and rockfill......-- 155,000 acre-feet 200 feet. | 700 feet. 
Diversion dam_.- cuceececusc-cuf Concrete weir type......- : a ..| 200 feet. 
Canals; | | - 
Diversion canal.............. Concrete and earth.....-- Jon wr = c cubic feet per | ...-| 6.3 miles. 
md. 
Distribution canals_.........- . oe 3 .-----| 14.8 miles. 
Ochoco relift pumping plant... | $ pumps, 200 hoursepower | 37.2 cubic feet t per ® 5 deans 
each, second. 
Barnes Butte pumping plant.....| 3 pumps, 300 horsepower 92.4 cubic feet per a 
each, second. 
Lateral system: | 
Gravity Division._........-.-.- Sa ----| 13,390 acres_._...--]---------- 
Pump Division. --~--.- dens ..| 6,820 acres inci deeanamel / 
Drains. dwt sedaus sonal QE nancdcndnphithesmmabae | nicadibarusdsssagh ates 


Acres to be served 
Acres 
9, 990 


Bh risa ectesias Silieenigianneteendien * — 
-ccieasiasighs ea hanson tenis ideiapegeihat a atameaiamaa nis 10, 220 


Supplemental supply___--.---------- 





I acca tc rac accra hace strech ccertaaeiesgs dichsinaiamanhaeessnes a ores a aioe acme eee 20, 210 


Status.—Construction of Prineville Dam is scheduled to begin in fiscal year 
1958. Work in fiscal year 1957, to be financed with general investigations funds, 
will cover land classification, additional fieldwork on the pumping plants, 
gathering of detailed data on Prineville Dam for design purposes, and execu- 
tion of a repayment contract with the Ochoco Irrigation District. 


Work proposed, re year 1958 


Prineville Dam, $582,700: Final design data will be completed and the prime 
-contract for construction of the dam will be awarded. Rights-of-way will be 
acquired and a contract for relocation of an existing road will be negotiated 
with Crook County. Balance of the work to be done in fiscal year 1958 and 
totaling $182,000 will cover cost of final investigations of the following features. 
A construction field office will be established. 

Diversion dam, $5,000. 

Ochoco relief pumping plant, $20,000. 

Barnes Butte pumping plant, $35,000. 

Diversion canal, $40,000. 

Distribution canal, $10,000. 

Drains, $50,000. 

Distribution powerlines and substations, $1,000. 

General property, $1,000. 

Contribution to civil service retirement fund, $5,300: Initial year contribution 
to civil service retirement fund. 

Other expenditures and credits, $100,000: Represents expenditure for field 
headquarters, laboratory facilities, stores, and equipment which will be charged 
to permanent project features in future years. 
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Schedule of construction program, fiseal years 1957 and 1958, Crooked River project, 
Oregon 


| 


| Estimated | Total to | Program, | Program, | Balance to 


Program item total | June 30, current | budget complete 
1956 | year 1957 year 1958 
| | 
(1) | 


(2) (3) (4) (5) 6 





Construction pregran | | 





Prineville Dam and Reservoir- | $4, 470, 700 $154, 710 $57, 000 $582, 700 
Diversion Dam___- . 191, 000 | 5, 775 3, 000 | 5, 000 
Ochoco relift pumping plant_.- 170, 000 5, 145 | 3, 000 | 20, 000 
Barnes Butte ene plant_. 271, 000 8, 130 3, 000 35, 000 
Diversion canal_____- ee 421, 000 | 15, 030 16, 000 | 40, OOO 349, 970 
Distribution eanal____- se 271, 000 | 9, 735 5, 000 10, 000 246, 265 
Laterals -- sien : | 58, 000 | 1, 225 | 5, 000 51,775 
Drains... ; 620, 300 9, 425 10, 000 50, 000 550, 875 
Distribution lines and substations. 65, 000 1, 852 | 1, 000 1, 00 61, 148 
General property -- 16, 000 1, 900 73 1, 000 13, 027 
Total construction costs > .| 6,554, 000 212, 927 103, 073 744, 700) 5, 493, 300 
Contribution to civil service retirement | | 
fund__. : te 49, 000 ; 5, 300 43, 700 
Total project costs-_-- a 6, 603, 000 212, 927 103. 073 750, 000 5, 537, 000 
Adjustments --__-- ea —316, 000 —212, 927 — 103, 073 ea 
Total cost to appropriation_.__- .-| 6, 287,000 . 750, 000 5, 537, 000 
Other expenditures and credits ‘ 100, 060 — 100, 000 
Tota) expenditures. _..-_...-.. .-| 6,287,000 a 850, 000 5, 437, 000 
Total obligati ms__. “ 4 287, 000 sien metal oleae : 850, 000 5, 437, 000 
Method :f fin.ncinz: Funds re: jui Bi recBb cst asbiAt Lok ccbh pad bdo 850, 000 5, 437, 000 


Mr. Rapaur. Please describe this project which is proposed 
new construction start for 1958. 

Mr. Nevson. The Crooked River project is located in central Ore- 
gon in an area that has been developed for a good many years for a 
combination of dry farming and some irrigation from a small existing 
reservoir. The Crooked River project will consist primarily of a new 
reservoir on the uncontrolled Crooked River, of 155,000 acre-feet. ca- 
pacity. 

Mr. Raxpaut. Please locate the Crooked River project on the map. 

Mr. Netson. It is on the Crooked River which is a tributary of the 
Deschutes River. The new reservoir will provide storage to some 
10,000 acres of land that now have an inadequate supply in the 
Ochoco Irrigation District and will supply storage for an additional 
10,000 acres of undeveloped lands elsewhere in the Crooked River 
and Deschutes River Valleys. 

The water from the reservoir will be released down the channel of 
Crooked River and will be picked up in the existing diversion dam and 
there will be some irrigation works to use the additional water, namely 
some small pumping plants and a feeder canal and I believe that com- 
prises the works proposed. 

Mr. Rasaur. What is the status of repayment contracts on this 
project ¢ 

Mr. Netson. Sir, it was necessary to perform quite a little bit of 
advance planning work in order to comply with the authorizing act 
in determining the land that could be certified for irrigation use. It 
was necessary to take topography, perform detailed land classifi: 
tion to more adequately determine variable per acre charges. To 
answer your questions specifically, we propose to have a repayment 
contract executed with that district by the end of this fiscal year, and 
no construction will be started until it is executed, sir. 
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Mr. Ranaut. Don’t forget that statement. 

Approximately 34 percent of the usable storage of the Prineville 
Reservoir is excess to the irrigation needs of the project lands. What 
are the plans for use of this excess and how soon will it be used ¢ 

Mr. Newson. Sir, this is one area where there are more available 
lands than there is available water. The existing irrigation district 
will, of course, use a substantial part of the reservoir. The 34,000 
acre-feet will be available for use on lands outside of the existing 
Ochoco Irrigation District. As a matter of fact, we have in our ad- 

vance planning, delineated 20,000 possible irr igable acres and I would 
sav that we would undertake to use that water in the most economical 
manner we could. That is, im consideration of the capital costs to 
use that water and any balance that is not usable in the immediate 
vicinity of the reservoir could be used, and the authorizing report so 
prov ided could be used, at a pumping plant into the existing North 
unit of the Deschutes project. 

Mr. Ranaut. Do I understand from this that your project, here, is 
really larger than the area. That there is a development of more water 
than the project area, so some of this is going to go bevond that area ? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasaur. How about the contracts for the use of this water? 
When do you expect to have those contracts? 

Mr. Nevson. We are going to do our best to have contracts for the 
use of that water prior to the availability of that water. 

Mr. Rapavur. Prior to the availability of the water. 

Mr. Netson. Prior to the availability of the water. 

Mr. Rasavtr. Does that mean prior to your making preparations to 
furnish it or does it mean prior to the availability of that water to the 
people? 

Mr. Netson. I meant, sir, prior to our physical ability to furnish 
the water. Not prior to counties tion of the reservoir. The author- 
izing act provided that we could defer—completely develop the site 
to—— 

Mr. Rasavr. Is it customary to doa thing like this? 

Mr. Netson. Sir, there are a number of precedents where a site will 
be completely developed at time of construction and in my experi- 
ence in the Northwest, every place that we have developed a reser- 
voir with space reserved for future use, we have found that the space 
now is entirely sold, and it is oversubscribed. If I may cite an out- 

standing example, American Falls Reservoir. That reservoir was 
built in 1927, with 400,000 acre-feet of reserve space reserved for fu- 
ture use. Now, sir, we have sold all of that space. It is one of the 
best investments on the river. 

Mr. Ranaut. You hope this will be a duplicate of that ? 

Mr. Netson. We hope so. 

Mr. Rasavr. What is the benefit-to-cost ratio of the project with- 
out the deferred use of the excess water supply ? 

Mr. Nerson. I would have to compute that for the record. 

Mr. Rapnavt. Suppose you supply it for the record. 

Mr. Nerson. I will try to do that. 
indexed up to the present. 

(The information follows:) 


It is 1.93 to 1 now using costs 


The benefit-cost ratio of Crooked River project calculated on the basis of 
eliminating all benefits associated with deferred space and also eliminating all 


<i TOO 


ee 
nN A 


mE TH AP EEL AES SOTERA TON NENT i ta OOO 


meer rer ay Se 
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costs associated with deferred space becomes 1.99 to 1. Eliminating all benefits 
associated with deferred space but retaining all costs results in a benefit-cost ratio 
of 1.25 to 1. 

Mr. Rawavut. We had it 2.15 to 1 before. 

Mr. Netson. That was at authorization of the project. 

Mr. Rasavur. The costs have gone up so the rate goes down, is that 
right ? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. What type of crops will be grown on the lands to be 
irrigated ? 

Mr. Nerson. The Crooked River project will be largely devoted to 
crops such as alfalfa and irrigated pasture to support livestock 
feeding—with a possibility of some row crops, some potatoes, small 
vegetables, and dairy farming, irrigated pastures, clover and possibly 
some Ladino clover seed. 

I would say because of the—— 

Mr. Rasaur. Are there any price support crops in it? 

Mr. Netson. I would think they oer be very insignificant, sir. 

Mr. Rasavt. In the justific ations $3,852,000 of the costs will be 
repaid from power revenues ? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. What is the basis for making this a specific charge 
ag ee The Dalles project? 

“Mr. Nrison. That was authorized, sir, in the authorizing act. In 
the absence of any other vehicle, the Congress specifically authorized 
that. 

Mr. Rasavt. It is tied up in the basic law? 

Mr. Newson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. What is the real urgency for starting this new project 
in 1958? 

Mr. Netson. Sir, the people of this area have been working for 
about 30 years to get additional water supply developed. They were 
successful due to the emergency condition of Ochoco Dam, of getting 
a small start on the project in about 1948 or 1949. The project. 
investigation was completed in about 1949 and they have been wait- 
ing, of ¢ course, this long for the water. 

Mr. Ranaut. Have you estimated the number of users? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir, we have. 

Mr. Rasavut. What is it? 

Mr. Netson. The average sized farm in the Crooked River project 
would be less than 100 acres. I could give you an estimate on that 
basis. 

Mr. Rasavt. It is going to be beneficial to the little farmers? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anpversen. Mr. Chairman, I have a few questions on the 
Crooked River project. 

What was your original estimated cost on acreage to be served at 
the time of authorization ? 

Mr. Ne son. I think the cost of authorization is the cost reported 
here. I think that is correct. It may have been a little bit less. 
The acreage is the same, as reported here, sir. 

Mr. Anpersen. Why is water user repayment only $93 per acre 
on this project, as compared to $177 on Wood River and $259 on 
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Wapinitia, and $491 on Foster Creek? Perhaps you can place a 
detailed answer to that in the record ? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir. I would say this right now: The water users 
repaymentability on all three projects is calculated in the amount 
we expect the water user can repay—it is based on his full ability 
to repay. In other words, we collect first on his reasonable ability 
to pay before the additional assistance is set down and, of course, 
the costs of projects vary, due to geographical circumstances. Some 
costs are higher than others. I think the water users repayment 
ability is fairly close on all three of those projects, as a matter of 
fact. They will run something like $11 to $12 an acre, counting op- 
eratiton and maintenance. 

During the 50-year pay-out period, the amount of assistance varies 
with the total cost of the project. The Wapinitia project happens 
to pay out completely, but Crooked River does not because of the high 
cost of the reservoir. 

Mr. Anpersen. What would be the per-acre cost if the entire 
reimbursable cost were charged to present project lands? 

Mr. Newson. It would be this figure that is listed here, sir. 

Mr. Anversen. What is that figure? 

Mr. Netson. $208 per acre. 

Mr. AnpersEeN. That would be the total cost per acre involved? 

Mr. Newson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. What is the basis for the flood-control allocation ? 

Mr. Netson. The flood-control allocation is based on a reservoir 
operatiton study of how we propose to operate the reservoir. Those 
figures are turned over to the Corps of Engineers. They make a 
determination of the annual benefit, which is then incorporated into 
the allocations to flood control. The specific benefit will be—the 
Crooked River emerges from a gorge immediately above the town 
of Prineville, and the area is subjected to frequent floods from the 
uncontrolled streams with damage to bridges, roads, residential prop- 
erty, and properties on downstream. It is ‘primarily a local ak 
fit, sir. 

Mr. Anpersen. How much is allocated to flood control here? 

Mr. Netson. $663,000, sir, of a total project cost of about $6,600,000. 

Mr. AnpersEN. Ten percent, approximately ? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. AnpersEN. One final question: Will the water users getting a 
supplemental supply repay the same amount as those getting full 
supply ? 

Mr. Netson. That is the way the project is at present set up. The 
repayment of the deferred phase, that we discussed a little bit earlier, 
those charges will again be fixed on the ability of water users to pay, 
and if they can pay more we will undertake to collect more. It may 
be less. It is based on their ability to pay, sir. 

Mr. Anpersen. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


WAPINITIA PROJECT, JUNIPER DIVISION, OREGON 


Mr. Razavt. We will go to the next project. 

Wapinitia projec t, Juniper Division, Oregon, $400,000. 
Put pages BR-43 to 46 in the record. 

(The pages are as follows:) 


91488—57——-19 
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WAPINITIA PROJECT, JUNIPER DIVISION, OREGON 


Location.—In Wasco County of north central Oregon. The 2,108 acres to be 
served lie in the Juniper Division, adjacent to the village of Maupin which is 
about 100 miles southeast of Portland and 45 miles south of The Dalles, Oreg. 
The Wasco Dam site at Clear Lake is about 30 miles due west of Maupin. 

Authorization.—Act of June 4, 1956 (70 Stat. 244) (70 Stat. 245). 

Description—The primary purpose of the project is to provide a supple- 
mental water supply for irrigation of 2,108 acres in the existing Juniper Divi- 
sion through the construction of Wasco Dam on Clear Creek. Project facilities 
will consist of the Wasco Dam and Reservior from which water will be released 
into Clear Creek for diversion downstream to the project lands. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.8 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Re I I 8 I si i os iseiuntntee emp ecnivesien theses win etch mncs: a adn ansm asgslee $514, 000 
I PUNE TUONLS OORT? TEIN oso chic dit tnabiessivchicjbin otoagaa maaan 400, 000 
ED I a svat sreseestieaccaichre maine mnmvahbad bead ete 114, 000 


On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program will total $191,000. The narra- 
tive justification which follows explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program and 
the relation of costs to obligations. 





timated total project ceste. .... 2 2. casein eee 8. Us —..neemwutens OeeOe 
Allocation of estimated total project cost: eds 
meimburéabie: Irrigation.........-.....--_..... bie ioe ebahicce is ak ER 
Subtotal, reimbursable ecco mae amiashaone 5 ca sac tices cecaanaeetee tas i 546, 130 
Nonreimbursable: Recreation__.___-~--~- ss eaiinredeeas 5 deiagieb ema eees is "34, 870 
Mepeebhs, Dompeirnnnl ec. 25 i nh i ek cc i. 34, 870 
I cccrentlekoks i a aaa a a "581, 000 
Repayment of reimbursable costs: By irrigation water users._.___..._. 546,130 
SO A ai eaha ed iets chit cetalnlaah hcae Rih glestanliae elk cothtilsinsniie oleh Din ce Nien tape 546, 130 


Repayment costs per acre 





Federal investment per acre: To be repaid from water users_____-_-- 259 
TN So bh cB nc Ei ataiininp ramrnjeieri sist aie adc Res skied ib crseapy ahi deepest oa 259 

Annual water user charges: 
Construction....._........ plat Secs set sa Bi Gide steiatsntueeg e ot bah adunitagedebeee 6. 48 
Operation and maintenance______-_______--_-- au eeenac 1 44 
SN a a es aint ce Rint ad Si hana ee 6. 92 


1 Does not include the cost of operating existing project works. 


Repayment contracts.—A repayment agreement providing for return of all 
reimbursable costs is scheduled for execution by the Juniper Flat District Im- 
provement Co. in February 1957. 


Physical Data: 
Feature: Wasco Dam and Reservoir 
Type: Earth and rock fill 
Capacity: 13,060 acre-feet 
Height: 56 feet 
Length: 370 feet 


Status.—No construction work has been started and none will commence prior 
to fiscal year 1958. During fiscal year 1957, under Advance planning, a repay- 
ment contract will be negotiated and a definite plan report prepared and approved. 
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Work proposed, fiscal year 1958 

Wasco Dam and Reservoir, $191,300.—The program for fiscal year 1958 pro- 
vides for awarding construction contracts covering all of the construction work 
required. All necessary rights-of-way will be purchased. Final data for designs 
will be collected ; advance notice will be issued to prospective contractor bidders 
by October 1957 so that they may inspect the site before the usual heavy winter 
snowfall. Designs and specifications will be prepared and contracts awarded 
for the reservoir clearing and the construction of the dam, spillway, and outlet 
works. Funds covering the cost of replacement of existing recreational facilities 
and of providing minimum basic recreational requirements will be transferred to 
the National Forest Service in accordance with the authorizing legislation. 

Contribution to civil service retirement fund, $700.—Initial year contribution 
to civil service retirement fund. 

Adjustments, $1,000.—Represents service facilities acquired by nonappropria- 
tion transfer. 

Other expenditures and credits, $13,000.—Expenditure for service facilities 
which will be charged to permanent project features in fiscal year 1959. 

Undelivered orders, $196,000.—Obligations incurred under contracts awarded 
in fiscal year 1958 which will be paid for in fiscal year 1959. 


Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1957 and 1958, Wapinitia project, 


Oregon 
* a5 Toner | | Tie | ie SA he «ais 

Estimated Total to Program, | Program, | Balance to 
Program item total June 30, current | budget complete 

} 1956 |} year 1957 | year 1958 | 

| | 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) | (6) 

| 
sine aaa aati ancients ncaa re are 

CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 
Wasco Dam and Reservoir~ ; $579, 500 $51, 191 $21,809 | $191,300 $315,200 
Total construction costs - -. on 579, 500 | 51, 191 | 21, 809 191, 300 | 315, 200 

Contributions to civil-service retirement 
fund bin ew ae 1, 500 { 700 | 800 
Total preps cost 581, 000 51, 191 | 21, 809 i 192, 000 316, 000 
Adjustments _ - —67,000 | 51,191 | —21,809 —1, 000 7, 000 
Total cost to appropriation _- | 514, 000 | "191, 000 323, 000 
Other expenditures and credits ; ; | | 13, 000 —13, 000 
Total expenditures. -- 514, 000 | 204, 000 | 310, 000 
Undelivered orders_. 2 7 . a | | 196,000 | —196, 000 
ici sinitlsdndhaal | dhidadechagais 

| | 
Total obligations. -..--- --+-| 514, 000 | j | 400, 000 | 114, 000 
Method of financing: Funds required -.--- we | | 400, 000 | 114, 000 


! | | 


Mr. Razsavtr. Here is another new construction start. Please 
describe the project to the committee. 

Mr. Netson. Mr. Chairman, the Wapinitia project consists solely 
of construction of a reservoir at the outlet of an existing small lake 
known as Clear Lake. This reservoir will supply a) 
water to an existing area of about 2,100 acres in central Oregon nea 
the town of Maupin. This is also in the Deschutes River Sialiawe. 
Water from the completed reservoir, which will be an earth-filled 
dam—I believe something like 13,000 acre-feet—water will be released 
down the natural channel and will be picked up in an existing dis- 
tribution system. 

T hrough the years the project area, which originally was developed 
by priv ate finance ing, was reduced in size from something like 30,000 
acres to the present total of about 2,000 acres, which now have water 
rights. So you see, the area has been extremely short of water for 
a great many years. 


| 








290 


Mr. Rasavut. How much was expended this year for advance 
planning ? i's 

Mr. Netson. I have that figure, sir; $22,000 was primarily ex- 
pended to enable us to work out the details of the repayment con- 
tract, which has been executed. 

Mr. Razavut. Were funds for this purpose approved by the com- 
mittee? 

Mr. Netson. No, sir. 

Mr. Rapavt. It is going to be different in the future. 

Mr. Newson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapavut. You say it has been executed. Does it cover all the 
reimbursable costs ? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapavt. Will any additional costs be involved in improving 
or extending existing channels, laterals, etc. ? 

Mr. Netson. There will undoubtedly be some costs that the district 
itself will bear. No cost by the Federal Government. 

Mr. Rapavur. The Pacific Power & Light Co. holds prior water 
rights for its hydro plant in the vicinity. The Department recom- 
mended in its planning report that the irrigation district obtain an 
agreement with the power company that the operation of the project 
is satisfactory to the company before construction is started. Has 
this agreement been made? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Razact. Is it satisfactory? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapavt. We will have no quarrel on that subject. 

The Bureau of the Budget report on the project stated the State 
of Oregon believes the capital cost of the reservoir of $246 per acre 
is rather high. What is your answer to this comment ? 

Mr. Netson. Do I understand you to say, Mr. Chairman, that that 
was a State of Oregon comment ? 

Mr. Rasavut. A Bureau of the Budget report made the statement 
that the State of Oregon believed that capital cost of the reservoir of 
$246 per acre was rather high. 

Mr. Netson. All I can say to that, Mr. Chairman, is that the State 
of Oregon testified in favor of this project at the hearings that were 
held on the ground by the House Interior Committee. The repay- 
ment contract is strictly in accordance with that authorization. I 
personally believe that the investment per acre, in consideration of 
other such investments now made for irrigation projects is not ex- 
cessive. 

Mr. Razavt. Is that about what the price was per acre? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir. $259 per acre, sir. 

Mr. Razavt. The Department of Agriculture, in commenting on 
the project, stated that the farm budgets indicate that the project 
would require substantial increases in labor by the family and hence 
reduce available time for nonfarm employment. 

Since half of the farm operators work off their farms, estimated 
benefits may be offset somewhat by decreases in nonfarm income. No 
allowance has been made for this factor in the farm budget’s analysis. 
What about it? , 





291 


Mr. Netson. I am sure no allowance such as that were made. I 
imagine it is rather difficult to determine what kind of off farm activ- 
ity these folks would be engaged in. 


CHIEF JOSEPH DAM, FOSTER CREEK DIVISION, WASHINGTON 


Mr. Ragavur. Chief Joseph Dam, Foster Creek. Pages BR-47 to 
53 will be put in the record. 
(The pages are as follows:) 


CHIEF JOSEPH DAM PROJECT FOSTER CREEK DIVISION, WASHINGTON 


Location 


The Foster Creek division is located adjacent to the Columbia River in north 
central Washington midway between the Wenatchee and Okanogan fruit belts. 
Authorization 

Act of July 27, 1954 (69 Stat. 568). 

Description 

The division will provide a full water supply for approximately 3,531 acres 
and supplemental water for 480 acres. The division is comprised of three units. 
(1) The Brewster Flat unit, with irrigable acreage of about 2,432 acres, lies 
west of the Okanogan River near its junction with the Columbia River. This 
unit is to be supplied by pumping from the Columbia River about 10 miles below 
Chief Joseph Dam. (2) The Bridgeport Bar unit is located along the south 
bank of the Columbia River below Chief Joseph Dam. It includes about 729 
acres divided into two separate areas, the townsite area and the bar area. 
Water will be diverted from the left abutment of the Chief Joseph Dam to serve 
the 301 acres in the townsite area, and water pumped from the Columbia River 
about 6 miles below Chief Joseph Dam will serve the 428 acres included in the 
bar area. (3) The Blue Bottle Flat unit will irrigate about 800 acres of land 
by pumping from Rufus Woods Lake above Chief Joseph Dam. The Chief 
Joseph Dam and powerplant were authorized for construction and operation 
by the Corps of Engineers. 

Benefit-cost ratio 


Brewster Flat unit ___---~- cis lms ae hth lata al Ei ea 5.41 to 1.00 
epee UME. SUNT. cascspunss cece nen eaecdindind daa antigen palenehs deeeapiaiidaadin aaa nan ae 
Cr GR 0 a 7.14 to 1.00 


Summarized financial data 


Teenie totn? Cpneetiome.-. 33 eae $3, 780, 000 
enh Care GLOIe’ CO SUG Fe Re ci ecg reso ences 432, 218 
TOCEE UlmmnCIOns, TCR FOR Beetocc. occ eae ee 1, 401, 782 
CURIE DESIRRCHETII, FICUAT NOUR CU cca em rink bg cane 1, 138, 000 
TIRCe UO. CUNO. oekcnccknendnsescan ne pweudacna eee 808, 000 


On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program will total $1,217,563. The nar- 
rative justification, which follows, explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program 
and the relation of costs to obligations. 


Change in total project costs and obligations 


Costs Obligations 
Fiscal year 1957 congressional justification ee $4, 444, 000 $4, 330, 000 
Fiscal year 1958 congressional justification - - mae? aa 3,915, 000 | 3, 780, 000 


NON sa cddniiemiintvnamminnwnis 529, 000 | 550, 000 


eae | | 


a 
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The total estimated cost for the Foster Creek division of the Chief Joseph 
Dam project has been reduced from $4,444,000 to $3,915,000. The change is 
due principally to a revised plan for furnishing water to the townsite area, and 
to a new plan for furnishing power to the Brewester Flat pumping plant sub- 
stations, utilizing Bonneville Power Administration transformation facilities at 
the Brewster substation, and elimination of the requirement for transitional 
irrigation development. 


Allocation of total project cost 


NR tg A $3, 897, 500 
Nenreimuaraanie:. Pian and widiife.....................--......-- 17, 500 
Total amount allocated__________ Reed Mb mristetial acest stuck eid 3, 915, 000 


Repayment of reimbursable amount 


oy ene erent "MINN eo, ee a ceed $1, 944, 300 
remy RI, ss sla sid dnl thunk se es mien aot emi cmecnen 2 GomGeo 
To be repaid through irrigation power rate____._._.__._-__________- oga 4, 100 


‘Local rénabureabie amount...._._................. ee _.. * 4, 030, 400 
Repayment costs per acre 


Federal investment per acre: 


OT I : WCET TINON io kk ee ce - $491 
Tobe repaid from power revenues. .......................-.. itbak 

To be repaid from irrigation pumping power revenues________-_____ 1 
Pn tie. Se SCE eh ae Se a ee a oe hele 1, 018 

Annual water-user charges : 

Ian ka ad Sh Slane oad aaa ideas renamed 9. 82 
RpUenneeel Gr GCNINOO 8 oa ee eek uwe TGS 

at a a Bi gD es SUR LIRS, estab aon db instead we come pee aie 


Power revenues from Chief Joseph Dam and powerplant constructed by Corps of 
Engineers. 

2 Includes $7,500 for outlet works Chief Joseph Dam, $35,800 for Chief Joseph Reservoir 
head, and $89,600 for Chief Joseph substation assigned Foster Creek division. 


Repayment contracts 

Repayment contracts for that part of the reimbursable costs of the project 
assigned to water users of the bar area in the Bridgeport Bar unit and of the 
Brewster Flat unit have been executed with the Bridgeport Bar Irrigation Dis- 
trict and the Brewster Flat Irrigation District. Negotiations on the townsite 
area in the Bridgeport Bar unit will be continued during fiscal year 1957 and 
will be completed before initiation of construction. Construction of the Blue 
Bottle Flat unit will not be scheduled until more of the landowners indicate an 
active interest in developing their lands and sign a repayment contract. Power 
revenues of the Chief Joseph Dam project are to be used to return those irrigation 
costs not covered by repayment contracts with water users organizations. 


Physical data 


Feature Type Capacity Length 
(miles) 
|} sasnaiiliiaeeipesiaides _— ae 
Brewster Flat unit pumping | 3 stages. .-......-......--.-..-- | 2, each 46.8 cubic feet per sec- 
plant. | ond. 
| 1, 39.0 cubic feet per second_._.! a 
Distribution system reservoir | Pipe---- : seaeshel " | 17 
(2). Steel tank. way | 300,000 gallons___.___- | on 
set tins, a Kei 500,000 gallons__...__- | ‘acai 


Bridgeport Bar unit: 
Bar area: 





Pumping plant--..---- 200-foot dynamic head__......-| 4,000 gallons per minute_ -. er 
Distribution system__..| Steel and asbestos cement ; seuss 3 
pipe. t 
Reservoir__ isan Steel tank___ “ssi coast aaa aac A INN si snnigir an leno ah es 
Townsite area: | 
Pumping plant...-.-.-- 100-foot dynamic head_.....--.| 1,000 gallons per minute_......|..-..-.. 
a et rnikaweiesccmeniinietend 3,000 gallons per minute __----- | 1.5 
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Acres to be served 








Acres 
Dal. campy +: bee Pint waits be a hocat eon 5 caine 2, 275 
Dhdipeet TNS Ws oi an oe cient Sede Siete 456 
Bar area____-_ ss Sistine earcasncerbtalea dar ebaeenees a acaba na macatenmnanaplpagiliaelil (399) 
NG GOON iia ee eee ee veinisnss phi isk tate Sania (117) 
Blue Bottle Flat unit (construction deferred) ~..-..-___---__-_---------- 800 
Subtotal______-- er ssn acre ea aieteaiginhted sites enti ieee 3, 531 
Supplemental Supply : 
PRR THUG: WB in ini Si heist emt naa ee 157 
pruners: Bar Wit...... 5... nian ceacdinncia aie eee tia a 273 
PINON Bi ari a oi en i ae ciiaiustibea sles Blas eet (89) 
TS I cis ste aise eee alae aw ts ods neni ean (184) 
NI ain nw scnsetcicnvan dsb iota as es edad sateen iene lass aha. Spain, ete ae 430 
SII x sc8ias da cabtitie ans deci eace sta ac ee aa ican tileaial tt aa 3, 961 


Status 


Construction was begun during fiscal year 1956 with the award of a construction 
contract for the Bridgeport unit, bar area. Construction on the Brewster Flat 
unit will begin during fiscal year 1957. This work will consist primarily of the 
Brewster Flat pumping plant and relift plant, distribution system, transmission 
and substation facilities, and related operating facilities. The latter include the 
start of construction on two resident operator’s houses, combination shop garage 
and a double garage which the irrigation district has requested be made available 
to them for occupancy by their manayer and pump operator prior to initial opera- 
tion of Brewster Flat unit. Preconstruction and assembly of design and other 
data on the Bridgeport unit townsite area will also be underway in fiscal year 1957 
looking toward the completion of negotiations on the repayment contract and 
start of construction late in the fiseal year. 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1958 
Brewster Flat unit 

Pumping plant and relief plant, $471,587.—The pumping plant, relift plant, 
reservoirs, and discharge lines will be completed and the plant will be readied for 
initial operation in April 1958. 

Distribution system, $559,322.—Construction of the pipe-distribution system and 
the delivery turnouts will be completed. Initial operation is scheduled for April 
1958. 

Drainage facilities, $86,200. 
will continue. 

Transmission line and substations, $24,718.—Power and substation facilities 
will be completed ready for the initial operation of the system during April 1958. 

General property, $43,836.—The operational headquarters buildings for the irri- 
gation district will be completed and immediately turned over to the Brewster 
Flat Irrigation District. 





Studies and investigations of the drainage works 


Bridgeport Bar unit—Tovrnsite area 


Gravity canal and relift plant, $76,559—The contract to be commenced in fiseal 
year 1957 will be completed and the system readied for initial operation. 


Contribution to civil service retirement fund, $7800 

Initial year contribution to civil service retirement fund. 
Adjustments, —$2,469 

Nonappropriation transfers affecting costs but not funds. 
Other expenditures and credits, —$3,963 


Represents cost of service facilities accrued in prior years which will be dis- 
tributed to permanent property in the budget year. 


Undelivered orders, —$75,600 


Liquidation of prior year contract obligations. 
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Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1957 and 1958 


| | 
| Estimated | Total to | Program, | Program, | Balance to 


Program item total | June 30, | current | budget | complete 
1956 year 1957 year 1958 
| 


(1) ; @ | ® (4) 6 | © 





| 
Construction program: 
Brewster Flat unit: | 





Pumping plant and relift plant $1, 466, 500 | $99,913 | $895, 000 
Distribution system. _- | 882, 300 57, 968 | 265, 000 59, 332 | _. 
Drainage facilities - | 49, 200 | 1, 000 36, 200 | $12, 000 
Transmission line and substations_| 93, 000 3, 282 | 65, 000 | 24, 718 | 
General property ; 69, 600 | 1, 764 24, 000 | 43, 836 |-.. 
Bridgeport Bar unit: 
Bar area: | 
Pumping plant 196, 000 | 50, 071 145, 929 
Distribution system | 229, 000 24, 133 204, 867 
Townsite area: Gravity canal and | | 
relift plant. 114, 400 17, 841 20, 000 76, 559 
Blue Bottle Flat unit 800, 000 | 800, 000 
Total construction costs - - | 3, 900, 000 254,972 | 1,620, 796 1, 212, 232 812, 000 
Contribution to civil service retirement 
fund 15, 000 | 7, 800 7, 200 
Total project costs | 3,915, 000 254,972 | 1,620,796 | 1, 220,032 819, 200 
Adjustments —135,000 | —118, 854 | —2, 477 | —2, 460 —11, 200 
i i 
Total cost to appropriation - | 3,780,000 | 136, 118 1, 618, 319 1, 217, 563 808, 000 
Other expenditures and credits_ - | 6, 463 —2, 500 —3, 963 
Total expenditures. - - ; -| 3,780,000 | 142, 581 1, 615, 819 1, 213, 600 808, 000 
Undelivered orders. es | =| 289, 637 —214, 037 —75, 600 
Total obligations. -._..._.--_- : 3, 780, 000 432, 218 1, 401, 782 1, 138, 000 | 808, 000 
Method of financing: } 
Allocation of appropriation, fiscal year 
1957 ‘ 1, 320, 000 
Applic: ation of prior-year funds- -_--_- 3 ; 81, 782 |.. ‘ 
Funds required nticcdedbdttadinidien dhe * : PS 1, 138, 000 808, 000 


Mr. Rasavrt. $96,559 is scheduled this year on a canal and relift 
plant for the townsite area. What is the status of the repayment 
contract with the water users in the Foster Creek area? 

Mr. Netson. Vote on a repayment contract has been scheduled for 
sometime in April. The contract has been negotiated. We have 
agreement with the irrigation district as to form, we have submitted 
the contract draft to the Department for approval as to form, follow- 
ing which the district will hold an election, and there again, the 
contract is scheduled for execution prior to actual construction. 

Mr. Jensen. The Foster Creek project, as I understand it, is for 
the production of apples, is it not ! 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir, there would be apples and other fruits, too. 
Cherries—it is in a well-known orchard district that covers soft fruits 
as well as hard fruits, and some field crops. 

Mr. Jensen. How much per acre is this going to cost? 

Mr. Netson. Sir, the costs, as the project is now laid out—they 
are rather small ac reages—they vary between the three units from 
something under $500 an acre, to over $1,000 an acre. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you expect returns from these apple orchards and 
cherries to come anywhere near paying out on an acreage cost of 
$1,000, or is some of this subsidized ? 

Mr. Netson. Sir, the average for the entire unit is $1,018 per acre, 
of which the water users will pay $491, or not quite half, and power 
revenues, from Chief Joseph Dam, the balance. 

Mr. JENSEN. We will subsidize over $500 an acre? 

Mr. Netson. That is correct, sir. 
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Mr. Jensen. What are the facts as to existing privately constructed 
irrigation orchard lands construction and operating costs in this area, 
and what justification is there for this subsidized competition ? 

I will put another question and you can answer them all together: 
Shouldn’t this—this is a rather small project, comparatively speak- 
ing. Shouldn’t this project be considered under the Small Projects 
Act or constructed by the land owners instead of being in this bill? 

Mr. Netson. If I may answer your last question first: I agree with 

ou, sir, they are small acreages. The project started out to be larger 
in size, but we lost some Indian lands during the authorization process. 
Now the project depends a great deal on pumping, and an allocation 
of pumping power is made available at cost from Chief Joseph Dam, 
and that allocation of pumping power would not be available under 
the small projects legislation. Also, the water users under the small 
projects LS uletom as I understand it, are expected to pay the entire 
cost in 50 years, which the water users here cannot do, so those are the 
reasons why small projects legislation would not apply. 

Now, a remark on the high investment cost—and I agree with you 
that that is unusual in our experience—I think there are two factors 
that we can consider. One is that in that area they have lost or will 
lose from the local economy from three to six thousand acres due to 
the various displacements that are taking place in presently developed 
orchard lands. 

Mr. Jensen. You finish your answer there for the record and then 
answer this one, too: How many owners are involved in each unit or 
area listed, and what acreage is owned by each ? 

And the next question: What is the period required for pay out of 
reimbursable cost? You answer those for the record, will you please ? 

(The information follows:) 





The two units of the Foster Creek division of the Chief Joseph Dam project 
under construction in fiscal year 1957 and fiscal year 1958, and requested owner- 
ship and cost statistics are as follows: 


Irrigable Construc- Number of 





| Average 
Unit ; acreage tion cost owners | holding Largest single holding 
| peracre | (acres) | 
Bridgeport bar unit: | } | 
te en 428 990 | 43 10.0 | 5 over 20 acres. 
Townsite area____-- 7 302 380 | 14 21.5 | Largest 101 acres. 
Brewster Flat unit-_- } 2, 432 1, 025 62 | 39.3 | 693 acres owned by 
| State of Washington 
| to be subdivided. 
Total or average 3, 161 | 980 119 | SRG icodi Sates 


Construction of the authorized Blue Bottle Flat unit (800 acres estimated to 
cost $800,000) has been indefinitely postponed. The 2 units under construction 
have a total of 119 owners with an average holding of 2644 acres and average 
construction cost of $980 per acre. Precise data are not available on every indi- 
vidual holding but the largest is the 693 acres owned by the State of Washington 
in school lands. The State has declared an intention of platting this and selling 
in small units. The largest known single private ownership is 101 acres in the 
townsite area, and for this unit water users will pay out the entire cost. 

Agricultural opportunities are severly restricted in the Wenatchee-Foster Creek 
area and are confined by topography to small areas along the Columbia River 
and on narrow benches along the rivers. It is estimated that from 3,000 to 6,000 
acres of existing highly productive orchard lands will be inundated by Columbia 
River power dams. The construction costs average $980 per acre and costs 
assigned for payment from power revenues average some $526 per acre. Water 
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users’ annual charges will vary with productive capacity of the lands and for the 
best lands will be in excess of $30 per acre, but will average $22.50 per acre 
per year with an average of $9.82 per acres per year being applied to construction 
costs for 50 years for an average repayment of $491 per acre. All reimbursable 
costs will be repaid in the 51st year because less than 1 year of power revenues 
will be required from Chief Joseph Dam to repay all costs assigned to power. 

Amount of repayment varies among the three areas in proportion to ability to 
pay and cost of the works. Total costs of the Bridgeport townsite area, which 
has the lowest per-acre investment, will be completely repaid by the water users 
in 50 years without assistance from power revenues. The repayment contract 
for the Brewster Flat unit calls for repayment of $1,276,800 by the water users 
in 50 years, which is about 50 percent of the present estimated cost, with the 
balance returnable from power revenues in the 51st year. The repayment contract 
for the Bridgeport Bar area calls for the repayment of $96,400 by the water 
users in 50 years, which is about 28 percent of the present estimated total cost, 
with the balance returnable from power revenues in the 51st year. 

A considerable investment will be required on the part of each landowner, 
averaging from $500 to $1,000 per acre for starting new orchards which will 
not come into full bearing for 5 to 10 years. Unimproved raw lands within 
reasonable pump lifts of Columbia River have a value of $100 to $150 per acre. 
Values of developed orchards based on current fair market values by experienced 
private appraisers show nonbearing orchard values of $1,000 to $1,500 per acre, 
increasing to $2,000 to $3,00 Oper acre for bearing orchards. In the spring of 
1957, a 15-acre orchard at Manson, Wash., with a paid-up water system sold for 
$4,700 per acre. 


COLUMBIA BASIN PROJECT, WASHINGTON 


Mr. Rapavr. Columbia Basin project, $13,850,000. Put pages 
BR-—54 to 61 in the record. 
(The pages are as follows :) 


CoLUMBIA BASIN PROJECT, WASHINGTON 

Location 

Central part of the State of Washington, including portions of Okanogan, 
Grant, Douglas, Franklin, Adams, and Walla Walla Counties. The major proj- 
ect features and the area to be irrigated extend from the Grand Coulee Dam, 
approximately 95 miles west of Spokane, Wash., southward for 125 miles to the 
vicinity of Pasco, Wash. 
Authorization 

By section 2. Rivers and Harbors Act of August 30, 1935 (49 Stat. 1028, 1089) : 
authorized and reauthorized by Columbia Basin Project Act of March 10, 19438 
(57 Stat. 14). 
Description 

The project is to furnish water to approximately 1,029,000 acres of new land 
and has a total rated electrical generating capacity of nearly 2 million kilo- 
watts. Principal features include the Grand Coulee Dam; right and left power- 
plants and adjoining switchyards; and the Grand Coulee pumping plant, all 
located at Coulee Dam; primary irrigation works including the 26-mile equaliz- 
ing reservoir formed between the North Dam and Dry Falls Dam: the main, 
west, east low, and east high canal systems, served by releases from the equal- 
izing reservoir; the Potholes Canal system, served by releases from the Potholes 
Reservoir: and laterals, drains, pumping plants, operating facilities, and other 
properties for the irrigation of the new land. 


Benefit-cost ratio 


4.30 to 1.00. 
Summarized financial data 


RIS A i i i al a a $762, 055, 000 
ee ene GP ND EE, co ie cia we naneswimncmen 495, 310, 385 
rene Geese sone, OGG? VORL 1004. nook cee we nn msiemnwe cen 15, 611, 402 
Ut. CETIEtsOne, ECR) FORT 1006. on oncom a necnenenemenennan 13, 850, 000 


I I eit a cicretn al asec walnecoes 237, 2838, 213 
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me 


tive justification which follows explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program and 


| 
| 
| 
| 
On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program will total $14,100,000. The narra- | 
the relation of costs to obligations. 





Change in total project costs and obligations 

Costs | Obligations | 

a al Sel 2] i 

Fiscal year 1957 congressional justification ; $753, 362,000 | $759, 362, 000 ig 

Fiscal year 1958 congressional justification .| 756, 055, 000 762, 055, 000 i¥ 
Increase 7 | 2, 693, 000 2, 693, 000 


The increase in total estimated cost of the project reflects the index rise of 
approximately 5 percent during the past year on work yet to be done, and provi- 
sion for contribution to the civil service retirement fund plus the addition 
of the special provisions of the fiscal year 1957 Appropriation Act which provided 4 
spillway lighting for Grand Coullee Dam and construction for protection of Soap t 
Lake waters. Increases and decreases resulting from new field data, present day 
hid prices, design modifications, etc., are also reflected in the revision. 


\/location of estimated total project cost 
Reimbursable : 


Irrigation anh race ata eta las ies peel Less neds bis eile daca aan $562, 236, TOO 
Power __- st i oi ech ape a ok a hi ia: ik sl sir acai Se capil 
Subtotal, reimbursable ____-~- puck stablsadetia acini taie Radial T54, 541, 560 
Nonreimbursable : 
Flood control and navigation- : ae ; 1, 000, OOO 
Contributions Pap ee j iva cgi acne de aaa ae li 313, 440 
Floodlighting—Grand Coulee Dam sare ciaeaceahianiee ee 200, 000 
oe i 
. + - > ‘ 
Subtotal, nonreimbursable___- Longe meeaaial Ractandhdsibealenaete 1, 513, 440 i 
abana is { 
Potal ..... in haa i ca i eae tik sien diceaplacante 756, 055, 000 i 
Repayment of reimbursable costs 4 
By irrigation water users es sal (each aan _... S&87, 465, 000 
By irrigation water users (part-time farm units) -----__________- 1, 0GO, 000 ; 
BF DOR C i dsiiamanweiven isoscalar Bacio cin valaa tities nigh banaietictaatidicencoate sae 666, 076, 560 ; 
Total ne a ea i a a a age 754, 541, 560 : 
| 
Repayment costs per acre 
Federal investment per acre: 
ee £ ° con | 
lo be repaid from water users__ a he cuiecashicea cere aia ea $S5 
To be repaid from power revenues : bog eens ede ' 460 
- . 1 
Total aa Seanad xia bi cen tine Sa oma meade 540 
Annual water user charges: | 
Construction : na 5 accion $2. 12 
Operation and maintenance___- rs telsw sda esate cn Selig, dts dea ia doe nt et i 
IR gh ca i cn Sh ha a ne ee 


‘A portion of this investment cost is being returned through the annual charge to the 
water users for pumping power included in the irrigation operation and maintenance 
expenses, 

2 The average water rental charge to the water user is $6. ‘This amount covers the water } 
allotment which is the base quantity plus one-half acre-foot of supplemental water. The 
estimated average replacement cost of $1.45 will not be reached for several years. Average 
charge for replacements for the past 3 years has been approximately 3 cents per acre. 
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Repayment contracts 


Repayment contracts were executed in 1945 with the three irrigation districts 
of the project which provide for the repayment of irrigation construction costs 
averaging approximately $85 per acre. The repayment contracts with the irri- 
gation districts limit the obligation of the United States to make expenditures for 
construction of irrigation works and the water users repayment obligations. 
These provisions are currently under review with the district boards and others 
in contemplation of negotiating new repayment obligations in light of current 
costs and economic conditions. Project costs not covered by irrigation district 
repayment contracts, exclusive of the nonreimbursable allocation and costs de- 
tailed above, will be repaid from commercial power and pumping power revenues. 


Physical data 


| j ! 

Feature | Type Capacity | Height Length 
|__| | . 
Grand Coulee Dam and Reser- | Concrete gravity_.| 9,402,000 acre-feet | 550 | 1,173 feet. 

voir. | feet. 

Grand Coulee powerplant-. sj Mydeo..... ----| 1,974,000 kilowatts__. | , 

Primary irrigation works: | 
Grand Coulee pumping | 780,000 horse- | 16,000 cubic feet per second __| 

plant. | power. | | 

Feeder canal. ‘ ..-.| Concrete lined____|.....do .| 1.7 miles, 
Equalizing reservoir .| 2 earth fill dams 1,275,000 acre-feet | 26 miles. 
Main canal ekunaeee out .| 13,200 cubic feet per second | 20.85 miles, 


Other irrigation works: | 
O’Sullivan Dam and Pot- Earth fill_.........| 675,000 acre-feet 200 | 19,000 feet. 
holes Reservoir. | feet. 
Conduits and canals- --...-.-- | Earth and con- | 5,100 cubic feet per second. 430 miles. 
| erete lined to, | 
Distribution systems satlacnoncceuscunsoanecel LO GOTVe 1,000,000 acres full 
| | supply. 
Acres to be served 
Acres 
EG nce eben ncktes ack anns canned cu memin Be as ca siak. ae 


Status: The Grand Coulee Dam, with its two powerplants and switchyards, is 
functionally complete. The first six 65,000 horsepower Grand Coulee pumping 
units, the equalizing reservoir, and main canal have been operated successfully 
and water deliveries made as planned. Status of the major canal system is as 
follows : The west canal, with the exception of the royal branch, and the Potholes 
east canal including the initial reach of the Eltopia branch are functionally com- 
plete and operating, and the east low canal is in operation through the fifth sec- 
tion. Construction has been completed on lateral distribution systems, pumping 
plants with appurtenant switchyards and transmission lines, drains, service 
buildings, operators’ quarters, and other necessary facilities for delivery of water 
to approximately 301,000 acres. Construction of facilities to serve an additional 
47,000 acres is nearing completion and this land will be available for testing in 
the spring of 1957. Much of the lateral construction for the 34,000 acres in the 
1958 testing-year program is under way and all of the 22,000 acre 1959 program 
will be placed under contract during the current fiscal year. The settlement and 
settler assistance program and the settlement land purchase and resale program 
have been underway for a number of years and will continue. Construction 
started in 1934 and the project, overall, will be about 67 percent complete by 
June 30, 1957. 
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Work proposed fiscal year 1958 

Primary irrigation works, $70,000.—The program provides for studies on addi- 
tional pumping units for the Grand Coulee pumping plant and the second barrel 
of the Bacon siphon and tunnel. 

West canal irrigation area, $2,891,000.—Work on the lateral systems in blocks 
77, 79, and 85 will be completed as well as the Evergreen and Frenchman Springs 
pumping plants, with appurtenant switching and transmission facilities, which 
serve blocks 77, and 79 respectively. Contracts will be awarded and construction 
started on block 82. Operating facilities and necessary residences for the new 
areas are also included in the program as well as procurement of rights-of-way, 
drainage, and essential deferred and supplemental construction which will be 
performed as the need develops. 

East low canal irrigation area, $1,233,000.—Contract award for the lateral sys- 
tem in block 401 early in the first quarter, will allow for completion of facilities 
and water delivery to 1,400 acres on a testing basis in 1958. Completion of facil- 
ities serving 12,000 acres in block 46 will be accomplished early in the fiscal year. 
Work on drains, including the EL68D drain wasteway system, and deferred and 
supplemental construction will be accomplished as the need develops. 

Potholes irrigation area, $9,056,000.—Construction work on the Wahluke Siphon 
will be in progress for the entire year as will work on the Esquatzel diversion 
canal, the White Bluffs pumping plant No. 1 and block 20 lateral system served 
by the pumping plant. Awards will be made during the year for starting con- 
struction on the Wahluke Branch Canal, enlargement of sections 1 and 2 of the 
Potholes East Canal, and the Radar pumping plant which serves blocks 21 and 
48. Operating facilities, necessary residences, right of way procurements, drains 
and deferred and supplemental construction are included in the program. 

East High Canal irrigation area, $20,000.—Funds are programed for the con- 
tinuation of system studies and estimates in connection with the plan for con- 
struction of this irrigation area. 

Pasco-Burbank pumping units, $73,000.—Block 3 lateral system, including the 
Burbank pumping plants Nos. 2 and 3 along with appurtenant transmission 
facilities which serve this 3,000-acre block will be completed. 

Other irrigation plant facilities, $120,000.—Operating equipment will be pur- 
chased to fill the requirement for additional equipment necessary to operate the 
new lateral systems and other new irrigation facilities. 

Special distribution systems, part-time farm units, $25,000.—Program provides 
for studies of special distribution systems and for construction as necessary. 

Contribution to civil-service retirement fund, $81,000.—Initial year contribu- 
tion to civil-service retirement fund. 

Settlement and settler assistance, $150,000.—The amount programed is for 
continuing the selection of settlers, ownership conformance, development farm 
operation, providing information to prospective settlers, and general project de- 
velopment activities. Iunds also provide for the extension of a cooperative 
assistance contract with the State college of Washington. 

Settlement land purchase and resale program, —$750,000.—The program pro- 
vides for the purchase of land to facilitate the establishment of farm units, and 
the sale of farm units to project settlers. (Amounts received from sale of farm 
units are not available for expenditure. ) 

Adjustments, $1,031,000.—Principally contra entry for cost credit for lands 
sold under settlement land program as money received is not available for 
expenditure. Also includes funds for minor studies of possibilities for irriga- 
ing small areas of project-owned land in the upper Grand Coulee above elevation 
of equalizing reservoir. 

Other expenditures and credits, —$250,000.—Represents prior year expenditures 
for service facilities being charged to permanent project features in fiscal year 
1958. 
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Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1957 and 1958 





Estimated | 
Program item total 

(1) (2) 

Construction program: 

Joint facilities. Biss i <i gress ove cues NUN 
Spillway floodlighting—Grand 
Coulee Dam 200, 000! 
Primary irrigation works_ 97, 305, 000} 
West Canal irrigation area _| 88, 722, 000 
East Low Cana! irrigation area | 104, 930, 000) 


Potholes irrigation area_- 
East High Canal irrigation area___.___ 


84, 119, 000) 
95, 456, 000| 





Pasco-Burbank pumping units... __- 
Other irrigation plant facilities 
Special distribution systems, 

time farm units pee 
Power facilities 


part- | 


Total construction costs.___________- 
Contributions to civil-service retirement 
fund : 
Settlement and settler assistance progr: 1m_. 
Settlement land purchase program 
Settlement land resale program 


‘Total project coste................. 
Adjustments. 


' 
' 
' 
st 


Total cost to appropriation. 
Other expenditures and credits. 


Total expenditures. 
Undelivered orders_ 


| 


Total obligations. _- 
Method of financing: 
Allocation of appropriation, fiscal year | 
1957____. dsbndonl 
Application of prior year funds. _- 
Funds required sional 





3, 795, 000 
3, 727, 000) 
1, 000, 000) 

107, 732, 000! 


750, 045, 000) 


3, 200, 000) 
2, 810, 000) 
11, 500, 000| 
-11, 500, 000) 
756, 055, 000} 
6, 000, re: 
762, 055, 000) 


| 762, 055, 000] 


762, 055, ry 





Briefly 


Mr. 


LABAUT. 


Total to 
June 30, 
1956 


(3) 


$160, 497, 716 


70, 997, 

54, 980, 

46, 928, 
41, 037, 

551, 938 

3, 108, 737 

1, 699, 218 


694 
670 
863} 
902 


841 
703 


151, 
107, 731, 


487, 684, 282) 


1, 364, 167] 
6, 758, 975) 
—3, 793, 170 
492, 014, 254} 
—647, O74 


491, 367, 180] 


1, 935, 461 


493, 302, 641 
2, 007, 744 


"495, 310, 385 





way this year, and what is planned for 1958. 

Mr. Netson. The program on a Columbia Basin project, both 
a location of the project. with 
respect to the Columbia River, and von 1 that details the irrigation 
area with respect to the water supply from Coulee Dam. 

Briefly, the program for fiscal year 1957 and fiscal year 1958 is 
largely devoted to the development of the three main irr igat ion areas; 


this year and—we have 2 m 


namely , the—— 
Mr. Rapavrt. 
Mr. NELSON. 


in fiscal year 1957 and other ‘colors future fiscal years. 
Last yea 


aps, SIT, 


The green color designates what ? 
The eolor designates “the blocks now under irrigation 


areas are lands for which water is already available. 


was available to 300,009 acr 


this year 


es. 


It will be available to 3 
The color scheme there, the areas in red, o1 
kind of a burnt orange color, are the areas for which water 





describe for the committee the work 


Th 


St ea 
Program, | Program, | Balance to 
current | budget complete 
year 1957 year 1958 
(4) | (5) (6) 
$104, 000 2, 457, 284 
200, 000) ss 
197, 000} $70, 000| 26, 040, 306 
6, 927, 000} 2, 891, 000) 23, 923, 330 
4,410,000! 1, 233, 000! = «52, 360, 137 
4, 718, 000; 9, 056,000} 29, 307, 098 
20, 000) 20,000} 94, 864, 062 
613, 000) 73, 000 263 
165, 000) 120,000} 1, 742, 782 
! 
25, 000 823, 159 
| 297 
aie asinine stint a 
17,354,000; 13, 488, 000) 2:51, 518, 718 
| 181,000! 3, 019, 000 
155, 000 150,000} 1, 140, 833 
200, 000} 250, 000 4, 291, 025 
—1, 000, 000 F000, 000} —5, 706, 820 
16, 709, 000 13, 069, 000} 234, 262, 746 
1,016, 146) 1,031,000) 4, 599, 928 
7,725, 146] 14,100,000! 238, 862, 674 
— 106, 000 —250, 000| —1, 579, 461 
17, 619, 146) 13, 8 50, 000 237, 283, 213 
—2, 007, 744) 
15, 611, 402) 13,850,000 237, 283, 213 
14, 055, 000 
1, 556, 402} 
| 13,850,000) 237, 283, 200 
under- 


e green 
r water 


348.000 acres 
*T guess it is a 
* will be- 


come available next year; that is, the start of the next irrigation sea- 


son, as a result of the fiseal year 1958 program. 


acres. 


Mr. McGowan will point those orange areas out. 


are under the west canal: 


under thee 


That totals 


34.000 


Blocks 77 and 79 


block 46 and a small one north of there 
sast canal, and a small block in the vicinity of Pasco. 


The current year and the budget year includes work on lands in 
various stages of development over about a 3-year basis. 


] 


n other 
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words, work will start also this year on lands for which water will be- 
come available in the irrigation season of 1959. That comprises about 
92,000 acres. It largely consists of block 85 and block 20. 

During the current year, in addition to work in the irrigation area, 
work was started on a floodlighting system at Grand Coulee Dam as 
a result of the committee action last year. There will be a certain 
amount of engineering work identified with the east high canal area. 
Also some expenditures in connection with the pumping of water in 
the vicinity of Soap Lake. 

Mr. Razaut. We gave you $233,800 for that purpose in 1957 to stop 
the drainage into Soap Lake. 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir. Todo the best that we could to recover fresh 
water. We found we could prudently use about $80,000, and that is 
the amount that we will be using this fiscal year. 

I might add, sir, that the $ 933.8 00 was based upon carrying out a 
plan contained ina Soap Lake report called 10—B, which involves also 
the eventual replacement of a temporary pumping plant out of Soap 
Lake. We felt we should continue to use the old plant as long as we 
had some salvage value left, rather than take it down and put the 
new one in now. Then the balance of the expenditure went for re- 
placement of a temporary pipeline. 

Now, going down the line in the irrigation areas, the east high canal 
and the east low canal have been identified. The west canal is over 
at the left. Then there is a major canal taking out of Potholes Reser- 
voir, which leads out onto the Wahluke Slope area, and the remainder 
of the expenditure for fiscal 1958 will be identified with that area; 
namely, the continuation of construction of Wahluke syphon and an 
extension of the canal at the end of Wahluke syphon and the start of 
irrigation facilities to serve lands released by the Atomic Energy 
Commission several years ago. 

Mr. Rapavct. How far did you say you had proceeded with the 
lighting of the spillway at Grand Coulee? The specifications have 
been prepared ? 

Mr. Netson. The specifications have been prepared. Bids were to 
be called on the 27th and I believe they were postponed for a week or 
so. Bidsare to be opened within a few days. 

Mr. Ranaut. The committee is anxious to know about that and the 
progress with regard to that, so keep that in mind. 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT ON SPILLWAY FLOODLIGHTING—GRAND COULEE DAM 


Bids for the floodlighting work were opened in the Office of the Assistant Com- 
missioner and Chief Engineer, Denver, on April 3, 1957. Considerable interest 
was shown in this work as eight bids were received. 

The specifications, No. DC 4856, were set up in such a way as to receive bids 
under schedule 1 for minimum acceptable intensities of color lighting and sched- 
ule 2 for the minimum acceptable intensities of white lighting. The amourt 
reserved in the specifications for the expenditures on this work was $150,000. 

The lowest bid, prior to complete evaluation, appears to be: 


West Coast ELectric, SEATTLE, WASH. 


Schedule 1......._-- sisi: honed aE De set dlp east 5 ss tiscce bbcensdcnante cilieen $92, 730 
CO seas ind iittala tt tail Re i on a aa 64, 520 
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The specifications call for the bidder to design, furnish, construct, install, and 
test the floodlight system and specify that the units may be installed by the river 
banks downstream from the dam on the spillway walls of the powerhouses, or 
on the retaining walls adjacent to the powerhouse and along the spillway bridge. 
All of the three lowest bidders indicated that their bids and the equipment to be 
furnished were based upon the designs of the General Electric Co. These bidders 
are electrical contractors. 


REPAYMENT CONTRACTS 


Mr. Rapavr. Please explain in detail the nature of the existing 
repayment contracts and the current problems of negotiating new con- 
tracts to cover current costs. 

Mr, Netson. There is a limitation in the funds to be expended for 
direct irrigation facilities embedded in the contract we now have 
with three irrigation districts. That limitation is $280 million, I 
believe, and we expect we will reach that ceiling in about 1960. In 
anticipation of that, we have been discussing the necessity for amend- 
atory repayment contracts with the three districts. The three districts 
have set up a joint negotiating board with representatives of the 
three districts to deal with the problem, and meetings have been held. 

There are a number of problems that the amendatory contract pro- 
poses to dispose of. One would be the handling of the drainage 
expenditures over and above the $8 million limitation in the con- 
tracts. Another would be the possibility of extending the repayment 
period to cover additional costs, and all of these matters we propose 
to treat exactly in the manner that we handle other amendatory repay- 
ment contracts, based on the ability of the water users to pay. 

Mr. Rapsavrt. Now this is a project of really some size. $756 mil- 
lion plus. 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapavt. There is about $1,513,000 not reimbursible. Then 
there is $562,236,700 from irrigation, and $192,304,860 from power. 
That is what they should pay, but the way the thing comes out is 
this: 

The amount paid by irrigation water users is $87,465,000; irrigation 
water users, part-time farm units, $1 million, and from power 
$666,076,560. 

Mr. Netson. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Razsavtr. Will you be covered by repayment contracts for any 
work in 1958? 

Mr. Nexson. Yes, sir. As I stated previously, sir, our existing 
repayment contracts should cover us until we bump the ceiling in 
1960. 

ESQUATZEL DIVERSION CANAL 


Mr. Razsavtr. Explain the need for the Esquatzel diversion canal. 

Mr. Newson. Referring to the chart, the Esquatzel diversion canal 
is at the outlet end of a rather long drainage area that extends to the 
north and runs along a highly developed area. There are two trans- 
continental railroads, a highway, and towns in the area. 

Mr. Rasavut. Does that pick up the drainage? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir. It picks up flood flows; it picks up natural 
snowmelt runoff, and the particular problem there is that the channel 
terminates in a sinkhole immediately north of the airport, in the 
highly developed area near Pasco, Wash. 
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In previous years there has been no irrigation development, but 
flood flows came down the channel, and, in addition to doing con- 
siderable channel damage, have piled up in this sinkhole immediately 
north of Pasco, and there is no outlet from that channel into the 
Columbia River, with the result that there is a time in the future 
undoubtedly when the ability of the ground strata to absorb that 
flow will be exceeded, and waters will rise over the airport and into 
the developed area. 

The Bureau of Reclamation, as a part of the development of the 
project, insofar as return flows from irrigation are concerned, and 
drainage and waste caused by the project, are proposing to construct 
an 11-mile canal from the natural channel—this will be an artificial 
outlet—over to the Columbia River. And 1,000 second-feet of capac- 
ity will handle all of those flows, and, of course, costs of that canal 
will be reimbursable under the project. 

Mr. Rasavr. Do you think the costs should be split on this? 

Mr. Neutson. Yes sir, the costs for the thousand-foot channel were 
considered to be a project function totaling $1,700,000, but in 1956 
both the House and the Senate Public Works Committees directed 
the Army engineers to examine that problem to see if it would os 
good business to incor porate the settlement of the flood-control prob- 
lem with the construction of the channel. 

Mr. Razaut. To what extent have the Army Engineers participated ? 

Mr. Netson. The Army made an analysis of that problem during 
the current year. They have now recommended that this 1,000-sec ond. 
foot channel be enlarged to 5,000 second-feet, which would have the 
effect of increasing the cost from $1,700,000 to about $3,900,000. As 
far as budget year 1958 is concerned, the funds we have proposed to 
use would be adequate to start the canal. The problem we have is 
that we feel we don’t have the authority to build larger than the 
1,000-second-foot capacity canal. The Army has furnished a re- 
ort—they propose to furnish a formal report later demonstrating a 
Coo, cost ratio for that work in excess of one—I believe it is some- 
thing like 1.35 to 1, and also they would propose to furnish an alloca- 
tion ‘report as to what part of that cost is properly nonreimbursable. 

Mr. Rasavutr. When do you expect it ? 

Mr. Nexson. They have furnished a letter report, now. 

Mr. Razavt. To whom will they report; to the two committees? 

Mr. Netson. I presume that they will, sir. 

Mr. Razaut. Should this be held up until the new authority comes 
through ? 

Mr. Nrtson. We must start the canal—we delayed starting it in 
fiscal 1957 until the Army could complete its report. We should start 
the canal in fiscal 1958. It should be done, sir, because of the need for 
handling project-developed water. 

Mr. Rasaut. Do you anticipate the report is going to be forth- 
coming in time 4 

Mr. Netson. There is a letter report available now, sir, that I be- 
lieve substantially covers the situation. 

Mr. Rasavut. The testimony here is that there is a change in the 
width of it and, of course, a change in the cost. 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir. 


91488—57——20 
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Mr. Rapavt. I presume the report ought to be made before you 
start doing anything about it. 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. The committee will be waiting for action. 

Mr. Netson. May I ask a question, sir? 

Mr. Rapavt. Yes. 

Mr. Netson. Would you want that report furnished to this com- 
mittee ? 

Mr. Razavt. It is satisfactory to us if it is sent to the two legisla- 
tive committees, the one in the House and the one in the Senate. We 
are not trying to usurp their powers. You can send us a copy of it. 
Mr. Jensen thinks we should have a copy. 

Mr. JensEN. Just so we know what is going on, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rasact. All right. Funds are requested to extend the coop- 
erative-assistance contract with the State College of Washington. 
What is the purpose of this contract ? 

Mr. Netson. Sir, as a part of the settlement program on the Colum- 
bia Basin project, the Bureau has a 3-year contract with the State 
College of Washington in the total amount of about $200,000, which 
comes to something better than $66,000 a year, and for that amount 
the State College of W ashington hires about 10 extension agents who 
work in the area with the new settlers, the State college furnishes some 
matching funds and matching facilities, and it is strictly agricultural 
assistance to the new settlers in the area. 

Mr. Rapavt. They assist the farmer in getting started 4 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir. They assist the ‘farmer in methods of clear- 
ing his land, how to level it, development of farm irrigation systems, 
farm-water system. 

Mr. Rapavt. In the opinion of the Department, do they think this 
is a good function? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir; they feel that it is. 

Mr. Rasavut. To what extent is land currently being purchased 
on the Columbia Basin project to facilitate the establishment of farm 
units ? 

Mr. Netson. The Bureau has purchased up to date about 260,000 
acres and has sold something like 80,000 acres. That land-purchase 
program is intended to be and is, as a matter of fact, self-liquidating. 
The costs are recovered when the lands are sold. There is a credit 
balance, now, of something better than $1 million due to land purchase 
and sale operations. There is a modest program of about $250,000 for 
additional purchases in fiscal year 1958. 


POTHOLES IRRIGATION AREA 


Mr. Rasavur. Give us a breakdown of the $9,056,000 requested for 
the Potholes irrigation area, in 1958. 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir; I will be glad to do that. The $9 million is 
made up of the following items: The major item, of course, being the 
Wahluke syphon continuing payments during 1958 will be $3,250,000 
for Wahluke syphon. 

Immediately above that it will now be necessary to enlarge the Pot- 
holes East Canal. $500,000 will be spent there. The Wahluke branch 
canal at the end of the syphon will require $400,000. The block 20 
lateral system will require $1,148,000. There is a pumping plant to 
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serve blocks 21 and 48, which comes to $215,000. Esquatzel diver- 
sion channel $1 million; Esquatzel coulee fencing $40,000. 

Drainage connected with the area, $215,000. Watermaster’s head- 

uarters, "$50, 000, and supporting contracts for those items, about 
$2 281,000, and noncontr: act costs and general expense and engineering, 
$1,957,000. That totals the $9 million. sir. 

Mr. Razavr. How urgent is it that this entire amount be expended 
in If ahs 

Mr. Netson. Sir, the program on the Columbia Basin oe has 
been laid out over a period of years to bring in annually about thirty 
to forty thousand acres that are laid out for settlement by veterans 
and private owners and on the strength of that, a number of private 
entities have gone ahead with investment programs, such as the coun- 
ties have built a network of county roads, the State has bonded itself 
and extended the State highway system. There has also been con- 
struction of utilities, power, telephone, and other facilities that are 
geared to an orderly irrigation development, so that I would say that 
the urgency is there for continuation of a planned rate of develop- 
ment. 

Mr. Rasaut. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Maenvuson. Is this Wahluke syphon being built to a size that 
will take care of any possible release of lands by the Atomic Energy 
Commission ? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir; it is. It is being built to serve the entire 
Wahlunke slope area other than the primary control zone. 


SOAP LAKE 


Mr. Maanuson. With regard to the runoff of irrigation waters into 
Soap Lake, is the plan 10- B? 

Mr. Neuson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Magnuson. What does that plan entail ? 

Mr. Netson. Plan 10—-B, in brief, sir, called for the construction 
of 5 wells, 3 of them to be drilled now, 2 paabdiciodl al wells to be drilled 
when the irrigation block south of the town of Soap Lake comes in. 
It also called for the drilling of observation wells to check the ground 
water conditions. It also covered the construction of a permanent 
pumping plant on the north end of the lake. It is now a temporary 
plant. 

It also covered a permanent pipeline from the wells that are now 
in operation at the south end of the lake which is in the vicinity of 
the town of Soap Lake. There are 3 new cells, 2 of them are in opera- 
tion, the other is being drilled. 

Mr. Magnuson. What is the location of those three wells? 

Mr. Netson. At the southeast and southwest corners of the lake. 
They are between the town of Soap Lake and the lake. One is near 
the highway that comes down the lakeshore. The other two are 
hetween the town proper and the highway to Ephrata. 

Mr. Magnuson. You say two of those wells are in operation ? 

Mr. Newson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Magnuson. Are you intercepting a substantial quantity of 
water ¢ 

Mr. Netson. Yes, we are. The amount of fresh water that is being 
pumped each year has been going up and, of course, it is still neces- 
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sary to pump directly from the lake. The pumping is continuing also 
from Lake Lenore, immediately upstream, and it is expected in an- 
other year to have the water level of the two lakes substantially 
equalized. Then, of course, pumping to full capacity from ground 
water will be continued. 

Mr. Maenuson. We gave you $233,800 in the 1957 act for this pur- 
pose. 

Mr. Netson. To cover plan 10—B, as we understood it; yes, sir. 

Mr. Magnuson. Did I understand you to say you are going to spend 
only $80,000, or are you going to spend the rest of it later ¢ 

Mr. Nexson. Yes; we expect to use the rest of it as the plan de- 
velops. 

Mr. Magnuson. What has been the effect of your two new wells, 
and your other preventive operations, on the level of the lake? 

Mr. Nexson. The level of the lake has been held to a safe level. 
which, of course, has been one of the aims through the last several 
years since irrigation started. I do have some figures on the amount 
of pumpage from the wells, which I would be glad to go into if you 
like. 

Mr. Maenuson. Please do. 

Mr. Netson. We show 5,538 acre-feet were pumped in 1956, as 
against 1,500 in 1953, 3,800 in 1954, 5,200 in 1955, so you see the fresh 
water pumpage is going up. We feel that that is water that would 
ordinarily be tributary to the lake. 

Mr. Maanuson. Are the folks at Soap Lake satisfied with what you 
are doing? I suppose it is safe to assume they are not? 

Mr. Netson. I could probably best express that this way, sir: I 
haven’t heard very much complaint this year as contrasted to last year. 

Mr. Maenvson. Well, I haven’t either. Perhaps the situation is 
improving. 

Mr. Netson. I think it is generally realized we are doing the best 
that we can and we are intercepting all the fresh water th: ut we rea- 
sonably can. 

Mr. Maenuson. How about the balance of this appropriation of 
$233,800; that will not revert to the Treasury but will continue to be 
available for this purpose / 

Mr. Netson. We assumed that that did two things; that that made 
that amount available for this program, but not necessarily confined 
to this fiscal year, sir. 

Mr. Maenvson. In other words, you feel that you have all of that 
money available for meeting this problem for as long as it may be 
required ? 

Mr. Rapavt. It remains available. 

Mr. Magnuson. I have been hearing some concern out home about 
block 82 and block 84 because they are not included in the program for 
the coming fiscal year. Could you explain that situation 

Mr. Netson. Sir, in gearing our program to the funds available, 
blocks 82 and 84 are not included in the fiscal year 1958 program. 
That is, they are not included in the construction program for the 
fiscal year 1958, except that a contract on block 82 will be awarded 
near the end of that year. 

a Maanvuson. Were they originally programed for fiscal year 
1958 % 
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Mr. Nexson. Yes, they have been carried in past programs; yes, sir. 
Mr. Maenuson. And this is due to budget limitations ? 
Mr. Netson. Yes, sir. 


GRAND COULEE DAM LIGHTING 


Mr. Macenuson. What is it going to cost to light Grand Coulee Dam? 
We gave you a maximum. 

Mr. Nexson. You gave us a maximum, sir, of $200,000. We found, 
in going into it, it is a very complicated problem, involving special 
lenses, special coloring effects, development of automatic changing 
equipment. We found there was a special design problem, too. It 
was not the kind of equipment that the average manufacturer carried 
in stock, so it was necessary to prepare sevel ral alternate proposals in 
a set of specifications, and 1 believe that the cost will depend upon the 
kind of bids we receive, but we certainly feel that we have a ceiling, 
and we propose to stay under it and get the best that we can for our 
money. 

Mr. Maanvuson. Don’t you make estimates of costs before you call 
for bids? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, that is correct. The specifications that were 
issued we feel make it reasonably possible to fall within the limitation 
of $200,000. 

Mr. Maenuson. You said special coloring effects. Are we going to 
have colored lights ? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, there is a proposal that would include a blending 
of several colors, yellow, red, and white, and with automatic color- 
mixing equipment. 

Mr. Macnuson. It seems to me there has been quite a delay. We 
have hada whole year. Has it been the complexity of the problem ? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir; and then, too, it was necessary to consult with 
the specialized manufacturers and large electrical construction com- 
panies on that, the suppliers as well as the contractors, and first it was 
thought that because of the very highly specialized nature of the prob- 
lem it might be best to negotiate a contract. That was explored finally 
up to consultations with the General Services Administration—finally 
it was decided to put everything into a call for bids. It includes the 
specialized design work, as well as the furnishing of the equipment and 
the erection of it. 

The specifications, however, are written to cover the kind of a job 
that is desired, but there is a great deal of detailed engineering work 
that the contractor must do, and that is all included in the spec ification. 

Mr. Magnuson. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


FARMING IN THE COLUMBIA BASIN PROJECT AREA 
SIZE OF FARMS 


Mr. Jensen. The Columbia Basin Project originally incorpo- 
rated about 1 million acres, I believe. 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JENSEN. That land was supposed to be disposed of to veterans, 
is that right ? 

Mr. Netson. Not entirely, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Didn’t veterans have priority ? 
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Mr. Netson. The veterans have priority on lands that have been 
acquired by the Government, or any public-domain lands but, of 
course, there were large areas of private ownership and, of course, the 
private owners were entitled to—pre-1934 owners—to own 160 acres 
and after that date, 1 farm unit per family. 

Mr. JeNsEN. Now a farm unit differs in size, does it not 

Mr. Newson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. You have some grade A land, grade 2, and grade 3, and 
soon / 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. And your grade 1 land, a farm unit is less acres than 
rade 2. 

Mr. Netson. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. JenseN. And grade 2 is less acres than grade 3. You try to 
determine a good workable farm unit by the grade of the land to 
some degree ? 

Mr. Newtson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Now, how many acres of land is now being farmed in 
the Columbia River Basin ¢ 

Mr. Netson. Last year, 172,285 acres were actually irrigated. Re- 
ceived water and grew crops. 

mr Jensen. How many acres will you add to that in fiscal year 
1957? How many acres do you estimate will be irrigated in 1958? 

Just put it in the record. 

(The information follows:) 


TR 
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Two hundred thousand acres are estimated to be irrigated in 1957 and 228,000 
acres are estimated in 1958. 

Mr. Jensen. J would like to know how you are progressing on this 
project because I have taken a very great interest in this project ever 
since its inception. I was on this project before any land was pur- 
chased, even, and before a single settler was on this land. 

I believe that because of the fact, to some degree at least, that this 
would be homesteading so to speak by veterans to a very great degree, 
I took particular interest in it because I knew that a lot of veterans 
were hoping to settle in that area and I visited that area, twice, to 
keep up with the progress of the project. 

COST PER ACRE FOR RECLAMATION AND DEVELOPMENT 

Now, what was the estimated cost per acre for reclamation and 
development on this project? Getting ready to farm it. It was quite 
high, as I remember. 

Mr. Newtson. Yes: that is correct. The average farm unit will 
require from $15,000 to $25,000 of investment on the part of the 
settler. 

Mr. Jensen. How much does that amount to per acre ? 

Mr. Nerson. For an average sized unit, running from 70 to 80 
acres, that could usually approach $200. 

Mr. Jensen. I think the original estimate was even higher than 
that, as [ remember. 

Mr. Netson. It could well be. 

Mr. Jensen. I think you better put that in the record. 

Mr. Netson. I will be glad to do that. 

Mr. JENSEN. The acreage charge to the purchaser as I remember 
it was $85 an acre. Is that Tight ? 

Mr. Netson. $85 an acre will be the construction cost. 
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Mr. Jensen. That will be charged to each acre. 

Mr. Neuson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Now in addition to that, how much more is charged 
and—lI just want to know how much a person pays for an acre of this 
land, on an average? When it is fully developed and ready to irri- 
gate. 

Mr. Netson. I will be glad to give you that broken down as to 

vapital investment and then you understand there is an annual op- 
eration and maintenance charge on top of that. 

Mr. Jensen. I know that. I am talking about outside of that, be- 
fore you get to that. Put that in the record, will you? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 

Properly to summarize costs and returns on the Columbia Basin project, it is 
necessary to distinguish between project costs or the investment of the Govern- 
ment in the project works and their repayment by source of revenue and the 
costs borne directly by the farmer in the development of his farming operation. 
Separating costs and returns then in these two groups, the following figures 
apply: 


Project costs: Per acre 
The total cost of project construction allocated to irrigation__.___..__._ $540. 00 
Average repayment from water users under repayment contract__---~- 8&5. 00 
Repayment from power and other project revenues__ wisn detbansias,, . ea 
Average annual operation and maintenance costs alloc ated to irrigation_ 6. 00 


Average annual return from irrigation for project operation and main- 


tenance allocated to irrigation___.__..___-~ ~~ aacptelia ste boned 6. 00 
Farm development : 
Capital costs: 
Average cost per acre for a = =f dena SO. 00 
Average cost per acre for farm improveme nts_ . cdtacaiaisaeetaen: | See 
Average cost of farm machinery per acre__.._._____________- 85. 00 
Average per acre investment in livestock._........_________ 30. OO 
Average per acre investment per farm __- no's Saha nace eetasca caadaacs, See 
Annual cost for water and irrigation service : 
Ayerage repayment per irrigable acre per year___-__-_______ a 32 
Average per acre operation and maintenance cost______- 6. 00 


An additional annual cost of $1.45 per acre for replaceme nts 
will ultimately be required. When needed, this expense will 
be borne by the water user. 

Mr. Jensen. Now, for how many years have the first farmers had a 
part of their land in production? When was the first land put in 
production in the Columbia River Basin? 

Mr. Netson. The first was in 1948. That was in block 1 

Mr. Jensen. What crops are generally raised on that land ? 

Mr. Nerson. Do you want that in the record or do you want that 
now ? 

Mr. Jensen. Give me an idea now. 

Mr. Netson. The principal crops have been alfalfa, beans has be- 
come an important crop, and peas. To the extent that allotments are 
available, sugar beets is becoming an important crop. Then, during 
the early years of development, when they need a little quick cash in- 
come they usually go into row crops. There are some potatoes grown. 
I have, as a matter of fact, some figures that show that the price sup- 
— crops are very minor, a fraction of a percent. Mostly alfalfa, 

eans, peas, things of that kind. 


FARMING PROBLEMS AND PROGRESS 


Mr. JENSEN. Now, what does the record show, does it show that 
these farmers are doing all right, or are some of them having trouble? 
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Mr. Netson. There are various degrees of success, as in any busi- 
ness. We feel that over the long pull Columbia Basin farmers are 
going to come out all right. We “find, however, that during the early 
years they have had some financing problems. We find that in addi- 
tion to farming their own place, we . find them doing a little leasing but 
we think that by and large, the project financially is as good as our 
experience elsewhere in the West. 

Mr. Jensen. I am asking these questions because, after all, the tax- 
payers of America have a “lot of money invested in this project and 
we have several million dollars more to invest in this project before 
it is completed. Of course, we would like to know that the project is 
for the people who are on the project and that the farmers are deriv- 
ing some benefits from this great expenditure. We wouldn’t like to 
appropriate all this money and then find out that the farmers were 
not getting along, after we had gone to all this trouble and spent all 
this money, and ‘T had heard that there were some problems there. I 
am wondering now if that is because of the man who doesn’t know 
the farming business or if the charges are too great for him to carry, 
or just what would you say is the trouble with the fellow who isn’t 
getting along ? 

Mr. Netson. We agree with you that there are problems. We are 
doing our best under ‘the author ity available to us to handle the prob- 
lems as best we can. I would have to say this, sir, we feel that over 
the long pull the problems are going to greatly lessen. Problems are 
more serious during the first few years when the credit requirements 
are high, the capital investment requirements are high. I think the 
farmer’s general well-being varies with the price of farm commodities. 
Last year results on a per-acre basis caned to be very good. The per 
acre return was $127 an acre. That was above the average for the 
entire acreage irrigated in the whole Northwest. We had some higher 
than that and then again we had some that were lower than that. 

Mr. Magnuson. Mr. Jensen, would you yield for just an observa- 
tion ? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Macnuson. For your information, I have a bill in the House 
which would permit the allocation of larger farm units to these farm- 
ers in the Columbia Basin. <A similar bill has been introduced in the 
Senate and has already passed in the Senate. My bill is in subcom- 
mittee in the House Interior Committee, which bears out your suspi- 
cion that everything isn’t going too well. 

Mr. Jensen. 70 or 80 acres of irrigated land is a big farm and there 
must be something wrong with the management if a farmer can’t 
make a living and make a good living and some money on 70 or 80 
acres of irrigated land. 

Mr. Maenuson. Their principal problem seems to be credit. They 
don’t have a big enough base to get sufficient credit. 

Mr. Jensen. I would not like to see these farms get too big. I 
understand a number of those farmers have leased their land to large 
multiple unit operators, is that right? 

Mr. Netson. There has been leasing i in several degrees of intensity. 
T think the great majority who do, lease probably not more than 1 or 
2 units. There are some that are more than that, but they are in the 
minority. 

Mr. Jensen. We intended for this project to accommodate many 
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people who wanted to have a home on the farm. If we are going to 
permit a greater acreage for each person as Don Magnuson’s bill 
provides, then we are getting away from what is known as a family- 
sized farm. You can talk about a profitable farm unit all you want 
to, but 30 or 40 acres, or 70 acres, if properly farmed and the right 
crops are produced, you’ve got more work than 2 or 3 men can “do 
and certainly I wouldn’t like to see this thing finally terminate into 
an area where you have just a few great big farmers, instead of a lot 
of family-sized farms. I think we “have to watch that thing. Now, 
credit, of course, that is a difficult thing these days. I recognize that. 
But let’s not rush into this thing and let this thing get out of hand 
and be turned over to just a few “folks. It would be just as bad as it 
van be. I don’t like to even think about it. 

What did the report of investigation on this problem disclose ? 
You had an investigation on it. 

Mr. Netson. There are 1,834 operators and the total farm units 
farmed were 2,784. That gives you the proportion of operators to 
farm units. 

Mr. JENSEN. Now, what is the largest operator ? 

Mr. Netson. The largest multiple unit that we have record of, we 
have 9 that operate over 6 units and I believe—I would ask Mr. 
Dominy for the breakdown of that 9. 

Mr. Dominy. There were only 5 that had in excess of 6 units, Mr. 
Chairman, and 1 of those had 15 units. That was the largest operator. 

Mr. Jensen. Now, you see that is an awful lot of land in an irri- 
gated area for one operator to farm. 

Mr. Ranaut. How much is a unit, 70 or 80 acres ? 

Mr. Jensen. They run from 70 to 120 acres; is that right ? 

Mr. Netson. That is right. 

Mr. Ranavur. What would be the acreage of the largest unit? 

Mr. JeNsEN. It would be in the neighborhood of a thousand acres, 
I presume. 

Mr. Nerson. Yes, that is correct. 

Mr. Jensen. The Government has expended money already to the 
extent of $495 million when the intent of this project was to make 
family-sized farms and primarily for veterans. That gives us con- 
cern, Mr. Chairman, doesn’t it? 

Mr. Ranaut. That is right. 

Mr. Aanpanu. Mr. Chairman, under the present laws, there is a 
limitation in ownership to one unit, but there is no limitation in opera- 
tion and an operator may lease as many units as he wishes as far as 
the basic law is concerned. The Bureau of Reclamation has adminis- 
tratively tried to curb the amount of leasing by asking that these con- 
tracts be reviewed by the project office out there, but there is no legal 
limitation on it and this leasing has expanded quite appreciably. 

There is one other thing I want to mention and that is that many of 
these leases are really leases for a period of years for the development 
of the project. The owner of the single unit doesn’t have financial 
resources to develop a project. He will lease it for a year or 2 or 3 
and during that lease period the operator will develop the project 
and put it in productive vondition for the owner of the unit itself. 
There are circumstances under which the leasing is making a contribu- 
tion to the development of the project for the individual owners 


Mr. Jensen. I understand, Mr. Aandahl. 
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Under the bill that Don Magnuson has introduced it would permit 
that big operator or somebody with a lot of money to go in there and 
buy a lot of that land and farm it as a big, multiple unit and that was 
not the original intent. 

If we had known that that was going to happen, if we had known 
that: this project was not going to make, eventually, homes for a lot 
of veterans, primarily, I am sure this Congress never would have 
appropriated all this money for that purpose. 

Mr. Aanpant. I might say that the Magnuson bill does not in any 
way affect the lease problem. The Magnuson bill merely applies 
what you might call the standard reclamation limitation of 160 acres 
to the Columbia Basin project. Ownerships then would be limited 
to 160 acres instead of 1 unit which in most instances is less than 
160 acres. 

Mr. Ranaut. How about the leasing of 160 acres? Wouldn’t that 
be the same as it is now ? 

Mr. Aanpantu. The leasing would be unaffected by the Magnuson 
bill. 

Mr. Jensen. The trouble is with that 160 limitation, Dad and Ma 
and John and Mary, their son and their son-in-law, Pete and Mabel 
may also have 160 acres if they are clever enough to so fix up the 
papers, and the first thing you know, old John has got 1,000 and 
some acres. 

Mr. AanpAu. That is correct under general reclamation law. How- 
ever, under the Magnuson bill, family ownership is limited to 2, so 
320 acres would be the maximum family ownership under the Magnu- 
son bill. That is, the husband may have 160, the wife may have 160, 
or minor children may have 160, but the total cannot exceed 320. So 
there are more limitations in the Magnuson bill than there are in 
general reclamation law. 

Mr. Jensen. Well, I just hope that we can hold down the size of 
those farms so that more people can have homes there as was originally 
intended. 

Mr. Rapavt. Very well. The committee will stand adjourned until 
2 o'clock. 

AFTERNOON SESSION 
REPAYMENT ABILITY OF COLUMBIA BASIN PROJECT 


Mr. Rapavut. The committee will come to order. 

Are there any questions on the Columbia Basin ? 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Nelson, the Columbia Basin project is very pro- 
ductive land, generally speaking, is it not? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bunce. I am curious to know how you arrive at saying that 
the maximum that the settlers on that project can pay is $85 an acre 
when on the Wood River project you expect the water users to use 
$177 with the same criteria. How do you arrive at that? 

Mr. Netson. The repayment ability of the Columbia project lands 
was arrived at in the period of time, and the price indexes that were 
used were those that applied sometime in the thirties, and the Secre- 
tary made a finding that fixed those values at $85 an acre, and the con- 
tracts were written on that basis, as of that time. 
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Mr. Broer. Is there anything to prevent the Secretary from making 
anew finding ? 

Mr. Dominy. Congressman Budge, there are two factors here that 
I think we have to keep in mind. In the Columbia Basin, the opera- 
tion and maintenance is rather expensive. Currently, it is running 
about $6.50 to $7 an aere for the annual operation and maintenance 
and on the Little Wood River project, which is a supplemental water 
project the operation and maintenance is only estimated to be 41 
cents an acre, so it leaves considerably more to be applied to the con- 
struction charge out of their payment capacity. 

Mr. Buper. To recompute the Grand Coulee project, now using this 
same criteria of the ability of the water users to pay, what figure would 
you come up with under present prices? 

Mr. Dominy. I think we would come close to the $85 an acre average 
if we had the same size farms that we have been laying out under the 
Columbia Basin project act because the $85 figure was arrived at 
having in mind that the farms were going to be relatively small. In 
other words, they wouldn’t be of maximum economic opportunity. 
They would be more in the line of minimum economic opportunity for 
a family with a given set of equipment and capital investment. 

Mr. Bu per. I understood Mr. Nelson to say that figure was arrived 
at on prices as they existed in the 1930’s. 

Mr. Dominy. That is true. Although the prices for farm com- 
modities per unit is much higher now than in the 1930’s, the costs 
of production are also considerably higher per unit and I doubt very 
seriously that on those same size farms that there would be much 
greater repayment ability dollarwise although admitting the value of 
money is different now than it was in the 1930’s. It could be there 
would be some increase, using those same standards. 

Mr. Buper. Has the Bureau ever reviewed that $85 repayment? 

Mr. Dominy. We have made some review and we are rather firmly 
of the opinion that with the increased drainage that is required, that 
the farms of the size we laid out cannot be expected to return sub- 
stantially more than the $85 per acre average on construction within 
the 40-year period. 

Mr. Buper. Then, what happens if this legislation that the gentle- 
man from Washington referred to this morning is enacted in the 
Congress ¢ 

Mr. Dominy. In connection with that legislation, the Bureau of 
the Budget in reporting on the bill asked ‘that the Department of 
the Interior take into account the increased payment ability that 
could be expected to result from the larger farms. The House com- 
mittee in its hearings also indicated that they would want some con- 
sideration given to ‘the increased payment ability that would accrue 
to the larger units if they were to be permitted. That will create a 
problem, because there isn’t any doubt but that a farmer operating on 
one 70- or 80-acre unit has less money left above his farm family 
living requirements than if that same farmer would be operating 
on 2 or more units. 

Mr. Buper. A man farming 13 units has a lot higher. 

Mr. Dominy. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Buper. That ought to be taken into account. 
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Mr. Nexson. I can assure you that our standards will be uniform 
and are uniform in all amendatory contract negotiations. It is true 
that we have not completed the amendatory contract negotiations on 
the project but we will apply the same standards there that we did 
on Little Wood River and all the others, where we will take into 
account to the best of our ability, in consideration of the situation 
then existing, both the construction repayment cost and, of course, 
the operation and maintenance cost, katana our repayment ability 
determinations must include both. 


POWER REVENUES 


Mr. Buper. How much net per kilowatt-hour would the Bureau 
have to receive to repay the power allocation of Grand Coulee within 
the 50 years and also bear the irrigation costs which are allocated 
here—about 80 percent of the total ¢ -harged to irrigation ? 

Mr. Netson. I can prepare the breakdown for you in that form. 
I can answer the question for you now. We received by memorandum 
of understanding with Bonneville a lump- sum payme nt each year for 
the repayment account of the Columbia Basin project that will return 
the interest-bearing investment that is allocated to commercial power 
by 1975 and will return the irrigation costs assigned to be repaid from 
power by about the year 2018, I believe it is. That is the present pay- 
out schedule of the project and that is based on an annual return of 
about $13,500,000 per year. 

Mr. Buper. Was that in the basic legislation that that would happen 
in the year 2018% Is this an exception to the general reclamation law 
that it is supposed to be repaid in 50 years? 

Mr. Netson. I don’t believe that the Columbia Basin Project Act, 
or general reclamation law was quite that specific. This is calculated 
on the basis of repaying these irrigation blocks within 50 years of 
the time they come into production ‘and go into operation. Some of 
them won’t be coming in until 1960 as they are presently laid out, so 
that means that those blocks that are now scheduled to come in in 
1960 will have a development period of 10 years after that, which 
takes us up to about the year 2020 if you consider it on a block-by-block 
basis—and, of course, the interest- -bearing investment is retired first, 
and that is why the power pay out is accomplished by 1975. 

Mr. Buper. What power revenues have been covered into the gen- 
eral fund of the Treasury and credited to the repayment of irr igat ion 
in the Columbia Basin project ? 

Mr. Netson. There has been none to date in the general fund. 

Mr. Buper. How can you say the repayment is ahead of schedule 
when you haven’t paid any thing that the power was supposed to pay 
of the irrigation allocations? 

Mr. Netson. It is not ahead of schedule on the Columbia Basin 
project. As I said before it is based on a lump-sum payment and I 
believe that Bonneville has been crediting any excess receipts to an 
expedited pay out of Bonneville, only, but they have not been making 
any such overpayments to the Columbia Basin project or the Hungry 
Horse project. 

Mr. Buper. Did you say this morning that the first farms were com- 
pleted on this project in 1948? 

Mr. Netson. I believe that is correct. The small unit, No. 
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Mr. Buper. When is it intended some of the power revenues will 
be applied to repay this irrigation account ? 

Mr. Crostuwatt. They are done as soon as we pay off the power 
with interest. Then we begin using the revenues from power to pay 
off that part of the irrigation investment that our studies have shown 

cannot be paid back by the irrigator. So that until the power in- 
vestment is paid off, there would be no direct payments to supplement 
that amount that is being paid by the irrigator. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Nelson, can you give me that figure as to how much 
net you would have to have per kilowatt-hour to pay the power allo- 
cation and the irrigation ? 

Mr. Netson. By what date, sir? You see the power allocation will 
be repaid by 1975 now, using the revenues we are currently receiving. 

Mr. Buper. If the obligations as set forth here in the justification 
to repay the power investment and to pay approximately 80 percent 
of the irrigation expenditures, if you were to pay those concurrently, 
I wish you would put in the record a figure of what you would have 
to receive net per kilowatt-hour for the credit of the Columbia Basin 
projec * 

Mr. Netson. I can supply that figure. 

(The information requested follows :) 

Power facilities were completed some years ago and of that investment ap- 
proximately $135 million remain unamortized. Assuming that all irrigation 
construction is completed by 1971, repayment of all irrigation facilities will be 
completed 50 years later, i. e., in 2021. To repay concurrently and uniformly 
both the power facilities with interest and the irrigation facilities without in- 
terest by 2021 would necessitate realizing a power revenue rate of 1.11 mills per 
kilowatt-hour, as compared with the rate of 0.96 contemplated in the present 
repayment schedule of this project. 


BENEFIT-COST RATIOS AND POWER RATES 


Mr. Bupee. You mentioned this morning, in answer to a question 
from the gentleman from Ohio, the Burns Creek project. In figuring 
the benefit-to-cost ratio for the power for that project, how do you 
determine the power rate ? 

Mr. Netson. The power rates on our Snake River projects in the 
past have been determined on what we expected to receive from the 
power. That was the case on the Palisades project. 

Mr. Buper. Do you mean the market value of the power in the area? 

Mr. Nerson. The actual selling price of the power. 

Now, on the Burns Creek, we are using the value of power furnished 
by the Federal Power Commission for evaluating benefits. 

Mr. Bupee. That, particularly at Palisades, is an entirely different 
approach than that used at Grand Coulee. 

Mr. Netson. That is correct. 

Mr. Buper. Will you explain the difference there? 

Mr. Nexson. In the one case the benefit computation is based on 
what we expect to receive for the power. I believe in the other case 
the benefit computation is on a capacity energy basis and is based on 
what the power is expected to be worth in comparison with a com- 
parative, competitive source. In this case (energy-capacity ap- 
proach) I believe the Federal Power Commission is using the combi- 
nation of hydro and steam that is expected to prevail in the Columbia 
River Basin at about the year 1985 and remain constant thereafter. 
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In other words, at that point of time, if a hydro project—if a power 
development costs more than that, the benefit-cost ratio would ‘be less 
than 1 to 1. 

Mr. Buper. Doesn’t it boil down to this, that in the Snake River 
area, in order to make up your benefit-to-cost ratio on the project 
you determine exactly what you expect to get for that power when 
you sell it. 

Mr. Netson. That is correct, sir; that is what we have done. 

Mr. Buper. But you don’t do that in the Columbia Basin down- 
stream, do you? 

Mr. Netson. No, sir, not under current procedures. 

Mr. Buper. That seems rather peculiar to me, Mr. Chairman, that 
on the same river drainage—my State is in the Columbia River drain- 
age—I don’t understand why in computing the benefit-to-cost ratio 
up in my area they use a slide rule that says, “We are going to sell 
this power for so much and that is what we are going to credit the 
project with,” but they don’t do it down in the lower basin area. 1] 
think it is unique in Federal power systems. That is what I was 
trying to get at when General Persons was here the other day, but I 
didn’t get the answer to it. 

Mr. Raravt. Do you have an explanation for it ? 

Mr. Nexson. I think that the Federal Power Commission value of 
power is a matter that has been worked out presumably in connection 
with the 308 review report. I think it was an interagency determi- 
nation. I believe that the Corps and the Federal Power Commission 
worked it out with Bonneville Power Administration and that was 
used in determining power benefits in connection with the review 
report. I think that determination has been used since about 1956, 
the last 2 years. 

Mr. Buper. What it amounts to, Mr. Nelson, is this, isn’t it, that 
the farmers in my area are required to pay a larger figure than they 
are in the Grand Coulee area, because of the actual sale value of the 
power being considered in Idaho, but not being considered down in 
thisarea. Isthat not the result of it? 

Mr. Netson. We do have separate rate schedules based on the re- 
payment of our separate projects, that is true. We have one for the 
Boise project and one for the other project and they do vary somewhat. 

Mr. Buner. I never have been able to understand why that dis- 
crimination should exist. I will try to explore that a little further. 
I don’t want to belabor the hearings here with it. 

There is one thing, Mr. Chairman, with which I am quite concerned. 
This is the first time I have heard all the difficulties with d ‘alnage 
and with the farm units that are too small and the credit difficulties; 
T am wondering if it wouldn’t be the judicious thing to do, to complete 
all the laterals now under construction and complete all of the units 
that are partially built, get those completed before we go into new 
units, 

What effect would that have appropriationwise if we do that, Mr. 
Nelson, could you give me a rough figure on that ? 

Mr. Netson. I would have to make an analysis along those lines. 
We are quite well along on the 500,000 acres that are already platted 
there. We have accumulated costs in layout, engineering, and land 
purchase, and all that is remaining would be the actual construction 
cost. 
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Mr. Buper. Would you furnish that for the record ¢ 

Mr. Nextson. I could furnish that for the record. 

(The information follows :) 

The fiscal year 1958 construction appropriation amount required to a complete 
only contracts that are now underway, plus drainage and supplemental con- 
struction as the needs arise, and related administrative costs, would be $7,- 
100,000. On the same basis, $2 million would be required in fiscal year 1959. 
If the Bureau is to proceed to award a contract for construction of the 5,300 
cubie feet per second Esquatzel diversion canal, the above appropriation re- 
quirements would be increased by $1 million in fiscal year 1958 and by $1,900,000 
in fiscal year 1959. 


WAHLUKE SIPHON 


Mr. Buneor. I take it this project in the area you referred to that 
requires the i1-mile siphon; that is to reach a separate and distinct 
unit of the project which is separate from any other part of the proj- 
ect, is that correct / 

Mr. Nextson. I don’t believe we were talking about an 11-mile 
siphon. 

Mr. Buper. A 3-mile siphon. That is right. 

Mr. Netson. That area is an integral part of the Columbia Basin 
project, but it is physically separated from the Potholes east canal 
by the Scootenay Valley which must be crossed by the Wahluke 
siphon. 

Mr. Buper. How much is that siphon ? 

Mr. Netson. The contract cost for that siphon is $6 million and 
when we add noncontract costs I would imagine it would be in the 
vicinity of $7 million. 

Mr. Buper. That serves how many acres? 

Mr. Netson. I believe that is intended to serve about 120,000 acres. 

Mr. Buper. Have you figured up what the cost per acre is going to 
be to bring that land into production in this specific unit? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, I could do that. 

Mr. Buper. What is that cost, per acre? 

Mr. Nerson. I have not figured it on that particular breakdown, 
because, of course, all acreage would vary. We would have some acres 
immediately under the main canal that would have practically no 
lateral costs at all. Then others at the tail end of the laterals, where 
the cost would be a good deal higher, so as we do on all irrigation proj- 
ects, we figure the average cost and assure ourselves that that is within 
reason. 

We occasionally, in an isolated pump area, make some determina- 
tions as to whether the incremental cost is getting out of line. We 
have to have some standards there. I would imagine that the average 
cost of the Wahluke siphon over the 120,000 acres would not be ex- 
cessive. I would be glad to work that out. 

(The information follows :) 

Cost of the 2,000 cubie feet per second Wahluke siphon and canal and dis- 
tribution facilities beyond that feature would average $265 per acre for the 
120,000 acres which that siphon will serve. 

Mr. Buper. Originally this was a project of 1,029,000 acres—how 
many acres do you envisage irrigating at the present time ? 
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SIZE OF COLUMBIA BASIN PROJECT AREA 


Mr. Nexson. At the present time we have 600,000 acres that are 
available in the project area, of which about 500,000 has been platted, 
and the cost would about average this figure given here. The addi- 
tional 100,000 acres is in bypassed areas where we do need to make 
some more detailed analysis as to cost of service, and so on, but giving 
you a quick answer to your question, the average is about $500, you 
see, and you could economically reach some areas at 114 to 2 times 
that provided there are other areas that can be reached correspond- 
ingly less, and we do have that kind of situation. 

Mr. Bunee. Is it your intention to ultimately irrigate the 1,029,000, 
or is it to be limited to 600,000 acres? 

Mr. Nexson. The project as originally authorized contemplated 
1,029,000 acres. Now over and above the areas that are outlined on 
the map below the east low canal there is some 75,000 or 80,000 acres 
that are within the irrigation district that cannot be reached from 
the east high canal where it was intended to be reached by the east 
high, so there are some engineering studies as to the best way to 
reach the acreage left. 

Some acres have been coming back into the district that were 
originally withdrawn. There are possibilities of altering the plan 
and now, with the present conditions, we want to come up with a 
more efficient system and we need research on that. The possibility 
of pumping directly out of the equalizing reservoir rather than coming 
down as shown in the east high canal, which could make the acreage 
between 900,000 and 1 million acres. 

Mr. Buner. That is to be the ultimate development of the project, 
then, over 900,000 acres? 

Mr. Netson. The ultimate development of the project could exceed 
that figure if the economics justify it. 

Mr. Buper. When you made your original analysis of this, what 
figure did you use per acre as an incremental cost to bring this land 
into production; was that $540? 

Mr. Netson. No, the original costs of the project were $280 mil- 
lion—that was the amount allocated for direct irrigation expenditures. 
That is the amount I mentioned this morning that was written into 
the repayment contract as a ceiling for direct irrigation expenditures 
and, of course, those costs have now gone up to the figure listed here. 

Mr. Buper. What I am trying to find out, does this $540 to bring 
this land into production have a base of 1 million acres, or 600,000 
acres? What is the base? 

Mr. Netson. It is based on the 1 million acres. 

Mr. Buper. What happens if the project is only 600,000 acres? 

Mr. Neuson. We had a chance to calculate that, to the best of our 
ability, in connection with the House hearings on some other legis- 
lation, and as I recall, the figure went up to about $625 per irrigable 
acre. That was the most recent computation we have made. 


GRAND COULEE FLOOD STORAGE 


Mr. Buper. I think you were present the other day when the 
Corps of Army Engineers’ witnesses were here. In talking about the 
1948 flood that occurred on the Columbia River, why wasn’t Grand 
Coulee flood storage used to prevent that flood ? 
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Mr. Netson. I will be glad to answer that one, sir, to the best of 
my ability. At the time of the 1948 flood, there was only one power- 
house in operation at Coulee, and that was the left powerhouse. 
In the original authorization of the Grand Coulee project, which as 
you will recall, occurred prior to the second largest flood of record, 
the project was designed primarily, of course, as an irrigation project. 
There was not authorization for any flood-control works—— 

Mr. Buper. Now wait a minute. I was looking at the authorization 
act, itself, and it starts out in the very first clause “that for the 
purpose of controlling floods.” That is your authorizing legislation. 

Mr. Netson. Sir, 1 am undertaking to describe the engineering 
layout of the dam. That could well be, that flood control is one of 
the purposes of the project. 

Mr. Bupee. That is the basis under which it went through the 
Congress, that it was for the purpose of controlling floods, aiding 
navigation, regulating the flow of the stream, and so forth. Why 
wasn’t it designed and utilized to control that flood ? 

Mr. Netson. I am certain that I cannot answer that, but I can 
tell you what the physical situation is, and that is this: that the 
ability to use Grand Coulee Dam for flood control all hinges on the 
outlet capacity that is available. The outlet capacity at Coulee, 
with 5 million acre-feet drawn down—5 million acre-feet of vacant 
space—is about 320,000 second-feet. 

The outlet capacity consists of discharge capacity through the 
powerhouses and the three tiers of outlet tubes. There are three tiers 
of outlet tubes in the dam. The lower tier was never lined. The 
lower tier of outlets were used during the construction of the dam 
to pass the river flow while the dam was built. 

Now prior to 1948, the largest flood of record was in 1894, and there 
had never been a flood approaching that magnitude up until that time, 
and so far as I know, there had been no recommendation for any par- 
ticular outlet capacity at Coulee Dam. Now the problem is this: 
The height of the flood in 1948 resulted in a large volume of flow and 
high peak from May 31 through June 12. 

The flood had a peak of about 620,000 second-feet at Coulee Dam, 
and the peak lasted for several days. In other words, that amount 
of inflow would have filled the available space despite anything we 
could do with those outlets. I believe it actually did fill or would 
have filled, had we operated it in any other way, and we would have 
lost control before the June 12 peak arrived. 

Following the 1948 flood, we had a recommendation from the Corps 
of Engineers, and this recommendation was contained in the basin 
report of 1948, that the Congress consider the authorization of modi- 
fication of the outlets at Coulee so that 5 million acre-feet could be 
operated for flood-control purposes. 

In the intervening years since 1948, we have been operating Coulee, 
to the best of our ability, with the available outlet capacity, through 
« Water Management Subcommittee. It is a rather interesting ar- 
rangement. The Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Reclamation, 
Bonneville Power Administration, States of Washington and Idaho, 
all have members on this Water Management Subcommittee. The 
Committee takes a look at all the storage available and the forecasted 





91488—.57---—21 





Se ST Se 


320 


runoff. About 30 million acre-feet of storage is now available in the 
basin, and a good part is irrigation storage. 

In ‘fact, over 20 million acre-feet is irrigation storage, and there 
are only ‘about 3 projects that have an allocation to flood control. 
These are Palisades, Hungry Horse, and Boise project reservoirs. 
Those are the only ones the Bureau has which have a direct allocation 
to flood control. 

Last year, for instance, Coulee was operated to the extent that there 
was a reduction of about $400,000 in power revenues and a benefit we 
understand of around $214 million to flood control. We are now pre- 
paring a report on the merits, the costs of modifying that lower tier of 
outlets. It may mean working over the gates so they will operate 
under a high lead. 

Mr. Buper. You could have released the water in the reservoir 
before the floodwaters reached Grand Coulee, couldn’t you? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, but we couldn’t have held that space vacant be- 
cause of outlet capacity. It would have built back up again before 
the peak came. With that 600,000 second-feet of inflow and only 
300,000 second-feet. of outflow—if the outlets were operated, which 
they were not, the lower tier of outlets—we would have lost the space 
before the peak. 

Mr. Bunce. It seems peculiar to me, with the Government spending 
so much money on storage, that with the occurrence of this 1948 flood, 
when we had a dam sitting there, that would have handled that flood 
condition, that it wasn’t designed right or operated right to do it. 

Mr. Netson. At that time it was estimated that 27 million acre- 
feet of storage would have been required to control—which would 
have resulted in 22 million effective storage to hold flow at The Dalles 
to 800,000 second-feet. There has been additional storage capacity 
made available since 1948. Had the whole 5 million acre-feet been 
effective at Coulee, 100 percent effective, it would have been helpful, 
but it would not have controlled that flood. 

I will agree that Coulee could be used for flood control and steps 
are under way, to secure the authorization of the necessary modifica- 
tions in the control machinery and other items so that 5 million acre- 
feet could be operated for flood control, and if the economies of that 
outweigh the power aspects, then certainly the Congress will be asked 
to authorize that. Then, of course, the added cost to the irrigators- 
from increase in pumping head will have to be taken into account also. 

Mr. Buner. Is this a correct statement, that perfect utilization of 
the 5,220,000 acre-feet of Grand Coulee storage would have resulted 
in reducing the 1948 flood flow at The Dalles from 1,010,000 cubic 
feet per second, to 820,000 cubic feet per second ? 

Mr. Netson. I don’t believe I can agree with that. 

Mr. Bunge. Would you check that for the record ? 

Mr. Netson. I will be glad to do that. 

(The information follows :) 


Assuming full operation of Coulee Dam for flood control, including a third 
powerhouse and modified outlets flood flows at The Dalies would have been 
reduced to 811,000 cubic feet per second. 
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Mr. Bupcr. Mr. Chairman, I don’t want to ask any more questions, 
but in view of the present agricultural situation, where we don’t need 
agricultural commodities right at this time—it seems to me we ought 
to have the Bureau explore which of these projects could be deferred 
that are not now brought up to almost complete construction. 

Mr. Ranaut. You would then set up a line of priority 

Mr. Bunce. It would seem to me, sir, something of that kind should 
be done, when we have this legislation before the Congress pertaining 
to basic individual units and the testimony we have heard as to 
difficulties on the project. 

Mr. Razavr. Do you want to put such a question to Mr. Nelson 
and have him set up a line of priority and justify the completion 4 

Mr. Buper. Would you do that for the record, Mr. Nelson ¢ 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir; if I can. 

(The information follows :) 

In planning and constructing the very comprehensive and extensive irrigation 
system of supply canals, laterals, regulating reservoirs, ete., for the Columbia 
Basin project, timing of construction is of major importance. An orderly 
construction program so that all of the necessary components to make possible 
irrigation of any given block involves a coordinated construction program 
extending over several years. Thus, in any given calendar year there are some 
construction contracts actively underway which will wind up the necessary 
facilities for a given block and at the same time new construction contracts 
are placed in operation to inaugurate construction on a schedule if the additional 
required work is carried out on a timely basis where water ean be delivered 
several years in the future to that block. All of the land in the first phase 
of the Columbia Basin project is substantially similar as to cropping potential 
and the proportion of Government-owned and privately owned land is reasonably 
uniform among the several blocks so there is little basis on which to establish 
criteria for priority of development as among the several blocks on which 
construction is underway and programed for fiscal year 1958. 

The tables that follow demonstrate the application of the fiscal year 1958 
construction budget to the three irrigation districts comprising the project: 


TABLE I.—Program requirements for contracts in force June 30, 1957 


Acreage involved for those 


Obligation contracts 
program 3 
1957 1958 1959 
Fast District ae $586, OOO 6, 000 12, 000 
Quincy District 2. 068, 000 19, OOO 18, 000 10, 000 
South District 4, 487. 000 20, 000 4, 000 
Other 220, 000 
Total 7, 361. 000 45, 000 34, 000 10, 000 


Pas Le I1.—Program requirements for contracts to be awarded in fiscal year 1958 


; Acreage involved for these contracts 
Obligation 


program 
1958 1949 1960 1961 
Fast District $874, 000 1, 000 its 
Quiney District 991, 000 18, 000 30, 000 
South District 4, 069, 000 22, 000 
Other 263, 000 3 
Tetal 6, 107, 000 1, 000 22, OOO 18, 000 3°, 000 
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TaBLe III.—Program requirements for future year planning 


| Obligation | Acreage 





program involved on 
that work 
RE Ba eg $69, 000 | 210, 000 
‘Quincy District. -....---- feats : 100, 000 | 50, 000 
Soe Gastriet.s.. ......---... ‘ - be udubenn a 63, 000 115, 000 
OGRE. «22. Si tel ia each obiaia te : 150, 000 7 
aR a a | 382, 000 | 375, 000 


The committee will well recognize that a change in rate of development will 
throw out of gear settlement and development schedules on which private-land 
owners and veteran settlers have been planning their own personal program of 
farm subjugation ; it will affect road and school construction by State and county 
agencies and will influence projected business enterprises being planned on the 
basis of the presently forecasted rate of development. Project overhead will 
be increased likewise if the construction period is prolonged. 


ESQUATZEL DIVERSION CHANNEL 


Mr. Rapaut. We want to return to this Esquatzel Channel. The 
Corps of Engineers are here this afternoon and they have a flood-con- 
trol problem in this same area that affects the size of the channel. We 
would be glad to hear from you now about that. 

General Person. We are conduc ting a study of the Esquatzel Chan- 
nel which will be completed during the fiscal year 1958. The lower end 
of the channel near Pasco is a channel to be constructed by the Bureau 
of Reclamation for reclamation purposes. 

It is my understanding, based on a report from the district, that their 
requirement for the channel, the reclamation portion alone is only 
1,000 second-feet. However, if they enlarge that to a 5300 second-foot 
capacity it would take care of the flood “problem and eliminate the 
necessity of our constructing a 30-foot levee. So that although our re- 
port is not completed and has not been acted upon in our office, we do 
know that that feature of the work is very well justified and would 
be a substantial saving in ultimate cost to the Government by taking 
care of the problem in this w ay by the Bureau of Reclamation canal. 

Mr. Ranaut. That would relieve the cost in connection with Pasco? 

General Person. That is correct, sir. The balance of the Esquatzel 
channel is about 58 miles, and we have many problems to study there. 
That is the reason the report is not submitted. 

Mr. Raravt. There will be an agreement as to proportionate cost 
sharing of this project ? 

General Person. That is not yet worked out, sir. I don’t know the 
answer to that. As I say, we are in a very early stage of the study. 
We have not studied the balance of the channel. 

Mr. Rapavt. Is this going to hold up the rest of the project ? 

General Person. No, sir. 

Mr. Netson. If I may add, Mr. Chairman, the Bureau needs to 
start construction in fiscal year 1958 of the channel to handle return 
flows and drainage water, and waste waters, and we have now pro- 
gramed a 1,000 second-foot channel. There is an amount of $1 million 
programed. in fiscal year 1958 to start that construction. Now, a 
change of capacity to 5,300 second-feet, as I understand it, will not 
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increase the fund requirement in fiscal year 1958, but will, of course, 
raise the ultimate cost in later years. 

Mr. Rasavut. How are you going to change it until you have author- 
ization to change it? That is the point I am talking about. Are you 
going to be held up? 

Mr. Netson. We need authorization to build a large channel or else 
we will need to proceed with the smaller channel in fiscal year 1958. 
We will be in trouble from irrigation water return flows coming down 
that channel. 

Mr. Razaut. Can the engineers resolve their studies to meet a date 
like that ? 

General Person. No, sir; we cannot. We know that the part of 
our report that has been completed—that is, the part at Pasco—that 
this solution is the best solution for that portion of the problem. 

Mr. Razaur. What do you mean by “this solution”? 

General Person. The solution of enlarging their canal to 5,300 
second-feet. 

Mr. Ranaut. Have you taken into consideration the enlarging of it 
to 5,300? 

Mr. Netson. We would be willing to design and construct the 5,300 
second-foot channel if we receive the authorization to do so. 

Mr. Raravr. Perhaps this could be taken care of in the report, al- 
though it would be legislation. 

Mr. Crostuwair. As a matter of overall Government expenditure, 
it would be more economical to handle this flood problem by increas- 
ing this construction. If the report contained a statement that we 
should proceed with this construction at the larger rate with that 
part of it allocated to flood control being nonreimbursable, that would 
let us go ahead on this work. 

Mr. Razavur. Has anybody any idea what the increased cost will be ? 

Mr. Nexson. Yes, sir. We have estimated a cost of the completed 
channel to 5,300 second-feet as being about $3,835,000. In other words, 
a difference or an increase of $2,100,000, over the 1,000 second-foot 
channel now estimated to cost $1,700,000, so you get about 5 times the 
capacity for a little better than twice the cost. That is what is 
involved. 

Mr. Rapavut. Are you certain about the necessity for the greater 
capacity ? 

General Persons. Yes, sir; our field people have reported that it is 
very definitely a much cheaper method of providing flood protection 
for Pasco than the alternate of building a 30-foot-high levee. 

Mr. Ranaut. What would it save the Corps if it didn’t have to 
build this levee ? 

General Persons. The total estimated cost of a plan based upon this 
1,000 second-foot channel as compared to our levee work is $5 million 
compared to $2.1 million for their enlarged channel—incremental 
cost—so it would be saving almost $3 million. 

Mr. Razsavr. It would be much less work and it would take care 
of the two projects? 

General Persons. And it would save the taxpayer $3 million. It 
would cost $5 million to correct the situation by levees and it would 
only cost $2 million more to enlarge the channel. 

Mr. Razavt. The committee will consider it and, if possible, we will 
probably put something in the report, on that. 
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Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman, I have a couple questions, here on 
the Columbia, and Grand Coulee. May I go ahead’ 
Mr. Rapnavt. Yes. 


GRAND COULEE FLOOD CONTROL 


Mr. Jensen. Did the Bureau study the possibility of construction 
of a third powerhouse at Grand Coulee to be supplied by water 
through a tunnel on the left bank of the river? If so, would it be 
possible and practicable to construct 2 spillway tunnels of, say, 30 
feet in diameter, for use now as added flood-control outlets, and for 
later use in part for supplying the third powerhouse when and if up- 
stream storage justifies it ? 

Mr. Nevson. Yes; we have made an e ngineering analysis of the third 
powerhouse. A third powerhouse would be supplied by tunnels. The 
tunnels were analyzed on both sides of the rivet, and I believe your 
question refers to the left side. TI believe now our findings show that 
the economic location would be on the right side, facing downstream. 

Mr. JENSEN. That is the left side. The right side is the side of the 
river facing upstream; isn’t that right ? 

Mr. Netson. I always look at it from— 

Mr. JENSEN. You ask the question, “What is the right side of a river 
bank?” and you say, “Well, if you are looking upstream, it is the right- 
hand bank”; isn’t that right ? 

Mr. Netson. That isr ight. 

Mr. Jensen. So, if you are looking downstream, it would be the 
left-hand bank. 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir. An engineer stands and looks downstream 
and calls the right bank the one on his right hand, looking downstream. 

Mr. Jensen. Go ahead. 

Mr. Netson. We find that the third powerhouse shows very great 
promise of becoming economically feasible, with possibly 15 million 
acre-feet of upstream storage, of which, of course, there is a tremen- 
dous potential in Canada and elsewhere in the Columbia River Basin. 
We did not consider the economics of building the two tunnels in ad- 
vance of the powerplant at all. 

Mr. Jensen. Wouldn’t that be a cheap way to get a lot of flood 
conti ae ? 

Mr. Newtson. Yes: it probably would. We did not analyze that. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman, if they want flood control, I think that 
is the way to get it on the Columbia River, and get it cheap, compara- 
tively speaking. 

What would be the approximate cost of adding such spillway tun- 
nels to the existing outlet capacity, so as to be able to fully control 
and utilize the entire 5,220,000 acre-feet of Grand Coulee storage 
for flood control? You can furnish that for the record. 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir: that isan interesting angle. 

(The information follows :) 

The Chief Engineer’s Office advised that, if the 2 tunnels for a proposed third 
powerhouse were to be constructed in advance and operated as flood-control 
outlets, the total capital investment would be roughly $85 million. This 
would cover the cost of tunnel penstocks, outlet valves, work in the tailrace, and 
the cost of moving the right switchyard. This would add about 40,000 second- 
feet of additional outlet capacity. The Chief Hydrologist has calculated that 
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this additional outlet capacity would not have prevented the 5 million acre-feet 
of assumed vacant space from completely filling during the 1948 flood. The 
May 31 peak would have been controlled, but a later peak of 915,000 second-feet 
would have been reached on June 15 at The Dalles. 

Mr. JenseN. Would not such tunnels and full rehabilitation of all 
60 outlet valves at Grand Coulee provide the cheapest possible 5,220,000 
acre-feet of flood-control storage on the Columbia River Basin today ? 
Your investigation and analyzation of that will determine that. 

Mr. Chairman, I think this is important. What effort has been 
made to place and keep all 60 of the outlets at Grand Coulee in 
operating condition for flood-control use ¢ 

Mr. Netson. Sir, when the recommendation was made that that 
should be looked into, the Bureau immediately started work on the 
problem, and that has involved getting an air lock in operation on the 
downstream side of the spillway so that it would be possible to enter 
those outlet tubes. That has been done during the last fiscal year 

We have rehabilitated one of the gates to make it operable mala 

varying heads. The gates were not designed originally for that type 
of operation, and we believe that it is entirely practicable to recondi- 
tion them so that they can be made operable. 

It appears, before we do so, we must overhaul all of the gates that 
are known as paradox gates. In those days bronze seals were used 
that appear to have deteriorated. Now, with stainless-steel tech- 
niques, we would probably replace some of those with stainless-steel 
seals, and we feel that it can be done. Here, again, we need to come 
up with a cost analysis. The program of hehabilitating those gates 
would probably run about $300,000 the first year. 

Mr. Jensen. You can supply any other information for the record. 

Mr. Newtson. Yes, sir. 

(The information follows :) 

The Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation have been consulting 
on the problem of the extent to which it would be economically feasible to use 
Grand Coulee Dam for flood-control purposes. It is generally agreed that 
> million acre-feet of space can be made available and the 2 upper tiers totaling 
40 outlet tubes can be made available at modest expense. The problem of using 
the lowest tier of 20 tubes involves additional studies of hydraulic conditions 
in the spillway section with various combinations of flow. These studies were 
started in fiscal year 1957 and an air lock was obtained to permit a start of 
underwater examination of each tube. The unlined tubes that were inspected 
appeared to be in good condition and a series of operating tests was started 
when the reservoir was drawn down. It was then found that the paradex 
type gates, which were designed to operate only for lower heads during con- 
struction phases of the project, would need to be individually overhauled. A 
program to overhaul these gates will be incorporated in future operation and 
maintenance schedules following which the tubes will be tested under various 
combinations of actual operating conditions. This program is estimated to 
cost $480,000 over a 3-year period. <A feasibility report will then be completed 
and submitted to the Congress. If the necessary authorization is received, a 
revised allocation report will be prepared and an operating agreement would 
be worked out with the Corps of Engineers. In the meantime, vacant reservoir 
space is being operated in the interest of flood control with 40 outlet tubes 
through a voluntary water-management subcommittee. 


YAKIMA PROJECT, ROZA DIVISION, WASHINGTON 


Mr. Ranavur. Now, we will take the Yakima project, the Roza di- 
vision, Washington. The amount is $697,000. 
We will put pages BR-62 to 67 in the record. 
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(The information requested is as follows :) 


YAKIMA ProvgectT, Roza Division, WASHINGTON 
Location 
South central Washington in Yakima and Benton Counties. Roza division 
extends southeasterly for about 100 miles from a point 8 miles north of Yakima 
to 15 miles east of Prosser. 


Authorization 

On November 6, 1935, the President approved a finding of feasibility sub- 
mitted by the Secretary of the Interior under the provisions of the Fact Finders 
Act of December 5, 1924 (48 Stat. 672). 
Description 

The primary purpose of the Roza division is to provide a full water supply 
for irrigation of 72,000 acres (45,000 acres by gravity flow and 27,000 acres 
by pumping) of semiarid land lying in a long narrow strip of the eastern slope 
of the Cascade Mountains in the south central section of the State. Facilities 
of the division include the Roza diversion dam, 95 miles of main canal, an ex- 
tensive lateral distribution system, 7 wasteways, and 19 major pumping plants. 
The power system includes the Roza switchyard, 62 miles of 34.5-kilovolt 
transmission line serving the pumping plants, and the 11,250-kilowatt Roza 
powerplant. The first 11 miles of the main canal were constructed with 2,200 
cubic feet per second capacity, of which 965 cubic feet per second will serve the 
powerplant. 


Benefit-cost ratio 
Construction started prior to establishment of this requirement. 


Summarized financial data 


a” es cminaoambiimegershinmaimcmprermasencmaice Medes Dita OE 
Total obligations to June 30, 1956_____ sith ceive dediepicentbadeadeisd tc deat ce , Re ee ee 
2euen Geeeeesome, TECK JOOP Ter su cs Sis ch lak 1, 726, 154 
Total eouestiens, fseal year 1068... .... 2.066.622 15nd 697, 000 
Balance to compiete.._._.......... Lhd aheris seek So cde hse Sea Sdecasipnaaetadl se ts caste 330, 291 


On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program will total $796,192. The nar- 
rative justification which follows explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program and 
the relation of costs to obligations. 


Change in total project costs and obligations 


| 


Costs Obligations 


Fiscal year 1957 congressional justification. - $22, 092, 431 $22, 282, 807 
Fiscal year 1958 congressional! justification. . - : ‘. 21, 602, 431 21, 792, 807 
Decrease i ; i 490, 000 | 490, 000 


The total estimated cost of the Roza division of the Yakima project decreased 
from $22,092,431 to $21,602,431. Modification in plan from a two-unit genera- 
tion plant, with each unit producing 5,625 kilowatts, to a single 11,250 kilowatt 
generator plant resulted in a substantial saving, partially offset by other re- 
quired construction work on the Roza diversion dam and headworks and on the 
main canal from headworks to wasteway No. 2 (site of powerplant). The latter 
added work will eliminate severe winter icing and weed and debris accumulation, 
thus providing more efficient and economical year-round operation of the Roza 
powerplant. 


Estimated total project costs (on site) __.-.--.----_.-----.--.--.. $21, 602, 431 
Costs assigned from other facilities serving this division (or 
project) : 
Allocation of storage costs from the Yakima project storage 
his insicken erty hd atin dagtipnk bdcealigh en decnitedichtidoen ahi tnies icidhdn eng det hnnthan tiinleibsites aan te it J 2, 500, 000 
Funded operation and maintenance___..--_-------____---_- 779, 100 








Total to the allocated___--_- Sa a The _... 24, 881, 531 


Allocation of total amount assigned to this division 


Reimbursable : 


TI iain sent osc ee cebiertince eared eatery eee elle vie aaagicieg a anon . $20, 443, 371 
OWES cited encontrar ensoe aera nanan ateelnennas 4, 438, 160 
NONI  m esnsar asec covsnpsssenee pert seg as ponenareenadean nea 24, 881, 531 


Repayment of reimbursable amount 


Irrigation allocation : 


By. APTIAAtIOn WOTAR TPCT Bcc ehh sie sti mk een oh * $19, 344, 010 
Piancial assistance from poWe?.........-nannimesopenenasion 1, 099, 361 
Power allocation:,.Power PQVQRUGG cence neni neering 4, 438, 160 
POEL,  ROPRURUITURROURIINOD ET so cniiseermaierseew ttisteowiinueen heath a 24, 881, 531 


1 Includes $115,910 in contributions. 


Repayment costs per acre 
Federal investment per acre: 





FOU UNG NU Rn SI II FON climes crm ences nereemeencenspgies eaeeeiaeiaa $266 

Te ‘be Sepa Drath power Tereeee...... 2... neces ane enresenee 16 
30.06 rensic From OtRer S0nICH............6. nc conten 2 
MN Bed se cada hae ba eek dest sien messed tered tn Gn tpn sew al oeee cigs a Viena eee 284 
Annual water user charges: cTSt 
EN a aki ci nick eri penning ane amen 4.10 
Operation and ‘meintesance. it. . 5) 25s. es Blame oe BED, 5. 49 
NB fii bi ntti de a ee a eee 9. 59 


Repayment contracts 


Costs of irrigation facilities subject to repayment by water users are covered 
by an amendatory repayment contract with the Roza Irrigation District dated 
July 22, 1953 ($19,150,000) and a contract with the Terrace Heights District 
dated February 10, 1940 ($78,100). An additional $115,910 has been covered by 
contributions and advance payments. The cost not covered by contract will be 
returned by power revenues. 

Power produced by the project will be used primarily for irrigation pumping. 
The construction cost of the power facilities assigned to irrigation will be 
returned through application of the irrigation pumping component of the annual 
operation and maintenance cost. The remainder of the power cost will be re- 
turned from the sale of energy excess to irrigation pumping needs at commercial 
power rates. 


Physical data 


Feature Type Capacity | Height Length 
| 
Roza Diversion Dam Concrete weir with -.--| 34 feet__- 486 feet. 
movable crest 
Pumping plants (19)_ - 4.2 to 47.8 cubic feet 
per second. 
Main canals Initial capacity 2,200 95 miles. 
cubic feet per 
second. 
Transmission system 34.5 kilovolts 62.86 miles. 
Laterals 72,000 acres 435 miles. 
Roza powerplant Ultimate 11,250 kilo- 
watts. 


{cres to be served 
icres 
Pull sutgiywnos-<.«.... ‘ eee “i sires: amy OOO 
Status 
Construction began on January 28, 1936. As of June 30, 1957, the division 
will be approximately 94 percent complete on a cost basis. All main features 
of the division will be complete except the Roza powerplant, the drainage system, 
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and improvement work that must be done on the Roza diversion dam and head- 
works and on main canal wasteway No. 2 gates and siphons to eliminate icing 
and weed accumulation problems. The program for fiscal year 1957 provides 
for continuation of construction of the powerplant and incidental work on the 
substation, winterizing, and eliminating weed-accumulation problems at the 
diversion unit and main canal, and constructing additional drainage facilities 
on the Roza division under a comprehensive drainage plan in cooperation with 
adjoining irrigation districts. 

Work proposed, fiscal year 1958 

Main canal to wasteway No. 2, i. e., to Roza powerplant, $119,000.—This will 
provide all necessary improvement work on the main canal from the Roza di- 
version dam to wasteway No. 2, a distance of 10.9 miles. This section of the 
canal, previously operated only during irrigation seasons, will henceforth carry 
an additional 900 cubic feet per second of water for power generation and will 
be in use the year around. 

Drainage system, $282,000.—For continuation of construction on facilities 
benefiting the Roza division. 

Roza powerplant, $316,692.—For completion of the powerplant. 

Roza switchyard and substation, $19,000.—The prime and the completion con- 
tracts for the Roza powerplant provide for a small amount of construction work 
on the switchyard and substation. 

General property, $50,500.—Construction contracts to be awarded and com- 
pleted for two dwellings and a garage, with appurtenant utilities, for use by 
the powerplant operators, and minor permanent service facilities at various lo- 
ations on the division. 

Contributions to civil-service retirement fund, $9,300.—Initial year contribu- 
tion to civil-service retirement fund. 

Adjustments, —$300.—Represents minor clearing account adjustments. 

Other expenditures and credits, $808.—Increase in stores and service facilities 
in fiscal year 1958 to be distributed to project features in the following years. 

Undelivered orders, —$100,000.—Liquidation of prior-year contract obligations 
in the budget year. 





Schedule of construction program fiscal years 1957 and 1958 


Estimated | Total to Program, | Program, | Balance to 
Program item total June 30, current budget complete 
| 1956 year 1957 year 1958 
(1) (2) 3) { 5 6 
Construction program: 
Completed facilities $12, 940, 789 |$12, 940, 789 
20za diversion dam and headworks 1, 186, 394 1, 036, 394 $150, 000 
Main canal to wasteway No. 2 3, 520, O77 3, 376, 077 25, 000 $119, 000 
Drainage system SYS, 200 176, 144 100, 000 282, OOO $3.40, 056 
Roza power plant- | 2, 165, 500 374, 029 1, 474, 779 316, 692 
Roza switchyard and substation 237, 070 203, 070 15, 000 19, 000 
General property 521, 996 460, 958 10, 538 50, 500 
Total construction costs 21, 470,026 | 18, 567, 461 1, 775, 317 787, 192 40, 056 
Contributions to civil-service retirement | 
fund 11, 800 9, 300 2, 500 
Transitional development costs 120, 605 120, 605 
Total project costs 21, 602, 431 | 18, 688, 066 1, 775, 317 796, 492 342, 556 
Adjustments 190, 376 197, 424 300 6, 748 
Total cost to appropriation 21, 792, 807 | 18, 885, 490 1, 775, 317 796, 192 335, 808 
Other expenditures and credits 4, 709 808 5, 517 
Total expenditures 21, 792, 807 | 18, 590, 199 1, 775, 217 797, OOO 30, 20] 
Undelivered orders 149, 163 49, 163 100, 000 
Total obligations 21, 792, 807 | 19, 039, 362 1, 726, 154 697, G09 130, 201 


Method of financing: 
Allocation of appropriation, fiscal year | 
1957 | 1, 715, 000 
Application of prior-year funds 1, 154 . 
Funds required 697, 000 330, 000 
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DRAINAGE AND MINOR CONSTRUCTION, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


Mr. Razavt. I notice this project is about 94 percent complete. 
Next are the drainage and minor construction projects ; there are 3 
of them, at a cost of $345,000. Put pages BR-68, 69, and 70 in the 
record 


DRAINAGE AND MINOR CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM, COLUMBIA BASIN 


Fiscal year 1958 


Oba Pins WUOCRI is niin i a ik Rd iin se chen eee $642, 000 
PO AN on Basic idgtv ethno abet side ctea aeelabitbeps eta teint +345, 000 


1 Includes $5,600 contribution to civil service retirement fund. 
Description 

The drainage and minor construction program consists of projects on which 
all major construction has been completed, except for facilities which are 
temporarily deferred, and relatively small amounts of funds are being requested 
in the budget year for drainage work, minor repair or replacement work, 
miscellaneous finishing activities, or preconstruction work on the temporarily 
deferred facilities. 

During fiscal year 1958 work under the drainage and minor construction 
activity in the Columbia Basin will be confined to three projects. 

Work proposed fiscal year 1958 

Deschutes project, north unit, Oregon, $189,347—Description.—The primary 
purpose of the Deschutes project is to provide a full water supply for irrigation 
of 50,000 acres in the north unit through the use of Wickiup Reservoir, a main 
canal some 65 miles in length, and a lateral distribution system. The project 
also furnishes supplemental water to 48,448 acres in established irrigation 
districts from the reconstructed Crane Prairie Reservoir. Project facilities 
include the Crane Prairie and Wickiup Dams and Reservoirs, the Cove power- 
plant and diversion dam, the north unit main canal, a lateral and drainage 
system and the Haystack equalizing reservoir. 

The allotment will provide for the payment of contract earnings and associ- 
ated costs in connection with the completion of the Haystack Dam and equalizing 
reservoir. Also included will be the payment of contract and related earnings 
to complete the construction of the district’s office facilities which are to be 
initiated late in fiscal year 1957. 

Rathdrum Prairie project, Hayden Lake unit, Idaho, $424,000—Description.— 
The project will furnish water to 315 acres through i reconatruction of the 
existing Hayden Lake pumping plant, elevated storage tower, and distribution 
system. Completion of this rehabilitation will also reestablish the supplemental 
water supply for 1,040 acres previously irrigated. The project is supplied with 
water by pumping from Hayden Lake. 

The program provides for the completion of the Hayden Lake pumping plant, 
storage tank, and distribution system prior to delivery of irrigation water in 
the spring of 1958. 

Yakima project, Kennewick division, Washington, $303,000—Description.— 
The Kennewick division is the last division of the Yakima project to be developed 
from the water resources of the Yakima River. The primary purpose of the 
division is to provide a full water supply for 19,171 acres of land, of which 14,534 
acres are undeveloped rangelands and 4,637 acres are presently irrigated by 
pumping from the Columbia Irrigation District's canal. Facilities of the 
division include the multipurpose power-and-irrigation features: Prosser di- 
version dam, Chandler canal, Chandler power and pumping plant, Chandler 
switchyard; and the irrigation features: Gravity main canal and wasteways, 
gravity and pump laterals, and Amon relift pumping plant. The project is 
designed to furnish a water supply for 19,171 acres of land and to have a 
hydroelectric powerplant of 12,000 kilowatt capacity. 

This program provides for the completion of drainage facilities and winter- 
izing of Prosser diversion dam headworks started in fiscal year 1957 and for 
facilities to intercept return irrigation flows on the southern end of the project 
to keep them from damaging presently irrigated lands. The fiscal year 1958 
allotment will provide for additional excavation and diking along certain sec- 
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tions of the Yakima River channel between the Prosser diversion dam and 
Chandler powerplant wasteway. The purpose of this work is to provide a 
water channel for fish protection during periods of low river flows. Funds will 
be used for wildlife protective fencing of the canal and lateral systems, necessary 
telephone service to the operator residence at the Amon relift pumping plant, 
the purchase of tools and equipment required for the water users for operation 
and maintenance and for minor completion work. 

Other expenditures and credits, —$4,684.—Represents cost of service facilities 
and stores acquired in previous years which will be distributed to permanent 
property in fiscal year 1958. 

Undelivered orders,—$269,663.—Liquidation of prior year contract obligations, 

Mr. Razsavt. Under the Deschutes project funds are requested to 
complete construction of the district’s office facilities. What is the 
total cost of these facilities, and how much is asked for in 1958? 

Mr. Netson. You are referring to “Drainage and minor construc- 
tion” ¢ 

Mr. Rapavt. Yes. 

Mr. Netson. I will get that in just a minute, sir. 

The completion item is completion of Haystack Reservoir, and then 
there is a small item programed for a warehouse for the irrigation dis- 
trict in the amount of $36,000. That would complete that program. 

Mr. Rapaut. Does that take care of the district’s office facilities ? 

Mr. Netson. No, sir. 

Mr. Razavt. I am talking about the district’s office facilities. 

Mr. Netson. It is a combination of office and warehouse. Operating 
headquarters. 

Mr. Razavut. How much is the money involved ? 

Mr. Newson. $36,000. 

Mr. Rapaut. $424,000 is programed to complete rehabilitation of 
the Rathdrum Prairie project, Hayden Lake, Idaho. Do you have 
a repayment contract to cover their new work ? 

Mr. Netson. The repayment contract is being voted, as I under- 
stand it,on April 7. The contract has been negotiated and an election 
called. 

Mr. Rapavt. But you will not start construction ? 

Mr. Netson. We will not start construction until we have a signed 
contract, sir. 

Mr. Rasavt. Please explain the need for an additional $303,000 on 
the Kennewick division of the Yakima project. 

Mr. Netson. Sir, last year we had hoped that we could finish the 
Kennewick project with funds provided for fiscal year 1957. I believe 
that I so testified. This is the completion year on a project that has 
gone into actual operation. We have put the powerplant into opera- 
tion, and we have had to prime the canals and laterals and we have 
had several items of additional expense. We had a break in the canal 
that we had to repair which took about thirty-five or forty thousand 
dollars. There were some operating troubles due to icing in the power 
canal. We had to put in heating facilities and de-icing equipment. 
Then there were some unexpected overruns on the completion contracts, 
in contract quantities, and finally we have found when water is actually 
in for priming the canal above the older irrigated lands that our drain- 
age costs have gone up. The additional amount is covered by repay- 
ment contracts and by powerplant returns. 

Mr. Rawavt. Does the $303,000 take care of it ? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Ravavur. What is the largest individual item in this $803,000 
figure ¢ ; 

Mr. Crosruwatrr. The drains, amounting to $102,825. 

Mr. Rasavr. What caused that, the terrain, or what 4 

Mr. Netson. The Kennewick lands are new lands above older irri- 
rated lands, and we find that it will be necessary to pick up return 
stem and take them down through the older irrigated lands to avoid 
damage to the lower areas. We simply did not properly estimate the 
job prior to this year. 


REHABILITATION AND BerrerRMENT OF ExistinG Progsects, BUREAU OF 
RECLAMATION 


Mr. Rasaur. Rehabilitation and betterment of existing projects, 
there are four of them at a cost of $1,335,000. 
Put pages 71 and 72 in the record. 


REHABILITATION AND BETTERMENT OF EXISTING PROJECTS, COLUMBIA BasIN 


Fiscal year 1958 


rn SUT goa i ok eerste oeathdemanecanaiac amma $1, 408, 000 
Funds required__.------~-- ss nteetlcehencsestind cig boasted lan wesntidaadctaitenidiiga * 1, 335, 000 


1 Includes $4,800 contribution to civil service retirement fund. 
Description 

On older projects which have been in operation for many years it has been 
found that many structures have tar exceeded their useful life and are re- 
quiring an excessive maintenance program to continue operations. The deteri- 
orated facilities also often result in inefficient use or loss of irrigation water. 
Che needed repairs are in most instances beyond the ability of the water users 
to finance on a current basis. In addition, there have been many changes in land 
use, methods of irrigation, and types of crops raised and, to place these older 
projects on a basis comparable to those now being constructed, the facilities 
must not only be rehabilitated but also improved. 

During fiscal year 1958 work under the rehabilitation and betterment activity 
in the Columbia Basin will be confined to four projects. 

Work proposed, fiscal year 1958 

Arnold project, Oregon, $69,000.—This program provides for flume rehabilita- 
tion by the district under a contract proposed to be executed by July 1957. 

Bitter Root project, Montana, $80,000.—The program provides for continuation 
of rehabilitation of the main canal of this project. 

Boise project, Idaho, $1,185,000.—Rehabilitation of the New York Canal will 
be continued and a construction contract covering lining and stabilization of the 
canal will be awarded. The program provides for additional pump units to 
reclaim waste water on the Payette division. 

Yakima project, Washington, $150,000—It is anticipated that a repayment 
contract will be executed and approved during fiscal year 1957 so that work ean 
be started promptly in fiscal year 1958 on construction of additional project 
drainage facilities. 

Undelivered orders, —$76,000—Liquidation of prior year contract obligations. 

Mr. Rapavut. Do you have a contract covering rehabilitation of 
the Boise project for which $1,185,000 is asked ? 

Mr. Netson. Sir, we have a repayment contract that will cover the 
expenditures listed for the New York Canal. Then we need to increase 
the repayment margin on that part of the expenditures programed 
for fiscal year 1958 in the amount of about $500,000 in the Black 
Canyon Irrigation District, and that contract has been approved as 
to form by the Bureau, it is being sent to the Department for approval 
as to form and the water users have scheduled an election. We have 
a resolution from the board of directors that they will assume the 
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repayment concurrently with their present obligations at the rate of 
about 20 cents per acre, per year, so that that work will likewise be 
covered by repayment contract, sir. 

Mr. Razavt. All right. 

Mr. Fenron. Mr. Nelson, how many rehabilitation projects do you 
have in this basin right now ? 

Mr. Netson. Only ones we have are the ones that are listed here, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. And you have 4 underway, or contemplate 4. What 
are the ages of those projects ? 

Most of them are at about the life of the original work. For the 
Boise project, the canal linings being replaced now are about 50 years 
old. Some of them, however, are 25 to 30 years. 

Mr. Fenton. Haven't we ne: wly reached the period in which they 
are supposed to be paid out ? 

Mr. Netson. That is right in connection with the large Boise item. 
That is not true in connection with the Black Canyon project, because 
that is what would be called betterment. That is a case where they 
wish to add to their peak capacity. They have found out that the ca- 
pacities of the tunnels are such that during the period of peak use of 
water in the middle of the summer they need more capacity, and it is a 
betterment in this case. New works are being added in the form of 
a minor pumping plant. 

The Umatilla project listed there is a very old one. That work 
was done between 1910 to 1912. 

Bitter Root project was a privately constructed project where there 
were timber flumes, that are now being replaced with per manent con- 
struction. Those flumes are probably about 20 to 25 years old, but 
they have reached the economic life of that particular kind of 
construction. 

Mr. Fenton. What is the pay-out period of that particular project ? 

Mr. Netson. That work will be repaid in 40 years. 

The Boise project work will be repaid in 20 years. That is the 
Boise-New York Canal. 

Mr. Fenton. What arrangements have you for adding that amount 
of money to the original pay-out ? 

Mr. Netson. In every case we endeavor to collect that concurrently 
with any outstanding contracts. Not to the extent of putting it on 
the end, but concurrently. 

Mr. Domtny. Both the Bitter Root and Arnold projects were built 
originally by private enterprise. They were not Bureau of Recla- 
mation projects, but they have received special authorization for the 
Bureau to do some rehabilitation and betterment work. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, BuREAU OF RECLAMATION 


Mr. Raravt. “Operating and maintenance e, Columbia Basin.” Six 
projects. We will put pages BR-73 to 113 in the record. 
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(The pages follow :) 
PALISADES ProJecT, IDAHO 
Summarized financial data 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1956 


SE INC” RIPE CFR occ eevee ensipicinn ae iceeaviniasiesieannnnsenechintan $176, 000 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1957_ ah a Sc scape des ee ets 
Fiscal year 1957 allotment ___ a ir amiceais 424, 300 
Total ovligations, Teen? sour: Weer ss a a aes 424, 300 


On a cost basis the 1958 program will total $404,300. The narrative justifica- 
tion, which follows, explains the 1958 cost program and the relation of costs to 
obligations. 

JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 

Location 

’alisades Dam and Reservoir are located on the South Fork of the Snake 
River, about 8 miles west of the Idaho-Wyoming boundary, 57 miles east and 
upstream from Idaho Falls, Idaho. The lands to be served lie in the upper 
Snake River Valley, extending downstream from a point a few miles south of 
Rexburg over a distance of more than 200 miles to the vicinity of Bliss, Idaho. 
Description 


This multiple-purpose project, to begin operation in fiscal year 1957, will 
provide supplemental irrigation water for 650,000 acres of land, make possible 
the development of an additional 48,000 acres of new land, produce power for 
municipal, Commercial, rural cooperatives, and irrigation pumping loads, and 
provide flood protection for land on the Snake River Plain above American 
Falls reservoir. 

The project does not include any irrigation distribution works. Irrigation 
water will be delivered through existing works owned and operated by water 
users. Water for the new land will be delivered through systems to be con- 
structed under other project authorizations. 


Operation 
All facilities are operated and maintained by the Bureau of Reclamation with 

appropriated funds. 
Work proposed, fiscal year 1958, cost program 


Difference, 
increase (+) 


Program, or de- 
fiscal vear crease (—), 
1958 1958 com- 
pared with 
| 1957 
indecei “ " - " = z ‘ 
Palisades Dam and Reservoir: For normal operation and maintenance costs. 
Increase is the result of full year operation $16, 000 | -+$8, 000 
Palisades powerplant: For normal operation and maintenance costs. In- | 
crease is the result of brinzing powerplant to full operatinz capacity. _- 108, 000 +47, 000 
Palisades transnission systen: For operation and maintenance of transmis- | | 
sion systen ani terminal facilities. Bevond Palisades switechvard, the | 
work will be done bv a private utilitv under terms of a contract with the | | 
Bureau of Reclanation. Also, wheeling charges beyond Goshen by pri- | | 
vate utilities svstens, is included. Increase is result of full year operation 231, 000 +151, 800 
Maintenance of general propertv: For normal maintenance of buildings, | | 
shops, office furniture, tools and miscellaneous equipment 2, 000 
General expense: For normal administrative expense chargeable to the oper- | | 
ation and maintenance of the project. Increase is due to full year operation 
of the project 40, 000 | +21, 600 
Contribution to civil-service retirement fund: Initial year contribution to | 
civil-service retirement fund 7, 300 +7, 300 
Total operation and maintenance cost. . | 404, 300 | +235. 700 
Total cost to appropriation 404, 300 | +235. 700 
Reconciliation to total obligations: Cost adjustments: Represents acquisi- | 
‘ tion of stores inventory necessary to facilitate operation and maintenance 20, 000 | +12, 000 


Total obligations. - : 424, 300 | +247, 700 
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Costs by functions, fiscal year 1958 


i at ccna etl ii ee ee 
Ecchi ratilinticine i istaimieunindina Sal oh Se I a 
Pieced control 2... act a bl sm ea Lae 
Contribution to civil-service retirement_____ 235 2 ee , 7, 300 


Totals cost to appropriation___...._..______ 404, 300 


Project statistics 


Fstimated 


Actual 
Feature or item Unit fiscal year 
1956 Fiscal year |} Fiscal year 
1957 1958 
Facilities operated by Bureau: 
Irrigation system: 
Irrigable acreage for Service: | 
Irrigation service land, full | Acres 
Irrigation service land, supplemen- 
tal... ; do 1 $650, 000 $650, 000 
Storage dam and reservoir Number.. i l 
(No other facilities.) 
Power system: 
Annual sales ea kilowatt hours 133, 300, 000 . 497, 800, 000 
Revenues from sale of electrical energy Dollars | 177, 000 1, 563, 000 
Powerplants Number l ! 
Plant capacity Kilowatts 85, 500 114, 000 
Roads Miles I | 
Transmission lines: 
Circuit do 107 107 
Structural do 107 107 
Substations Number 2 2 
Substations, capacity Kilovolt-amperes 275, 000 275, 000 


1 Full supplemental supply of irrigation water wil! not be available in fiscal vear 1957, however, all areas 
will receive some benefit. 


BoIsE PROJECT, IDAHO-OREGON 
Summarized financial data 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1956__- ; , $300, O42 
Fiscal year 1957 : 

Allotment —__- ; ; $327, 000 

Funds advanced by water users 40, 000 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1957__ 367, JOO 
Fiscal year 1958: 

Allotment - de sea etc date $333, 900 

Funds advanced by water users . 43, 600 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1958 877, 5OO 


On a cost basis the 1958 program will total $879,500 which includes cost financed 
with funds advanced by water users. The narrative justification, which follows, 
explains the 1958 cost program and the relation of costs to obligations. 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 
Location 

The Boise project is located principally in the Boise, Payette, and Snake River 
Valleys of southwestern Idaho. 
Description 

The Boise project consists of irrigation storage, diversion, and distribution 
works, together with auxiliary power development. It provides a full water 
supply to 223,622 acres of land and a supplemental supply of 133,714 acres. The 
Bureau operates and maintains the 4 storage dams, 2 diversion dams, 3 power 
plants (totaling 36,500 kilowatts), some 54 miles of transmission lines, 7 sub 
stations, and related facilities. 
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Operation 


All irrigation carriage and distribution facilities have been completed and 


turned over to the water users for operation and maintenance. 


The main stream 


facilities, including the storage and diversion dams and reservoirs as well as the 


three powerplants are operated and maintained by the Bureau. 


The cost of oper- 


ating these main stream facilities which is assignable to irrigation is financed 
from funds advanced by the water users. The operation and maintenance costs 
assignable to power and flood control are financed by annual appropriations. 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1955, cost program 


Anderson Ranch Dam and Reservoir: For continued normal] operation and 
maintenance 

Anderson Ranch powerplant: For continued operation of the 2 units of 13,500 
kilowatts each 

Black Canyon Dam and Reservoir: For continued normal operation and main- 
tenance 

Black Canyon powerplant: For continued normal operation and maintenance of 
the 2 4,000-kilowatt units and related facilities 

Boise River diversion dam: For continued operation and maintenance of the dam 
and diversion works 

Boise River powerplant: For continued operation and maintenance of the three 
units totaling 1,500 kilowatts, and related facilities 

Deadwood Dam and Reservoir: For continued normal operation and mainte- 
nance of the dan and reservoir. The increase is principally for repair of con- 
crete on the abutment section where frost has caused considerable deterioration 

Caseace [Tam and Reservoir: For continved normal operation and maintenance 
of storave facilities and maintenance of the camp 

Arrowrock Dam and Reservoir: For continued normal operation and main- 
tenance 

Transmission system: For normal operation and maintenance of the transmission 
system 

Wheeling charges: For payment of wheeling charges to the Idaho Power Co 
The decrease results from anticipated lesser power demand by the Minidoka 
project, due to power becoming available from the Palisades Power Plant 

Primary pumping: For continued operation and maintenance of the Emmett 
irrigation district pump plant at Black Canyon Dam 

General expense: For normal administrative expenses chargeable to the project 
facilities 

Replacements: For purchase of 1 passenger car, | truck, 2 pickup trucks, spare 
transformer, miscellaneous shop tools, and major repairs to heavy equipment 

Additions: For miscellaneous electrical testing and relay equipment 

Contribution to CSR fund: Initial year contribution to civil service retirement 
fund 





Total operation and maintenance cost 


Transfers, credits, and other expenditures: This amount represents a net of 
quarters and electrical allowances, equipment depreciation charges, miscella- 
neous adjustments (—$12,000), and the fund requirement for that portion of 
the wheeling payments to the Idaho Power Co. which will be transferred to 
the Minidoka project costs ($13,000) 


Total cost to appropriation and funds advanced 
Reconciliation to total obligations: Cost adjustments: Liquidation of prior- 
year obligations 


Total obligations 


Costs by functions, fiscal vear 1958: 
Irrigation ~.. --- aha 5 ‘ a a 
BIE vs: citations antec a wsss-den teehee aaa emana cea tied sell ogiete 
Flood control____- fo at la oe 


Contribution to civil service retirement fund siiecateeaent 


Transfer, credits and other expenditures__ 


Total cost to appropriation and funds advanced 


1,488 9 on 


Program, 
fiseal year 


1958 


16, 


101, 


+ 


Hs, 


379, 


Old, 


000 


, 000 


, 0 


. 600 


500 


000 


, 000 


000 


, 000 


O00 


oO 


500 


, 500 


. 500 


500 


, HOO 


500 


Difference, 
increase (+ 
or de- 
crease (—), 
1958 com- 
pared with 
1957 


+1, 600 
+500 
+1, 000 
+ 500 


+ HM) 


+1, 000 
+500 


+ 


$45, 000) 
319, 400 
6, HOU 
0, O00 
1, OO} 


379, =OG 
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Project statistics 


Feature or item 


FACILITIES OPERATED BY BUREAI 


Irrigation system: 
Storage dams and reservoirs 
Diversion dams 
Operating roads 
Power system: 
Annual sales 
Revenues from sale of electric energy 
Powerplants 
Plant capacity (name plate capacity) 
Patrol roads 
Transmission lines 
Substations 
Substations capacity 


FACILITIES OPERATED RY WATER USERS 
Irrigation system: 


Irrigable acreage for service: 
Irrigation service land, full 


Irrigation service land, supplemental_- 


Total ‘ en 


Irrigated area. 
Gross crop value 
Average gross crop value per acre 
Storage dams and reservoirs 
Canals 
Laterals 
Drains 
Telephone lines 
Operating roads 


1 Figures on calendar-year basis. 


Unit 


Number 
do 


Miles 


Kilowatt-hours 
Dollars 
Number 
Kilowatts 
Miles 

do 
Number 
Kilovolt-amperes 


Acres 
do 


do 


do.! 
Dollars ! 
do. 
Number 
Miles 
do 
do 
do 


do 


Estimated 


Actual, 
fiseal year 

1956 Fiseal year 

4 4 

2 2 

10 10 

212, 909, 761 | 138, 000, 000 

410, 011 335, 000 

3 | 3 

36, 500 36, 500 

23 | 23 

54 | 54 

82, 000 82, 000 

224, 140 225, 200 

133, 714 134, 000 

357, 854 359, 200 

327, 024 329, 000 

31, 228, 656 31, 255, 000 
95 95 | 

1 1 

155 155 

1, 170 1,170 

390 | 395 

55 55 

985 | 985 


Fiscal year 


1958 


4 


10 


147, 000, 000 
352, 000 


36, 


o 
500 
on 


54 


‘ 


82, 000 





359, 200 


329, 000 
31, 255, 000 


L, 


95 

l 
155 
170 
395 
55 


985 
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MINIDOKA PROJECT, IDAHO-WYOMING 


Summarized financial data 





eReT enn, SICH! YORE TOO or iii nee eaneeenee $630, 517 
Fiscal year 1957: 
I a ances cee ncnceemeiesenindcienaret sphere sectbeedidgeienabdglioa $683, 000 
Funds advanced by water users___-_--..----_--------- 154, 500 
Tote} obligations, fiscal yeu? 1907 ... oon. nk dene 837, 500 
Fiscal year 1958: 
TTC oo oi ciiice nici = onsale pita comes Semanal $842, 500 
Funds advanced by water users_____._-_-___-__-__-~--- 145, 900 
Total obligations, fiscal year: 190G@s.0<.. ccs nce ee 988, 400 


On a cost basis the 1958 program will total $988,400 which includes cost 
financed with funds advanced by water users. The narrative justification, which 
follows. explains the 1958 cost program. 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 
Location 
The Minidoka project extends from Jackson Lake Reservoir on the head- 
waters of the Snake River in the Jackson Hole country of northwestern Wyoming, 
downstream approximately 300 miles to the town of Gooding in southern Idaho. 


Description 

Project facilities, already in service or to be in service by the end of fiscal 
year 1958, consist of 5 storage reservoirs for furnishing full or supplemental 
water supply to over 1 million acres of land, 180 deep wells with related lateral 
systems to furnish water to 64,000 acres of land, and a hydroelectric powerplant 
of 13,400 kilowatts nameplate rating supplying power for irrigation pumping 
and for the cities of Burley and Rupert, the Raft River Rural Electric Coopera- 
tive, and 13 other rural'cooperatives. 

The five storage reservoirs are Jackson Lake, Island Park, Grassy Lake, 
American Falls and Lake Walcott (Minidoka Dam). The project powerplant 
is at Minidoka Dam. The Minidoka power system is interconnected to the 
Boise power system through a wheeling contract with the Idaho Power Co., 
and in addition to supplying irrigation pumping power for the Burley and 
Minidoka Irrigation Districts is the sole source of electric power for the 
Burley-Rupert area. 


Operation 

All storage facilities, all power facilities, and the deep wells and other 
irrigation facilities of the North Side Pumping Division are operated and 
maintained by the Bureau of Reclamation with appropriated funds. All other 
irrigation facilities: of the Minideka project are operated and maintained by 
water users organizations. 
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Storage division: 

Jackson Lake Reservoir: For continued operation and maintenance 

Island Park Reservoir: For continued operation and maintenance 

Grassy Lake Reservoir: For continued operation and maintenance 

American Falls Reservoir: For continued operation and maintenance 

Minidoka Dam and Headworks: For continued operation and mainte- 
nance. Dedated 

General expense: For normal] administrative expenses pertaining directly 
to the operation and maintenance of the storage division__-__- 

Replacements: For continuation of refacing work on Jackson Lake Dam, 
continued pier repairs at American Falls Dam, and replacing 1 truck and 2 
I eg sinn omen mins es a 

Additions: The addition is for purchase of additional right-of-way at Ameri- 
can Falls Reservoir to encompass shore-erosion areas. 


Total, storage division. 


North side pumping division: 

Primary pumping: For continued operation and maintenance of the 
deepwell pumping units and initial operation of unit A pumping plant. 
The increase is due to the power costs for operating additional new 
units ‘ = i 

Distribution system: For continued operation and maintenance of the 
lateral systems from deepwell pumps. The increase is due to new 
laterals being added p ; 

Drainage system: For continued operation and maintenance of the 
drains. Increase due to new drains for the new lands. 

General expense: For normal! administrative expense pertaining directly 
to the operation and maintenance of the north side pumping division 


Total, north side pumping division. ca haetea 


Minidoka power division: 

Minidoka powerplant: For continued operation and maintenance of 
the 7 units in the Minidoka plant. Costs of operating, supplies and 
labor are increasing 

Purchased power: Power purchased from other Bureau plants by Mini- 
doka units 1-6. Amount represents costs not requiring funds. In- 
crease due to additional demands in the Minidoka system -- ‘ 

Interchange power: For power interchanged with Boise project by 
Minidoka unit 7. Amount represents costs not requiring funds. De 
crease due to availability of Palisades power 

Transmission system: For continued operation and maintenance of the 
project transmission lines and substations. Costs of supplies and labor 
are increasing 

Rents (wheeling): For wheeling Bureau power to the Minidoka project 
by the Idaho Power Co. Amount represents costs not requiring funds 
Decrease due to availability of Palisades power 

General expense: For normal] administrative expense pertaining direct] 
to the power civision : 

Replacements: For replacing plant station battery, 1 passenger vehicle, 
1 pickup truck, | flatbed truck, and miscellaneous minor items 

Additions: For purchase of carrier and telemetering equipment, miscel- 
laneous extensions to the system and for design work for increasing the 
capacity of the Burley and Rupert substations in following year 


Project Headquarters: General expense: For normal expense at the project 
headquarters chargeable to operation and maintenance The increase is 
due to increased acreages 


Total, project headquarters 
Contribution to civil service retirement fund: Initial year contribution to 
civil service retirement fund 


Total operation and maintenance cost 
Future year capacity provisions 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures: Represents offsets to cost for pur 
chased power ($492,000), interchange power ($324,000). and wheeling 
($13,000) for which no M inidoka operation and maintenance funds are re- 
quired 


Total cost to appropriation and funds advanced 
Reconciliation to total obligations: Cost adjustments 


Total obligations. -.-....-- cancels eee 





Work proposed, fiscal year 1958, cost program 


Ditferen¢ 


increase (+ 


Program, 
fiscal year 
1958 


$22, 000 
6, 500 
6, 000 

26, 000 
14, 500 


3, 500 


61, 500 
2, 000 


142, 000 


317, 000 


174, 500 
19, 000 
2, 500 


513, 000 


80, 500 
492, O00 
324, 000 
49, 400 


13, 000 
19, 600 


26, 000 


+8, OOO 


1, 052, 500 


S85, SOO 
85, SOO 
24, 400 


1, 817, 400 


829, O00 


YRS, 400 


YRR, 400 


or de- 
crease —), 
1958 com 
pared witt 


1957 


$45 


+2 OHM 


5 OM 


+R4 QUAN 


ws 


= 
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Costs by functios, fiscal year 1958 


EI ig eicecticnesien isc eeanip digg nage eee aaa aaa $698, 000 
PGT «x, ux inscsmaco sr ecsas enigma ed ennereliigniaaipip adnieioniaiininn veneer iaanaaniemenne 1, 095, 000 
Contribution to civil-service retirement fund___-..---------_----__ 24, 400 
Transfers, credits and other expenditures___.....-..--------------- —829, 000 

TPOGR): CREMRRIOR Gs. 6 wicetngienemidis hagnnieernenied dial peas 988, 400 


Project statistics 





i 
| Estimated 
| | Actual : etal 
Feature or item | Unit fiscal year | 
| 1956 | Fiscal year | Fiscal year 
j 1957 1958 
; a \ —— al — 
Facilities operated by Bureau 
Irrigation system: | } 
Irrigable acreage for service: Irrigation | 
service land, full ..| Acres nas a 26, 595 48, 727 | 72, 750 

Irrigated area. _- : do! —_ 14, 282 26, 200 | 47, 000 
Gross crop value - - Dollars !_- ..| 1,439,247 | 2,620, 000 4, 700, 000 
Average gross crop value per acre__| do!__. eal 101 | 100 | 100 
Storage dams and reservoirs........| Number- - | 5 5 | 5 
Diversion dams__ lial ee 2} 2 2 
Canals _. ws ad ...-| Miles. - = 4.4 4.4 
Laterals__. do. c 56 | 120 | 163 
Drains. do ‘ 123 | 222 | 315 
Irrigation wells... | Number si 68 | 103 | 180 
Major pumping plants 55 do__.- 1 | 1 
Operating roads. _...| Miles. 60 | 127 | 174 

Power system: 

Annual sales _-_-_--- ...-.-| Kilowatt-hours - - _|153, 571, 616 |153, 500,000 | 157, 000, 000 

Revenues from sale of electrical energy_.| Dollars___. 656, 257 681, 000 | 695, 000 

Powerplants - - - Number = 1 1 | 1 

Plant capacity d Kilowatts 13, 400 13, 400 | 13, 400 

Telephone lines 7 ae 11 11 | ll 

Patrol roads-- do__.. 16 16 | 16 

Transmission lines | 
>” ebneue a wack tice eaa aa tes 108 | 108 | 108 
Structural....... Sa acetate 5 eee 108 | 108 | 108 

Substations. -.........- 6G). Sie 25 | 26 26 

Substation capacity--_-__.- Kilovolt amperes--. 82, 348 92, 348 | 92, 348 

Facilities operated by water users 
Irrigation system: | 

Irrigable acreage for service } | 
Irrigation service land, full ?__. Acres F ; - 218, 306 | 218, 306 | 218, 306 
ae service land, supple- |_....do__-.. ibaa 861, 287 861, 287 | 861, 287 

mental. 

Irrigated area. --.-....-- - citalaeaaliaatara do : ..| 1,005, 895 1,005,895 | 1,005, 895 
Gross crop value ca .-| Dollars...-.- . 80, 695, 877 | 80, 860,000 | 80, 860, 000 
Average gross crop value per acre __- i nitiks ciik eae 80 80 | 80 

| 


Figures on calendar year basis. 
2 Includes 98,462 acres in American Falls.Reservoir District No. 2 for which major portion of water supply 
is provided through Bureau-constructed facilities 


HuneGry Horse Progect, MONTANA , 
Summarized financial data 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1956_......_..._...........__..--__-.. $438, 571 
ween your 3007. allotment. annum Qeaay ue 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1957_.______-__---~-- sided aga i aca 422, 000 
Fiscal year 100G BOUIN iis ae nk on eet _. 494, 200 
Total oblinations, fecal FORT TWO s 6c ene iinncsscnswenessneeenenan 494, 200 


On a cost basis, the 1958 program will total $494,200. The narrative justifica- 
tion, which follows, explains the 1958 cost program. 
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JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 

Location 

In Flathead County in northwestern Montana, on the South Fork of the Flat 
head River, lying entirely within the Flathead National Forest. 
Description 

Consists of high concrete dam, a 30-mile-long reservoir, 285,000-kilowatt power- 
plant, and switchyard. This project provides electric ee flood control, 
and regulation of river flow. Regulated releases from the 3,468,000-acre-foot 
reservoir increase the prime power capabilities of existing downstream 
powerplants. 
Operation 

All facilities operated by Bureau of Reclamation with appropriated funds 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1958, cost program 


j 


Difference 
Icreast + 
Program, or de- 
fiscal year crease ( . 
1958 1958 com 


pared with 
1957 


Dam and reservoir: For continued operation and maintenance. _. : $73, 850 
Powerplant: For continued operation and maintenance 207, 060 +$1, 60H 
Transmission system: For continued operation and maintenance 22, 360 


Maintenance of general property: For continued maintenance of shop 

buildings, office furniture and equipment, tools, and miscellaneous equip- 

ment..... 11,715 +55 
General expense: For continued oper: ition and maintenance 96, 200 
Guide service: For continued operation of guided-tour service through Hun- 

gry Horse dam and powerplant. Increased costs to cover descriptive 

pamphlets of Hungry Horse Dam, which are purchased only periodically 


to take advantage of quantity discount 9, 540 + 2, OOM 
Replacements: For replacement of 1 flatbed truck, 1 warehouse forklift 
truck, and 1 snowplow unit-_- 24, 850 3 
Additions: For improvement of community water system (well), and tur- 
bine gallery noise suppression ; : 67, 000 23, § 
Contribution to civil service retirement fund: Initial year contribution to 
civil service retirement fund- : re 21, 220 21, 20K 
Total operation and maintenance cost -- . . 533, 775 > 


Transfers, credits, and other expenditures: Represents deductions for quar- 
ters, reimbursements for sale of replacement equipment, and miscellaneous 
accounting adjustments not requiring funding : 39, 575 12, 95 


Total cost to appropriation , 194, 200 
Reconciliation to total obligations: Cost adjustments 


Total obligations -- st ‘ 494, 200 +-72, 20 


Costs by functions, fiscal year 1958 


POU cok ccs ain ie daa ee hee shen $478, S35 
Flood control__________- Pye lh ae sae ae , 24 900 
Nonutility (guided tours) -._.________ i oe 540 
Contribution to civil-service retirement fund__- faints ‘ ; 21, 200 
Transfers, credits and other expenditures____--____~ f 39, 575 


Total cost to appropriation____ died : ; 494, 20) 
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Project statistics 


Estimated 


| 


Feature or item Unit Actual fiscal 


year 1956 | Fiscal year Fiseal year 
1957 | 1958 
FACILITIES OPERATED BY BUREAU 
Power system ___......-- ‘ dee ‘ a on 
Annual sales. ____- ; ..| Kilowatt-hours_...| 1, 208,009,400 | 892,000,000 892,000,000 
Revenues from sale of electrical | Dollars__- ciaeat 3, 621, 374 | 3, 714, 820 3, 723, 554 
energy. 
Yo ee! | 1 | 1 1 
Plant capacity (nameplate ca- | Kilowatts_....___- 285, 000 285, 000 | 285, 000 
pacity). 
Patrol roads (access) - . ..- aa le aebsbid 4 4 | 4 
Transmission lines: | 
Circuit......- os ivitednd ae anaietaaeib 4 | 4 4 
Structural__. ‘ aisha inns: 40 4} 4} ‘ 
Substations. ____- ibe ile Number 1 1 | i 
Substations, eapacity_...._.........} Kilovolt-amperes_. 438, 650 | 438, 650 438, 650 


CoLuMBIA BASIN PROJECT, WASHINGTON 


Summarized financial data 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1956____- os $3, 647, 164 


Fiscal year 1957 allotment ________-_____ Le 4. (a 962000 
"EOCHE CRTIRCTOMA: TIBOR WRG es weirtiec sesh chee aa oe ae _ 4,162, 000 
Fiscal year 1958 allotment- gat Seutade ‘aianab hea temaice 4, 389, 600 
Total obligations, fincal year 2OGG neice cccsieciccrncinmonncuncsece "4a ee 


On a cost basis the 1958 program will total $4,389,600. The narrative justifica- 
tion, which follows, explains the 1958 cost program. 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


Location 

The Columbia Basin project is located in the central portion of the State of 
Washington, with its major features, the Grand Coulee Dam, situated on the 
Columbia River approximately 95 miles west of Spokane, Wash. The area to 
be irrigated by the project lies generally to the south of the Grand Coulee Dam 
extending to the vicinity of Pasco, Wash., near the confluence of the Columbia 
and Snake Rivers. The project area includes portions of Grant, Adams, Frank- 
lin, Okanogan, Douglas, and Walla Walla Counties. 
Description 

The project is to furnish water to approximately 1,029,000 acres of new land 
and has.a total rated electrical generating capacity of nearly 2 million kilowatts. 
Principal features include the Grand Coulee Dam, the right and left powerplants 
and adjoining switchyards, and the adjacent Grand Coulee pumping plant; pri 
mary irrigation works including the 26-mile equalizing reservoir, the main, west, 
east low, and east high canal systems, served by releases from the equalizing 
reservoir, and the Potholes canal system, served by releases from the Potholes 
Reservoir; and laterals, drains, pumping plants, operating facilities, and other 
properties for the irrigation of the new land. 
Operation 

The dam, powerplants, and pumping plant at Coulee Dam are complete; and 
by the start of fiscal year 1958, irrigation facilities to serve 301,000 acres will 
be under development period operation and maintenance. This total will be 
increased to 348,000 acres in the spring of 1958. All facilities are operated and 
maintained by the Bureau with appropriated funds. 

Water rentals collected from the water users are calculated to return, over 
a 10-year period, the full development period operations and maintenance ex- 
pense and replacements of the irrigation facilities, including the cost of power 
used for pumping, at a rate of one-half mill per kilowatt-hour. 
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Coulee Dam town municipal housing and concession maintenance are pro- 
cramed to operate on a budget balanced by anticipated revenues received through 
the application of quarters deductions and by cash collections received from the 
concessionaires at Coulee Dam. 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1958, cost program 


Difference, 
increase (+-) 


Program, or de- 
fiscal year crease (—), 
1958 1958 com- 
pared with 
1957 
Power field division: 
Grand Coulee Dam and Reservoir: For operation and maintenance of 
the Grand Coulee Dam and Reservoir and for continuation of the 
hydrologic and river control studies. The increase provides for the Ist 
full year’s operation and maintenance on the Grand Coulee Dam flood- | 
lights and for an increase in the maintenance program for river equip- 
OUUIDURONG oi... oe cncccccah $138, 000 +-$20, 449 
Guard force: For continuation of the normal comp le ment of guards in 
the Grand Coulee Dam area_-- 230, 000 +3, 000 


Equalizing reservoir: For operation and maintenance of the equalizing 

reservoir of the irrigation system, including the north dam and the 

feeder canal. The increase will cover additional maintenance in line 

with the increased activity in the irrigation program_-_--- a 17, 000 +3, 000 
Grand Coulee pump plant: For operation and maintenance of the 

primary pumping plant at Grand Coulee Dam. Increase in require- 

ments for irrigation water to serve new acreages necessitates additional 

pumping with the attendant increases in the cost of operating labor 105, 000 +17, 000 
Pumping energy: Represents project produced energy required in con- 

nection with the pumping of water for the irrigation operations-and 

does not require funds. Increase reflects additional pumping to serve 

Ii i on i kee aan apenealone 340, 000 +40, 000 
Maintenance of general property: Provides for maintenance work on | 

warehouses, shops, field office, parking areas, provides industrial area 

facilities, and roads, streets, water, sewer, and electrical systems outside | 

the boundaries of the town of Coulee Dam. The increase will provide 

for the maintenance overhaul in two of the large lathes in the machine 

I aie pics sieaitca sgh in td eaten ah ER he in ie oS Wta ibis 96, 000 +4, 000 
Grand Coulee power plant: For continuation of operation and mainte- 

nance of the Grand Coulee powerplants including the transforming | 

and switching facilities __ _- . ‘ ea 
Guide and tourist facilities: For continuation of the information and 

guide service to the visiting public at Grand Coulee Dam. Nearly 

one-half million visitors avail themselves of these facilities annually | 41, 000 +1, 000 
General expense: For normal administrative and general expense asso- 

ciated with operation and maintenance, replacements, and additions 

of the Grand Coulee Dam and Reservoir, the powerplants and the 

primary irrigation facilities and the appurtenant works administered 

by the power field division. ................- 7 308, 000 
Re ple awcements: For replacement of vehicles, a hightende r truck, a powe ei 

broom, transformers (3), a circuit breaker, and station batteries in the | 





533, 000 +1, 346 


DOE, DOWETROUIBD.... no ccc cnccéscccne i 73, 000 +41, 000 
Additions: No additions are planned for fiscal year 1958 : ’ Remee —319, 275 
Total, power field division.....-- aeneae : Dake , 2, 881, 000 _ ~ 188, 460 


Municipal field division: 
Town of Coulee Dam: The municipal functions have been administra- 
tively separated from the power, multiple-purpose, and irrigation 
plant at Coulee Dam in anticipation of congressional action which will 
authorize the sale of the town to residents. Pending this action funds 
have been included for continuation of the operation and maintenance 
of the municipal and leasing functions of the town. This includes 
1dministrative expense, utilities expense, and all maintenance of 
Government-owned residential and commercial facilities. Funds 
have also been included for rehabilitation of water and sewer facilities 
ind temporary housing in the town. This work is essential if the 
town remains in Government ownership. The $75,000 to be expended 
for this work in 1958 is about $34,000 less than the anticipated 1957 
expenditure. The town program also reflects the fact that there will 
be activity in fiseal year 1957 on housing maintenance contracts obli- 
gated in fiscal year 1956 and which will not carry forward into fiscal 
year 1958 and a decrease in fiscal year 1958 is therefore indicated ___- 309, 000 — 54, 116 
Project facilities in town: For operation and maintenance of Columbia 
Basin project facilities located within the Coulee Dam town bound- 
aries. Included are schools and related grounds and improvements, 
administration building, dormitories, tourist parks and comfort 
stations, none of which will be the responsibility of the municipality 
following incorporation - -- : 47,000 | +2, 000 
Additions: No additions required in fiscal year 19% 58... oe oe Jat —16, 596 


Fotal, municipal field division 356, 000 68, 712 
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Work proposed, fiscal year 1958, cost program—Continued 


| Difference, 
increase (+- 


Program, or de- 
fiscal year crease 
1958 1958 com- 
| pared with 
1957 


Irrigation division: 

Carriage system: For continued operation and maintenance of the 
project’s primary canal systems. Canal mileage serving development | 
period acreages will increase from a total of 250 miles at the start of the 
1957 operating year to a total of 273 miles in April 1958__- $120, 000 +-$21, 000 

Distribution system: For a full year’s operation and maintenance “and 
for the distribution system serving 301,000 acres, and an increase to 
provide for the operation and maintenance of additional facilities to | 
serve 47,000 acres which will enter the development period in the 4th 
quarter of fiscal year 1958. The increase also provides for the Ist 
full year’s operation and maintenance on 55,000 acres of the 301,000 

acre total, which will be entering the development period in the last 
quarter of fiscal year 1957--.-. SAE | 804, 000 +135, 642 

Pumping power: For project produced | energy required to operate the 
numerous relift pump plants scattered throughout the basin. Increase 
reflects additional pumping load for relift plants in those areas added 


to the development period program in 1957 and 1958 36, 000 | +3, 000 
Drainage system: For adequate normal drainage maintenance. Increase 
is in proportion to the addition of new acreage to the operating system 70, 000 +12, 000 


Maintenance of general property: For the maintenance of field offices, 
shops, warehouses, storage garages, permanent and temporary operat- 
ing quarters, office furniture and equipment and miscellaneous asso- 
ciated equipment. Increase reflects additional facilities necessary to 


operate the increased acreage - 125, 000 +2), 000 
General expense: For normal administrs ative e xpenses associ: ited with 

operation and maintenance of the irrigation system. The increase is 

in line with the addition of new facilities to serve additional lands 

entering the development period : : 259, 000 | +14, 000 
Replacements: No replacements are programed for fiscal year 1958. - : soa —30, 000 

Total, irrigation division ; : i 1, 414, 000 | +175, 642 


Project headquarters: 
Maintenance of general property: For a share of the normal maintenance 
expense on the project headquarters building ; 14, 000 +1, 000 
General expense: For the normal administrative and househeeping func- 
tions of the project headquarters staff which are applicable to the total 
operation and maintenance activity. As the overall operation and 
maintenance activity increases, additional portions of the project 
general expense are allocated commensurate with the new duties which 


are required of the project’s administrative staff - 270, 000 | +5, 000 
Total, project headquarters ; 284, 000 +6, 004 
Contributions to civil-service retirement fund: Initial year contributions to 
civil-service retirement fund : : 204, 600 +204, 600 
Total operation and maintenance cost . 5, 139, 600 +-129, 070 


Transfers, credits, and other expenditures: Includes an adjustment of 
$394,000 to subtract costs for project produced pumping power which does 
not require funding and an adjustment of $142,000 for depreciation, which 
likewise requires no funds. Also, deduets the major portion of the project 
rental income totaling $253,000 from voucher deductions available for 
reexpenditure. Other adjustments to cover stores, shop and equipment 
operations, and certain imputed expenses offset the above subtracted 


entries by $39,000___- , . cal —75, 0000 35, OOK 
Total cost to appropriation : nee 4, 389, 600 +-94, 070 

Cost adjustments aa ibn eae bthidae +133, 530 
Total obligations - - esa a bec camerdalahndnts Lkttea ed dled aka ele 4, 389, 600 +-227, 600 


Costs by functions, fiscal year 1958 


Sree ca ee ee eee morte ios __ $1, 985, 000 
Power ....- ON re ee ee ee ee a eae eet enh Be ee ee 2, 605, 000 
er. Ie I nn odo eet Strain eration 339, 000 
ttre isn ee Pi eo eaittte 6, 000 
Contribution to civil-service retirement fund ree 204, 600 


Transfers, credits, and other expenditures______~ oxcarenccueieacie _._. —750, 000 








Total cost to appropriation____ iasinnsteigntutannte tiiihiiastnaitehsbertbdiaied nde 








344 
Project statistics 


Estimated 


Feature or item Unit Actual fiscal 
year 1956 Fiscal year Fiscal year 
1957 1958 
FACILITIES OPERATED BY BUREATl 
Irrigation system: 
Irrigable acreage for service: 
Irrigation service land, full_...| Acres ‘ 301; 000 348, 000 382, 000 
Irrigated area...........-- wt is do! 149, 230 175, 000 205, 000 
Gross crop value 7 Dollars !_- 16, 960, 980 21, 875, 000 26, 500, 000 
Average gross crop value | do ! : . il4 125 130 
per acre.? | | 
Storage dams and reservoirs 3__.| Number 2s 5 5 
Canals (excluding wasteways) 4.| Miles- - - 273 282 282 
Laterals (excluding waste- |- do 1, 200 1, 405 1, 590 
ways). | 
Deep drains--- do : 34 54 100 
Shallow drains and wasteways-| do ; 410 480 540 
Operating roads Ms do 1, 473 1, 690 1, 870 
Power system: 5 
Annual sales _| Kilowatt-hours 13, 832, 121,000 | 14, 000, 000, 000 14, 340, 000, 000 
Revenues from sale of electrical | Dollars . 12, 668, 441 12, 710, 000 12, 760, 000 
energy -' 
Powerplants- ‘ Number een 1 1 l 
Transmission lines 
Circuit- 4 d Miles. -- 16 16 16 
Structural__. es sa do_... 16 16 lf 
Substations 7 Number. 2 2 2 
Substations, capacity a Kilovolt-amperes 2, 192, 000 2, 192, 000 2, 192, 000 


} 
t 


‘Figures on calendar year basis. 

2 Includes miscellaneous revenues from agriculture stabilization conservation program, 
sugar program, ete. 

8 Includes Grand Coule, O’Sullivan, North, South, and Long Lake Dams. 

‘Includes structures which are in service, as well as those completed and available for 
testing purposes. 

° Data for power system include only the facilities at Grand Coulee Dam. 

® Excludes rental income and payments by BPA for downstream river regulation benefits. 


YAKIMA PROJECT, WASHINGTON 


Summarized financial data 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1956____---_--~- : $492, SYT 


Fiscal year 1957: 


BROMO 6 os $56, 000 
Funds advanced by water users- 202, 500 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1957 Hos, 500 
Fiscal year 1958 : 
ak chcneitwsscatectans aantion ln “i 113, 700 
Funds advanced by water users_- ‘ _ 538, 700 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1958 652, 400 


(an a cost basis the 1958 program will total $652,400 which includes cost financed 
with funds advanced by water users. The narrative justification, which follows, 
explains the 1958 cost program. 

Location 

The project is located in south-central Washington on the eastern slope of the 
Cascade Mountains, in the drainage basin of the Yakima River and its tributaries. 
Project lands occupy a long strip of fertile land in Kittitas, Yakima, and Benton 
Counties, extending approximately from Ellensburg to Kennewick, a distance 
of about 125 miles. 


Description 
This multipurpose project will provide irrigation water for nearly 464,000 


acres of land and will have hydroelectric nameplate rating of 23,250 kilowatts. 
The old 2,400-kilowatt Prosser powerplant was permanently shut down on May 


17, 1955, in favor of the 12,000-kilowatt Chandler powerplant with initial power 
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generation in the winter of fiscal. year 1956. The Roza powerplant is scheduled 
for initial power generation in March 1958. The water supply is secured from 
the natural flow of the Yakima River and its tributaries, supplemented by storage 
in six reservoirs having a combined storage capacity of 1,070,700 acre-feet. 
Operation 

The project is operated by water-users’ organizations, except the storage 
reservoirs and diversion dams, which are part of the Government reserved 
works, and the 72,000-acre Roza division which is Government-operated with 
funds advanced by water users. The Chandler and Roza power systems, to- 
gether with the appurtenant multipurpose facilities and the Chandler pumping 
plant, will also be reserved works and will be operated by the Bureau of Rec- 
lamation with appropriated funds. The Kennewick Irrigation District is 
scheduled to assume operation and maintenance of the irrigation facilities upon 
completion of construction of the various units on January 1, 1958. Transfer of 
operation and maintenance of the Roza division irrigation works has been pro- 
posed to the board of directors of the Roza Irrigation District, but the board 
wishes to withhold acceptance pending resolution of certain drainage problems. 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1958, cost program 


| Difference, 
} increase (+) 
Program, or de- 
| fiseal year crease (—), 
1958 1958 com- 
pared with 
1957 
Storage division: 
Bumping Lake, Clear Creek, Cle Elum, Kachess, Keechelus, and Tieton 
Dams and storage reservoir: For continued operation and maintenance $62, 800 + $900 
Kittitas, Sunnyside, and Tieton diversion dams: For continued opera- | 
tion and maintenance , 9, 500 
Maintenance of general property: For maintenance of buildings, com- | 
munication equipment, tools, and miscellaneous equipment 700 +200 
General expense: For normal administrative expenses chargeable to 
operation and maintenance of the storage division 1, 500 |_- 5 
Replacements: For replacement of 1 delivery sedan and 1 small garage 4, 000 +1, 900 
Additions: No additions required in fiscal year 1958 _ - eaten —1, 500 
rotal, storage division S 78, 500 | +1, 500 
Koza irrigation field division 





Roza diversion dam: For continued operation and maintenance 8, 600 | +100 
Main canal and wasteways: For continued operation and maintenance. 
Increase due to wage board increases and minor rise in other operation 


ind maintenance costs 61, 600 +4, 600 
(iravity and pump lateral system: For continued operation and main- 
tenance costs ‘ “ 250, 800 — 500 
Drainage system: For continued normal operation and maintenance 8, 200 
Maintenance of general property: For continued operation and mainte- 
nance 15, 000 
General expense: For normal administrative expense of the Roza irriga- 
tion field division lol 4, 000 | -- 
Replacements: For replacement of 2 trucks, 1 D6 or equal tractor, and 
minor tools and equipment. Increase to provide for restoration to 
normal replacement standards % ; 21, 400 +1, 550 
sighs enlpeemddiiaaas a 
Total, Roza irrigation field division_-_-. 2 369, 600 | +5, 750 
Kennewick irrigation field division: For Government operation from July 1 
to Dec. 31, 1957. The Kennewick Irrigation District is scheduled to 
ssume operation and maintenance on Jan. 1, 1958. This is a 1-time esti- 
nate to cover operation and maintenance and water rental service for this 
t-month period 38, 000 +38, 000 
Power division 
Chandler powerplant: For normal operation and maintenance 40, 400 +600 
Chandler substation: For normal operation and maintenance 700 
Chandler pumping plant: For full year operation and maintenance 
Increase is a reflection of a full season’s cost against a partial operation 
in 1957 i 3, 500 +1, 550 
Prosser diversion dam: For full year’s operation and maintenance. In- 
crease due to anticipated increased operation and maintenance cost 1, 750 +650 
Chandler Canal: For full year’s operation and maintenance. Increase 
due to operation and maintenance of canal at full capacity 2, 950 2, 000 


Chandler forebay and headworks: For operation and maintenance. In- 

crease reflects requirement at full use or normal level of operation and 

maintenance. 2, 000 +900 
Roza powerplant: For Ist 4 months of operation in fiscal year 1958 13, 950 +13, 950 
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Work proposed, fiscal year 1958, cost program—Continued 


| Difference, 

increase (+-) 
or de- 

crease (—), 


Program, 
fiseal year 


i 
| 
| 1958 | 1958 com- 
| pared with 
1957 
Power division—Con. | 
Roza substation and transmission line: For norma] maintenance of line -| $6, 650 |... 


General expense: For normal administrative expense chargeable to the 
division. Minor increase reflects addition of Roza plant in fiscal year | 
a ae a a ch slab sume 900 | + $200 

Miscellaneous general expense: For normal miscellaneous general ex- 
pense to the division. Increase due to Roza powerplant addition in | 
Ty WOU AOBkh dn. cbeddccacscuus Vata 200 

Maintenance of general property: For maintenance of buildings commu- 
nication equipment, office furniture and tools, and miscellaneous equip- 
ment. Increase due to Roza powerplant addition and maintenance 
costs reaching more normal levels____.._- a 300 +200 


+ 100 


Replacements: For miscellaneous replacements__...................----- | 700 | +400 
Additions: For normal additions to both plants. --.......-.--- ioteainabe 200 | 
EE IO so waked sivensadenesenosrcdsesaccensecetoussnse 74, 200 | +20, 550 


Project headquarters: | 
Mainteance of general property: For normal maintenance of buildings, 
communication equipment, office furniture, tools, and miscellaneous 
es ae ale aden rh Dh ena ned eadeeeseeeuecon 2, 400 +-300 
General expense: For normal administrative expenses chargeable to the 
headquarters office. Increase due to salary increases and rise in mate- | | 
rials, supplies, and service costs..............---- pohentamanaeweandneal 71, 000 | +3, 10 


nS, I ire cincnntnen sn cwmminniien | 73, 400 | +3, 40K 
Contribution to civil service retirement fund: Initial year contribution to 


ne oon cceenss dl rsminG enaibante sheers aaweinds menen shit 23, 400 +23, 40% 
Total operation and maintenance cost............-.-- 1 657, 100 +92, Hix 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures: Represents net of qua arters and | 
electrical use deductions (—$11,700); equipment depreciation and adjust- | 
ment for property transfers and salvage (— $15,000); and increase of advance | | 
fund equity in Government-owned operating equipment ($22,000) .....-.--! —4, 700 +330 
Total cost to appropriation and funds advanced - . --- -- daikb anon’ 652, 400 72, WN 
RECONCILIATION TO TOTAL OBLIGATIONS 
Re NII, sietaalintnp eerste caiemieindinnD Le P Se aa idee aka +1, OO 
ee % 652, 400 | 13, WO 
Costs by functions, fiscal year 195! 
i eta ane cae et eA te teens mana aeabaabig es ete $561, 700 
DI caren cin rsn cc dee Mcaie Sahil ths Beigel Acacia biel an Cina nanan 72, 000 
Contribution to civil service retirement fund______----_-__---------_-~- 23, 400 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures...........................-..-- —4, 700 


Total cost to appropriation and funds advanced__-_--_~- - 652, 400 
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Project statistics 











Estimated 
Actual eee Ra oS bok 
Feature or item Unit fiscal year 
1956 Fiscal year | Fiscal year 
| 1957 1958 
| 
Facilities operated by Bureau: 
Irrigation system: | 

Irrigable acreage for service: Irrigation | Acres ! J 72, 000 72, 000 72, 000 

service land, full. 

Irrigated area__ do.! ; | 66, 100 66, 500 66, 500 
Total crop value Dollars !__ | 12,359, 430 | 13, 000, 000 13, 000, 000 
Average total crop value per culti- | do.!_- | 187 195 195 

vated acre. | | 

Storage dams and reservoirs | Number-__- 6 6 6 

Diversion dams. do 4 4 4 

Canals | Miles_- 95 95 295 

Pumping plants | Number. ---. 19 20 _ 20 

Deeane. ee | 3 | “30 35 

Telephone lines_- ; “ad do 109 109 | 109 

Operating roads ‘ | do | 150 150 | 150 

Power system: | 

Annual sales. - | Kilowatt-hours 24, 980, 175 | 70,120,000 | 90, 120, 000 

Revenues from sale of electrical energy_| Dollars 172, 065 210, 010 278, 800 

Powerplants | Number-__- | 1 1 l 

Plant capacity (name plate capacity)_._| Kilowatt-hours 12, 000 12, 000 23, 250 

Diversion dams | Number-___- | 1 | 1 1 

Canals Miles. ll ll ll 

Patrol roads im AMI cre ll 11 | 11 
rransmission lines: | | 

Circuit a 5 diss bas aL ae ‘ ca 70 | 70 | 70 

Structural. ........ . aan do : 70 70 | 70 

Substations | Number 22 22 | 22 

Substations, capacity | Kilovolt-amperes 42, 277 42, 277 42, 277 
Facilities operated by water users: | | | 

Irrigation system: | 

Irrigable acreage for service: | | 
Irrigation service land, full | Acres | 194, 830 | 204, 720 | 204, 720 
Irrigation service land, supple- | do 182, 030 186, 400 | 186, 400 

mental. 

Irrigated area do | 327,855 | 329,000 | 335,000 
Total crop value | Dollars ----} 67,191,700 | 65, 800,000 | 67, 000, 000 
Average total crop value per culti- | do 205 200 | 200 

vated acre. | 

Canals | Miles 264 275 | 3319 

Pumping plants Number 8 | 9 9 

Laterals . : : Miles 1, 035 | 1,075 | 1, 075 

Drains do 35 | 40 | 60 

Telephone lines. - ‘ iitalesaoabell .do — 263 263 | 263 

Operating roads. ._- tas crtsavnasibeteale 270 | 310 | 310 


' Includes only Roza division. 

2 Kennewick division irrigation facilities will be operated (Operating and Maintenance) by Bureau only 
from July 1, 1957 to Dec. 31, 1957 

3 Includes 44 miles, Kennewick main canal not included under Bureau operation July 1, 1957 to Dec. 
31, 1957 only. 


Mr. Rasaut. What portion of the request for $6 million plus is 
for operation and maintenance of works which will eventually be 
taken over by the water users ? 

Mr. Netson. Are you referring to a particular project now 4 

Mr. Rapaur. All of them. There are six of them. Do you want 
to supply that for the record ? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir; I will do that. 

The total includes power facilities that will not be turned over. 
[ would say pretty generally that all irrigation O. and M., we do 
hope to turn over. 


ij 
{ 
{ 
} 
{ 
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(The information follows:) 


Six projects in the Columbia River Basin are requesting $6,598,200 of appro- 
priated operation and maintenance funds in fiscal year 1958. Of that amount, 
$2,575,000 is required on facilities which, by some future date, will have been 
turned over (1) to water users for the financing and conduct of operation and 
maintenance activities or (2) to an incorporated organization of townspeople 
in the case of the present Government owned and operated town of Coulee Dam 
of the Columbia Basin project. 

The elimination of this $2,575,000 component of appropriated funds will re 
quire several years time. A small amount of the Yakima project budget will 
be eliminated in fiscal year 1959, when water users take over the irrigation 
distribution system of the Kennewick division on which construction is pro 
ceeding to completion in fiscal year 1958. An early elimination of some $300,000 
of appropriated funds for operation and maintenance of the town of Coulee 
Dam is dependent upon the enactment of suitable legislation for disposal of 
the town. Approximately $300,000 can be eliminated on Minidoka project rela- 
tively soon when pumping power requirements for its north side pumping di- 
vision become fully supplied from Palisades project. However, most of the 
ultimate $2,575,000 elimination—with respect to the fiscal year 1958 request 
as a base—will not occur for some years yet, being contingent on accomplish 
ment of full settlement by GI entrymen and formation of an irrigation district 
on the north side pumping division of the Minidoka project and on more com- 
plete development and stabilization on the Columbia Basin project. During 
the intervening vears, requirements for appropriated funds will temporarily in 
crease over the fiscal year 1958 base as more irrigation facilities are constructed 
to serve still more new lands on the Minidoka, Columbia Basin, Michaud Flats, 
and Crooked River projects and to enable operation of the Green Spring power 
plant on the Rogue River project starting in fiscal year 1959. 


Mr. Ranaut. What portion do you anticipate will be turned over 


within the next few years’ Why don’t you supply that, too. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman, I have a couple of questions here. I 
will submit them. 

Mr. Razsavtr. What project are they on ? 

Mr. JENSEN. On the Columbia River. 

Columbia Basin project : 

1. What was the total expenditure for water, sewer, streets, curbing 
and gutter, sidewalks, and ornamental lighting in the new portion 
of Coulee Dam Town across the river from the original permanent 
townsite ? 

2. How many building lots are there in this new section that are now 
provided with these services 

3. How many of these lots have had permanent houses constructed 
thereon ? 

4. How many temporary houses are still in service in this section 
and what proportion of the occupants are non-Federal employees ? 

>. What are the annual expenses including interest and amortiza- 
tion and what annual revenues are received from the operation of 
Grand Coulee Dam Town ? 

(The answers follow :) 

1. Total expenditure to date on east side town of Coulee Dam for streets and 
utilities is $3,100,000. 

2. There are 670 building lots in east side, Coulee Dam. 

3. No permanent houses have been constructed in this section. 

4. There. are 316 temporary houses in this section. Thirty-two percent of 
occupancy is non-Federal. 

5. The total annual cost, including amortization and interest is $408,000 in- 
cluding: Town of Coulee Dam annual expenses, exclusive of budgeted reha 
bilitation work, average $264,000. Annual revenues average $280,000. Under 


aE 


meer ot ee 
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present project repayment arrangements, annual amortization over 50-year pay- 
out period would be about $104,000 and average annual interest at 3 percent 
on portion of costs allocated to power over remaining payout period would be 
about $35,000. 


NORTH PACIFIC BASIN 
GENERAL LNvesTiGATIONS, BuREAU oF RECLAMATION 


Mr. Rasaur. We will take up the North Pacific Basin. The Bu- 
reau Of Reclamation: General investigations. $42,046, for two 
investigations. 

Include pages BR-1 to7 in the record. 

(The pages are as follows :) 

NortH Pactric BASIN 


General investigations 


Allocation of appropriations, fiscal year 1957_ __ $108, 000 
Prior vear balance available_______~_- ; 2, 000 

Total obligations, fiscal year 1957 __~_____ ince eae $110, 000 
Estimated allocation, of appropriations, fiscal year 1958__ $2, O46 

Total obligations, fiscal year 1958 ehaie Seine inl is eee 


Description 

The appropriation of general investigations funds for the North Pacific Basin 
provides for the planning of the basin and project developments of the Bureau 
of Reclamation for the utilization of the water resources of that basin. 

The program of general investigations may include: 

(1) Engineering and economic investigations to determine the feasibility of 
potential redlamation projects. These investigations may consist of reconnnis- 
sance surveys to establish with a minimum of time and funds, the justification for 
further detailed study; basin surveys to establish basinwide plans, or detailed 
studies of the feasibility of specific projects ; 

(2) Advance planning to prepare newly authorized projects for construction : 

(3) Investigations of existing projects necessary for rehabilitation, financial 
adjustments or water conservation. 

The general investigations program includes, where appropriate, small allow- 
ance for necessary transfers of funds or reimbursements to other agencies, such 
as the Geological Survey, Fish and Wildlife Service, National Park Service, 
Weather Bureau, Coast and Geodetic Survey, Department of Agriculture, etc., for 
work over and above their regular programs which those agencies perform in 
connection’ with the Burean’s investigations of specific potential projects and 
which these other agencies are better equipped to do. 


Work undericay and proposed 

The general investigation program for the current fiscal year in the North 
Pacific Basin is $110,000 which is financed entirely with appropriated funds. 
With these funds, planning activities will be active on a total of 2 investigations 
which were underway at the beginning of the fiscal year. One of these studies 
will be completed except for stream gaging by Geological Survey. 

The request of $42,046 for fiscal year 1958 for this basin will be utilized for 
planning activities on a total of 2 investigations. One of these will be a continua- 
tion of a prior-year investigation, and the other will be initiated and completed 
during the year. The activity breakdown of work proposed in fiscal year 195s 
compared with the program for fiseal year 1957 is shown in the following sum- 
mary of activities, and the details of the program proposed are presented in the 
accompanying tabulation entitled “Schedule of General Investigations Program, 
Fiseal Years 1957 and 1958." 
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Summary by activities—Estimated costs of investigations in the current program 





| ! 
| Estimated | Total, | Program, | Program, | Balance to 
Activity total | June 30, | fiscal year | fiscal year | complete 
1956 | 1957 | 1958 
FBS il als ea age ABE ATES DER a tbe ti re oe 
Engineering and economic investigations $1, 081, 400 $693,418 | $124, 373 | $42, 046 | $221, 563 
Total cost to appropriation 1,081,400 | 693, 418 124, 373 | 42,046 | 221, 563 
Distribution costs: Service facilities, un- | | | 
liquidated obligations, etc |} —14,373 soda 
Total obligation program 110, 000 42, 046 
Less: Unobligated carryover and funds | 
vdvanced.._- : | 2, 000 
- — | — 
Allocation of estimate } 108, 000 42, 046 | a 
' 


Engineering and economic investigations— Detail by activity 


Total esti- | Total to | Program, | Program, | Balance to 
Subactivity mated cost June 30, | fiscal year | fiscal year | complete 
1956 | 1957 1958 | 
| | aan | 
Reconnaissance... $26, 000 | , $26, COO |___- = 
Basin surveys. - 81, 400 | $50, 769 | $23, 000 | 3, 780 | $3, 851 
Project investigations 974, 000 | 642, 649 101, 373 | 12, 266 217, 712 
| —_ 
Total cost to appropriation | 1,081, 400 693, 418 | 124, 373 | 42, 046 | 221, 563 
| | | 


Reconnaissance.—The cost to appropriation program $26,000 in fiscal year 
1958 will provide for completion of a reconnaissance report on the Olalla division 
of the Umpqua River Basin project. 

Basin surveys.—A special report evaluating the potential of the Umpqua River 
Basin was completed in fiscal year 1956 and submitted to the local interests. 
The cost to appropriation program of $23,000 for fiscal year 1957 will provide 
for the completion of the basin study with future investigations to be concen- 
trated on specific developments in the area. The cost to appropriation pro- 
gram of $3,780 will provide for continuation of stream gaging by the United States 
Geological Survey. 

Project investigations—With cost to appropriation programs of $101,373 and 
$12,266 for fiscal years 1957 and 1958, respectively, work will continue on 
feasibility studies of the remaining divisions of the Rogue River Basin project. 
The Talent division of this project was authorized in August 1954. 





Justification 


The western Oregon area in which the Umpqua River Basin is located has in- 
creased quite spectacularly in population in the past decade and seems to have 
outstripped resource development. During a period when prices are depressed, 
unemployment becomes a major problem inasmuch as industry is based primarily 
on lumbering and associated activities. An inventory of land and water re- 
sources of the Umpqua River Basin, as well as other phases of the economic 
picture, is needed to evaluate the economic possibilities of the region, with the 
objective of placing less dependence upon one basic industry. Local interest 
has been evident over the past few years for irrigation development, power gen- 
eration, and flood control. The basin investigation will provide the basic evalua- 
tion of basin resources and will indicate potential project developments. 

The development of land and water resources of the Rogue River Basin project 
is needed to broaden and stabilize the economic base of the area. The popula- 
tion, primarily dependent for a livelihood upon farming and timber resources of 
the basin, has within the past decade outstripped a balanced resource develop- 
ment which will maintain the economy over any considerable length of time. 
Without Federal irrigation undertakings of the kind outlined in the plan, little 
development of new agricultural land has been possible. Demands of the ex- 
panded population for farming opportunities have been met by continuing sub- 
division of farm holdings, with the attendant result, under the stimulus of 
attractive sale prices, that large numbers of units have been reduced to non- 
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economic size. On the other hand, lumbering has been overdeveloped, with a 
production in recent years greatly in excess of the maximum allowable sustained- 
yield cut. Aggregate peak power requirements of the principal distributor in 
the area grew from approximately 45,000 kilowatts in 1940 to 358,000 kilowatts 
in 1955, and there is every indication that the demand for power will continue 
to increase in the future. Flood control is urgently needed along a highly de- 
veloped, 90-mile reach of the Rogue River in the central valley segment where 
the flood damage has been particularly great, and, without control, will con- 
tinue to be heavy. The Talent division of this project has been authorized 
and is awaiting appropriation of construction funds, Planning on the remaining 
divisions should continue. 


91488—57—---23 
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Mr. Razavut. Last year you requested $43,946 for the study this 
year of Rogue River Basin project. Now, the justifications show you 
are actually spending $101,373 this year. How do you explain this in- 
crease of $58,000 over the plan presented last year ? This falls under 
that category. Why wasn’t the committee advised of this change in 
line with your request of last year ? 

Mr. Netson. I realize that. Now, if I may tell you what we did on 
the Rogue last year: There are about three separate items that make 
up the cost increase. Originally, the Bureau of Reclamation had com- 
pleted the basin project study in 1950, and, because there were some 
conflicts with work or other agencies that had not been completed, 
nothing further was done on the report. 

The work as programed at the start of fiscal year 1957 was pro- 

gramed for the two tributary basins; namely, the Merlin and the Illi- 
nois V alley. It became necessary to review the basin report because of 
a serious flood that had occur red in the previous year, and the Interior 
agencies were asked to make an analysis of severa] alternates in the 
previous report, so we found it necessary to spend about $10,000 or 
$12,000 to look into the previous report on the basis of the situation 
that existed after the flood. 

There was a hearing held on the ground by the Senate Public Works 
Committee, and an internal Bureau report was prepared and submitted 
to the Department. There was a requirement on the part of the Rogue 
River Valley Irrigation District that desired very much to have an 
off-channel reservoir analyzed as a part of the water supply for that 
project, and that item added to our cost for the year. The Bureau has 
substantially completed an analysis of that small reservoir, which, if 
it becomes author ized, would result in recovery of all those costs, and 
the balance of the increase was required as an additional cost to com- 
plete work that had been regularly scheduled and underway. 

Mr. Razavt. This change is under one of those categories where it 
isn’t going to happen again. Is that right? 

Mr. Netson. I will do my best to carry that one out. 


CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION, BuREAU OF RECLAMATION 


Mr. Raravr. “Construction and rehabilitation.” $6,191,000 for 3 
projects. 
ROGUE RIVER BASIN PROJECT 


The Rogue River Basin project, Talent division, Oregon, $6,041,000. 
Put pages BR-S to 14 in the record. 
(The pages follow :) 


ROGUE RIvER BASIN PROJECT, TALENT DIVISION, OREGON 
Location 


Jackson County, southwestern Oregon. Project works extend westward about 
45 miles from the stream-collection facilities high in the Cascade Range to the 
vicinity of Medford, Oreg., through the area known as Bear Creek Valley. 


Authorization 
Public Law 606, 88d Congress, 2d session (68 Stat. 752). 
Description 


Purpose of the project is to provide an adequate water supply for 18,020 
acres of irrigable land, develop 16,000 kilowatts of power, reduce flood damages, 
and produce incidental benefits associated with recreation and fish and wildlife. 
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The project facilities will include Howard Prairie Dam and Reservoir, Emigrant 
Dam and Reservoir, Keene Creék Dam and-Reservoir, the existing Hyatt Prairie 
Reservoir, the South Fork collection canal, Daley collection canal, Dead Indian 
collection canal, Howard Prairie delivery canal, Ashland lateral, east lateral, 
west lateral, Talent lateral, Phoenix Canal, sublaterals, and drains. Power facili- 
ties will consist of the Green Springs powerplant, with 1 unit having an installed 
nameplate rating of 16,000 kilowatts and appurtenant switchyard. 


Benefit-cost ratio 1.70 to 1 


Summarized financial data 


I li scat acinlinhempinumeninn be $20, 526, 000 
I MEINE PUNE DOING vinteianmnercemncrnmmocinminsisenmunntesctve 2, 220, 000 
ee Gennes. RUGRL FORE 200i ne tek wane ameeoennnnnos 6, 041, 000 
I TW MOUND tld ric edt baile ah Diab bcaench Webbs bichastnde dah ansctbieesnicn 12, 265, 000 


On a cost basis, the fiscal year 1958 program will total $6,459,937. The narra- 
tive justification which follows explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program and the 
relation of cost to obligations. 


Change in total project costs and obligations 


i 
Costs Obligations 
Fiscal year 1957 congressional justification _ - ; : cw .; $19,952,000 | $19, 260,000 
Fiscal year 1958 congressional justification. ..............-.-.-...-.....-.-. 21, 188, 000 | 20, 526, 000 
Increase. - .-. RE peadsch dad peal dacedilocnedahapticessahiits hain abdenish is «Seb Skah vag ine 1, 256, 000 | 266, 000 


The total estimated cost of the Talent division, Rogue River Basin project, 
has been increased from $19,932,000 to $21,188,000 due to indexing feature costs 
to current prices. 


Allocation of estimated total project cost 


Allocation of total amount assigned to this division: 
Reimbursable: 


I oo ee een nia pms catenin aes ee $12, 321, 000 
NII sb icccserhetc a schaes cco ical oh Re a hectic ae tees eta asics Dei tence echclnbueniessin cain 8, 261,000 





Subtotal, reimbursable____--~_- a al ssicheieceadhies* , 582, 000 


Nonreimbursable: 


I a a ci ald late 354, 000 
PUMOP OMRON). tdi eile wwdeidecies ii bis tresses ten saucctces 156, 000 
a a cialis decane nec a 96, 000 
Bubretal, MoOMreimpureeele....w.. enc nnwnncenennenncce 606, 000 
ae NENT, Ra ca si ce ares bn we ins ne erin ence aan? Mis Lee, COO 


Repayment of reimbursable costs 


Irrigation allocation : 





By irrigation water users___.----_- wn Seidl sostven OG, Gan O80 
Deferred (contingent on future development). aan or 161, 359 
Minancieal assistance from poeWel...aci.niosuensssn none. o.-nne 5, 334, 591 
ent) SNORT coi al. dire dh. cine wens bawlinii 12, 321, 000 
Power allocation: 
rower rerentes......<.......... a a a ae sae 8, 261, 000 


Och) TelmOUreLe mounts... .... - nennn ne 20, 582, 000 


eee 





cama ——— 


357 


Repayment costs per acre 


Federal investment per acre: 





0. We Repaid trem, WAteR UWSOlSess—cs6 arlene i 2b. ee $379 

50 (De: cepaid from. power revewmee. iss ee a ss 296 

DNGRTROG » insane oan desde stolons xeudls esis. uolsécufeieeie ee 9 

Rai cscdekeniae es deddicesonin capa an aig nike egsnacean ste mana cia lin pian talented eae ae 684 
Annual water-user charges: 

CORRE R ROIs sik esta ni enkt hes ce enniuas eens code eeee eee 6. 30 

Operation: and.  MMintenawees nic scissile nei pane ccwitelne ee *6.08 


1 Includes operating costs on existing project facilities. 


Repayment contracts 

A contract with the Talent Irrigation District covering $5,810,000 of project 
cost allocated to irrigation was executed by the water users in August 1956. Con- 
tracts with the Medford and Rogue River Irrigation Districts for a supplemental 
water supply from the project are scheduled to be completed at an early date. 


Physical data 





Feature | Type Capacity | Height Length 
Firtirer-tertersrnemy | - 
Howard Prairie Dam and Reser- | Earth fill_...__- 62,000 acre-feet . 94 feet 940 feet. 
voir. 
Emigrant Dam and Reservoir..__| do. 40.000 acre-feet ..| 196 feet_.._| 730 feet. 
Keene Creek Dam and Reservoir | do. 370 acre-feet _ | 68 feet | 600 feet. 
Collection canals. - -- Earth and con- | 60-65 cubic feet per |_.........-.| 13 miles. 
| crete lined. | _ second. | 
Delivery canals and laterals | do | Serves 18,020 acres.....}.........--- 119.7 miles. 
Green springs powerplant (1- = _.| 16,000 kilowatts aa anal 
unit). 
{cres to be served 
Acres 
Wie. SURE. secs... ce 2 spill becaiestie ba:biieedtdhiohah titsant an okaics eaten dae 7, 990 
Supplemental supply_—- ibaa detalii: Hedda aipaieces ae ci suiuinndnag es aktienetadion _._ 10, 030 
ee Sinise: eect aad eons uit dlc Nile Gasca Is Scaled aden octane 18, 020 
Status 


Construction of the project was started in fiscal year 1957. During the year 
contracts will be awarded and work begun on Howard Prairie Dam, the 0.7 mile 
long tunnel on the South Fork collection canal. Howard Prairie delivery canal 
(first section) and the 16,000 kilowatt Green Springs powerplant and switchyard, 
conduit and wasteway, hydraulic turbine and generator. In conjunction with 
the above construction work, the necessary rights-of-way will be acquired, clear- 
ing necessary to carry on an orderly construction program will be done, relocation 
of existing properties will be initiated or accomplished, and the necessary camp 
facilities will be established. A contract will be awarded late in the fiscal year 
for construction of Keene Creek Dam and related facilities with work scheduled 
to begin early in fiscal year 1958. In addition, contracts will be awarded, for 
delivery in subsequent years, of accessory electrical equipment for the Green 
Springs powerplant. Also negotiations will be completed with the National 
Park Service on the nature and scope of the project recreational facilities. 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1958 

Howard Prairie Dam and Reservoir, $1,055,000.—The program provides for the 
completion of rights-of-way acquisition, partial clearing of the reservoir area, 
continued relocation of county and Forest Service roads and progress payments 
on the prime contract. 

Emigrant Dam and Reservoir, $400,000.—The program provides for completing 
acquisition of rights-of-way, partial relocation of existing property and comple- 
tion of field data for preparation of designs and specification for the prime con- 
tract which will be awarded late in the fiscal year. 
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Keene Creek Dam and Reservoir, $405,000.—This amount will cover progress 
payments on the prime contract, relocation of existing property, and related 
overhead costs. 

Collection canals, $218,000.—Program provides for progress payments on the 
0.7 mile tunnel of the South Fork collection canal, collection of field data and 
clearing right-of-way for the Daley collection canal, and completing field data 
for a contract to be awarded during the fiscal year on the Dead Indian collection 
canal. 

Delivery canals and laterals, $2,109,000.—This program provides for construc- 
tion progress payments on the first section of Howard Prairie delivery canal, 
award of construction contracts and progress payments on the second and third 
sections of the Howard Prairie delivery canal, the Ashland, East, and Talent 
laterals, and related overhead costs. 

Drains, $6,000.—This amount will cover costs of collecting design data on the 
drainage system. 

Green Springs powerplant and switchyard, $2,181,000.—This program provides 
for contract progress payments on the powerhouse, power conduit and waste- 
way, hydraulic turbine, furnishing and installing the generator, switchyard, 
furnishing and installing the penstock, the gantry crane, accessory electrical 
equipment, award of a contract for the Cascade Divide tunnel and inlet structure, 
and related overhead expenses. 

General property, $45,000.—This amount provides for a portion of the cost 
of the fish screens at Howard Prairie Dam and the purchase of maintenance 
equipment. 

Contributions to civil-service retirement fund, $41,400.—Initial year contribu- 
tions to civil-service retirement fund. 

Adjustments, —$468.—Minor clearing account adjustments affecting costs but 
not funds, 

Other expenditures and credits, $51,063.—Provides for acquisition of service 

acilities during fiscal year 1958, the cost of which will be distributed to perma- 
nent property in subsequent years. 

Undelivered orders, —$470,000.—Represents liquidation of prior year contract 
obligations. 


Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1957 and 1958 


| estim: ated | | Total to | Program, Z| Program, | Balance to 






































Program item total June 30, | current budget complete 
1956 year 1957 | year 1958 
(1) } (2) (3) | (5) (6) 
ili tateathaleee la a ae 7 
Construction program: 
Howard Prairie Dam and Reservoir_...| $2,149,000 | $106,220 | $336,000 | $1, 055, 000 $651, 780 
Emigrant Dam and Reservoir.-.....-.- 4, 353, 000 117, 986 | 115, 000 400, 000 3, 720, 014 
Keene Creek Dam and Reservoir-..--- 678, 000 19, 112 44, 000 405, 000 209, 888 
Collection camals-..........-.-.-.--... 2, 119, 000 68, 030 435, 000 218, 000 1, 397, 970 
Delivery canals and laterals. .-.......-- 5, 630, 000 169, 396 271,000 | 2, 109, 000 3, 080, 604 
i RE es neue maise 702, 000 NE Eiken i uiek tn ic trp iene 681, 115 
Drains, channel improvements__...._- 452, 000 TRL GET Taawiwediacs 6, 000 434, 923 
Green Springs powerplant and switch- 
ati a test cintienent aenihendedipiaind .| 4,635,000 144, 117 461,000 | 2,181,000 1, 848, 883 
General property Dectiialesmaes antes edldaenebin 340, 000 4, 710 18, 000 45, 000 272, 290 
Total construction cost_.........-... 21, 058, 000 ~~ 661, 533 1 680, 000 6 5, 419, 000 | 12, 297, 467 
Contribution to civil-service retirement | 
Go chi a dbdwdsectddisannsnedecdses= BOUEED Tiseddodvencctiesscceeccse 41, 400 88, 600 
Total project cost.................... 21, 188, 000 661, 533 1, 680,000 | 6, 460, 400 12, 386, 067 
SE Eien cerkatn ah oekserensenaiene —662, 000 — 661, 533 —404 —463 400 
Total cost to appropriation --__....... 20, 526, 000 1, 679, 596 6, 459, 937 12, 386, 467 
GREE GNOD BING. GUUIIIIB a occ cre ntcncfonnnsastmeselaneneenmeona 70, 404 51, 063 —121, 467 
Total expenditares. ..........-...<.- SB, 096,000 fo nnccncmenss 1, 750, 000 6, 511, 000 12, 265, 000 
a ae a ell aa ceemhineniseaeeee ben 470,000 | —470,000 
Sse ean ce cikenl ED Dec sane ne | 2, 220, 000 6, 041, 000 “ 12, 265, 000 
Method of financing: 
Allotment fiscal year 1957..............|-..........-]---....--.-. ROR OOP to vcwds bassinet. 


Funds required....-- ERG t its edbcensachhinbadenwasieiniiekaaaael 6, 041, 000 12, 265, 000 
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Mr. Razpavut. You received $2,220,000 to begin this project this year. 
The total cost is $20,526,000. Please describe the project planned to the 
committee. 

Mr. Netson. Briefly, the Talent Division provides for adding to 
the existing water supply of three irrigation districts, existing irriga- 
tion districts in the Bear Creek Valley of the Rogue River Basin. 
The water supply will be improved by picking up w vater in the head- 
waters of the Rogue River, conveying it over the divide into the Klam- 
ath River drainage to a new reservoir of 62,000 acre-feet capacity ; 

water will then be released in a collection channel back into the Rogue 
River drainage and conducted to the headwaters of Bear Creek. 

There is at that point about 1,800 feet of drop into the valley where 
the irrigable lands are. Water will be released through a 16,000 kilo- 
watt powerplant and reregulated in an existing reservoir known as 
Emigrant Reservoir, which will be enlarged, and then some works 
will be constructed to conduct the new stor age water that is developed 
down to the distribution system of the Talent Irrigation District. 

Mr. Razavut. This map over here shows it better, I believe. 

Mr. Neutson. That is right. 

On the extreme upper right-hand side are the collection works in 
the headwaters of the Rogue. They extend through deadwood tun- 
nel that is now under construction, through the divide into the Klam- 
math River headwaters to the Howard Prairie Reservoir, which will 
be under construction this fiscal year. The contract will be awarded 
before the end of this fiscal year. Then water will be released through 
the Howard Prairie canal system. This is all on the top of the water- 
shed. Water will then be conducted through Cascade Divide tunnel 
down through the powerplant of 16,000 kilowatt capacity. The water 
will be reregulated in Emigrant Reservoir, which is now in existence, 
but will be enlarged to about 40,000-acre-feet. 

I believe present ec: apacity is 12,000 acre-feet. 

The distribution canals will be on both sides of the valley. They 
will serve the lands marked in yellow, of the Talent Irrigation Dis- 
trict, and the total acreage benefited is about 18,000, of which about 
half will receive supplement: il water and half will be new lands. Then 
there is a provision for the pickup of return flows that this additional 
water supply will make available to the two irrigation districts farther 
down, namely the Medford and Rogue Irrigation Valley Districts. 

All these works are in the vicinity of the towns of Medford, Grants 
Pass, and Ashland, Oreg. It is a most unusual project. It repre- 
sents a beautiful opportunity to collect water high on the watershed 
and put a powerplant between two reservoirs, and combine irriga- 
tion benefits with power benefits. 

Mr. Rapavr. You have started some construction ? 

Mr. Newson. Yes, sir, 

Mr. Rasavr. How much money do you have in construction at the 
present time ? 

Mr. Crostuwarr. We have about $2,200,000 this year, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. Ranaut. How much is your contract ? 

Mr. Netson. There is a major contract yet to be awarded, the con- 
tract for the Howard Prairie Reservoir. There is $1.4 million ob- 
ligated, sir. 
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Mr. Rasaut. You now have repayment contracts with three irri- 
gation districts involved ? 

Mr. Netson. We have a repayment contract with the major irri- 
gation district involved, namely, the Talent Division, for which these 
works are programed. There will be the sale of water to the other 
2 districts, and we will need 2 additional relatively minor contracts 
which we propose to have executed within the next—before the end 
of this fiscal year. 

There is a case where we have again much less water than we have 
takers, and the Talent Irrigation District has offered to underwrite 
the whole capacity if we give them the opportunity. 

Mr. Rasavt. I am just following up the questioning of last year 
when you said they wouldn’t do any constructing unless they had the 
water users on the dotted line. I want to know if you are doing 
any construction without having them on the dotted line. 

Mr. Dominy. We have the major repayment contract here for the 
Talent Division, which was executed in August 1956. 

Mr. Ranaut. Is there any violation here at all of what you said 
last year? 

Mr. Dominy. I believe not. 

Mr. Ranaut. Allright. That is all we want. 

What type of camp facilities will be established on the project, and 
what will be the total cost of these facilities ? 

Mr. Netson. Sir, the only camp facilities involved will be those 
that are needed to operate Howard Prairie Dam site in the relatively 
isolated area, plus some permanent quarters at Green Springs power- 
plant for the operator, and a small operating headquarters in the 
vicinity of the town of Talent. 

Mr. Rapavut. There are some towns and villages near some of these 
project sites which would be a suitable distance. 

Mr. Netson. We are not building any residential units at all except 
for powerlouse operators and the dam tender. 

Mr. Rasavut. How far- distant is this spot where we will have 
camp facilities, from where people might find living accommodations? 

Mr. Netson. About 50 miles, sir, except that that is very isolated 
and part of those roads become blocked during the winter. 

Mr. Rapavt. Then you are not going to spend very much there. 

Mr. Netson. No,sir. 

Mr. Rasavut. What did you figure it was going to cost ? 

Mr. Newtson. I can get the details on that. 

May I supply a detailed breakdown for the record on fhat question ? 

Mr. Rapavr. Yes. 

(The material follows :) 

The plan for the Talent division provides for a caretaker’s residence at the 
isolated Howard Prairie Dam, an operator’s residence at Green Springs power- 
plant, and a combined automotive shop and warehouse in the town of Talent, 
all at a total estimated cost of $60,000. Construction of the residences is not 
scheduled until fiscal year 1959, but the shop-warehouse building should be 
constructed in fiscal year 1958 to serve the Government temporarily as a con- 
struction facility until the completed irrigation system is turned over to the 
water users. 

Mr. Rapavt. The annual water users charge under the project is 
$12.38. The Department of Agriculture in its comments on the 
original report stated, “Net income due to project water would be only 
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$12 per acre or 1.7 percent return.” If this is still true, what value 
is the project to the farmer ? 

Mr. Domrny. This is a supplemental water project, Mr. Chairman, 
so without it they are in trouble, but with this firm water supply they 
can go ahead and expand their agriculture into more intensified use 
of their lands, and we believe, and the water users believe, they can 
well afford to pay this relatively high price for a firm supply of water. 
It is a fruitgrowing area, and they have pretty high potential in sight. 

With firm water supply they can firm up their production and go 
into more intensive use in fruit culture. 

Mr. Netson. The average cost is about $12.38 an acre for construc- 
tion and operation and maintenance. 

Mr. Rasavur. The Department of Agriculture claims there will only 
be 1.7 percent return; is that correct ? 

Mr. Dominy. As I understood your statement, agriculture reported 
a $12 per acre increase in value because of the project. If that were 
true, the water users would be picking up this other 38 cents an acre out 
of their existing revenue. I don’t believe the water users feel that 
the project is on that narrow an economic base. Our studies certainly 
indicated that it wasn’t on that narrow an economic base. 

Mr. Rapaur. According to this there would be an increase of only 
3 bushels of barley. 

Explain it a little further in the record. 

(The further explanation follows:) 

Hxperience has demonstrated that one of the best measures of benefits of a 
project is the willingness of a group of water users to execute repayment con- 
tracts to cover construction costs. The willingness of the Talent division bene- 
ficiaries to pay their pro rata share of the costs is supported by proper repay- 
ment contracts. The ability of the water users to meet these costs is determined 
on the basis of objective analyses, and in the case of the Talent division which is 
characterized by small part-time farms rests in part on the land to be irrigated 
and in part in off-farm employment. 

The benefits of project construction in the case of the Talent division are 
measured in terms of three basic services the project will provide— 

1. The project will supplement and round out existing irrigation water supplies, 
thus assuring crop production at continuing high levels. 

2. A reliable and adequate water supply in turn will make possible a wider 
selection of crops and crop groups to be grown. Over the long run, this in turn 
is reflected in improved payment capacity and improved standards of living. 

3. Construction of the project will be conducive to improved operation and 
maintenance programs and will result in a better relationship of annual bene- 
fits to annual costs. 

In considering all of the foregoing, the water users voted overwhelmingly 
favoring the repayment contract which was executed on August 27, 1956. 

The subject was covered in considerable detail in the report of the Talent 
division of the Rogue River project, which was printed as House Document No. 
450, of the 83d Congress, 2d session. The comments of the Secretary of Agri- 
culture on the Talent division report and a letter from the Commissioner of Re- 
clamation to the Secretary of the Interior, dealing with the United States De- 
partment of Agriculture comments are both printed as part of that document. 


Mr. Ranaut. Would any price-support crops be produced in the 
project lands? 

Mr. Netson. I would say not, sir, to any appreciable extent. It is 
primarily fruit, alfalfa, and irrigated row crops. 

Mr. Rasavur. Why is it essential that funds for this project be 
stepped up from $2,220,000 to $6,041,000 in 1958 ? 

Mr. Netson. Last year was the start of actual construction. The 
requirements for fiscal year 1958 are the result of actually getting into 
major contract awards. 
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Mr. Razavt. I think it is understandable. 
Mr. Netson. It drops right off thereafter. 


DRAINAGE AND MINOR CONSTRUCTION, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


Mr. Ranaut. Drainage and minor construction. We will put page 
BR-15 in the record. 
(The page referred to is as follows :) 


DRAINAGE AND MINOR CONSTRUCTION ProGgRAM, NorTH PACIFIC BASIN 


Fiscal year 1958 


Cen, rN go i eee ERSi pew) yretiea. UR Sed pei * $29, 000 
er NN Sr a i ender dee honbnsiibdien als des cyl. wehbe 


1 Includes $100 contribution in civil-service retirement. 


Description—The drainage and minor construction program consists of 
projects on which all major construction has been completed, except for facilities 
which are temporarily deferred, and relatively small amounts of funds are being 
requested in the budget year for drainage work, minor repair or replacement 
work, miscellaneous finishing activities, or preconstruction work on the tem- 
porarily deferred facilities. 

During fiscal year 1958 work under the drainage and minor construction 
activity in the North Pacific Basin will be confined to one project. 


Savage Rapids Dam, fish protective facilities, Oregon, $101,000 


Description.—The primary purpose of the authorized fish facilities is to prevent 
the loss of fish at Savage Rapids Dam, an irrigation structure, on the Rogue 
River which is the route of the migratory salmon and steelhead. Two vertical- 
traveling fish screens, each approximately 10 feet by 32 feet in size will be located 
on the right abutment section of the dam at the intakes to the irrigation pumps. 
Facilities will be provided to bypass fish past the screens to the stream below 
the dam. 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1958 

The fiscal year 1958 program provides for delivery of all Government fur- 
nished materials, completion of foundation work and placement of embedded 
metalwork. 

Undelivered orders, $72,000.—Liquidation of prior year contract obligations. 


REHABILITATION AND BetTreRMENT OF Existina Prosects, BuREAU 
or RECLAMATION 


Rehabilitation and betterment of existing projects, $169,000, 
Put page 16 in the record. 
(The page referred to is as follows :) 


HABILIT N AND BETTERME! DXISTING Progects, NortH Pacrric Bast 
RE LITATION AND BETTERMENT OF EXISTING PROJECTS, NOI PacrFIc BASIN 


Fiscal year 1958 


I a ae inde $169, 000 
accel * 169, 000 


1 Includes $1,000 contribution to civil service retirement fund. 


Description.—On older projects which have been in operation for many years 
it has been found that many structures have far exceeded their useful life and 
are requiring an excessive maintenance program to continue operations. The 
deteriorated facilities also often result in inefficient use or loss of irrigation 
water. The needed repairs are in most instances beyond the ability of the water 
users to finance on a current basis. In addition, there have been many changes 
in land use, methods or irrigation, and types of crops raised and, to place these 
older projects on a basis comparable to those now being constructed, the facilities 
must not only be rehabilitated but also improved. 

During fiscal year 1958 work under the rehabilitation and betterment activity 
in the North Pacific Basin will be confined to the Rogue River Basin project. 
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Work proposed, fiscal year 1958 

Rogue River Basin project, Oregon, $169,000.— Work will be continued on re- 
placement of canal structures and lining of intermittent reaches of the project 
canals. 

Mr. Razaut. Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Fenton. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question at that point? 

Mr. Razsavt. Certainly. 


TALENT DIVISION 


Mr. Fenton. This is on the Talent division. 

Are repayment contracts executed on all project lands to be served ? 

Mr. Nretson. It was brought out that we are going to sell some water 
to two irrigation districts, and we want to cover that by contract, also. 

Mr. FENTON. If they are not, what portion is covered, and is ‘there 
any indication of difficulty or failure to obtain new repayment con- 
tracts on the balance ? 

Mr. Netson. Oh, no, sir. Let me explain that further, if I may, sir. 
The project was originally designed to furnish all of this water to the 
Talent Irrigation District. At that time, in 1948, when this project 
and plan was first developed, it was thought that other een on the 
Rogue River Basin main stem would furnish water to the Medford and 
Rogue River Valley Districts. Then when diiliculties developed due 
to fishery problems and other problems, and it became apparent that 
any development on the main stem was going to have to be deferred, 
then the districts agreed that, this was a tr ibutary basin, was not con- 
troversial, and could go ahead. 

So, the Talent and the Medford and Rogue River Districts made ar- 
rangements to secure a supply of supplement: al water from the Talent 
project by releasing such water from the Talent Division, and until 
such times as additional water supplies became available, that will be 
the situation. 

So we have the opportunity of selling all of this water to the Talent 
District and there are vacant lands that could use it— undeveloped 
lands. But we must honor that previous commitment to let the other 
two districts have some water. The reason those districts do not have 
an executed contract of record now is just that the Solicitor’s office has 
not had time to get that job done. 

Mr. Fenton. You don’t expect any difficulty ? 

Mr. Netson. No, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. What is the expected net power revenue? How long 
will it take to repay the cost allocated to power ? 

Mr. Netson. The costs allocated to power are expected to be repaid 
in 50 years, sir. During the authorization hearings, the firm offer was 
embedded in those hearings to purchase peaking power. It would be 
possible to operate this plant as a peaking plant because of the fact that 
the water can be reregulated and we are thinking in terms of collecting 
on the basis of peaking power. The figure we have is 7 mills. Repay- 
ment is scheduled in 50 years, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. What is the period required for payout on irrigation 
costs ¢ 

Mr. Netson. That is 50 vears. 
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LIST OF RECLAMATION PROJECTS ON WHICH LESS THAN 5 PERCENT HAS BEEN 
EXPENDED 


Mr. Fenvon. At the start of our hearings a request was made of 
the Corps of Engineers to furnish information as to those projects 
on which no, or relatively little construction work has been done. 

I would like to request that the Bureau of Reclamation furnish 
similar information as to each unit, division, or project included in 
the budget request. 

Mr. Crostuwatr. We have furnished those to the ranking minority 
member of the committee in a letter. 

Mr. Razpaut. This morning? 

Mr. Crosruwarr. It was a week or so ago. 

Mr. Fenton. Did you put it in the record ? 

Mr. Rasavt. Isit very voluminous? 


Mr. Crostuwatr. No, sir. We will give you a copy for the record. 
Mr. Rapavr. We will put it in the record, the n. 

Mr. Fenton. I understand it will go in the record, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Rapaut. Yes. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
Washington 25, D.C., March 25, 1957. 
Hon. JoHN TABER, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington 25, D.C. 

Deak Mr. Taser: The project lists requested in your letter of March 9, 1957, 
are as follows: 

A. Construction projects or units of projects included in fiscal year 1958 budget 
on which less than 5 percent of the total estimated cost has been expended as 
of March 1, 1957. 

Trinity River Division, Central Valley project 
Collbran project 
Washita Basin project 
Talent Division, Rogue River project 
Crooked River project * 
Little Wood River project * 
Wapinita project * 
Missouri River Basin: 
Ainsworth Unit * 
Farwell Unit * 
Shoshone Extensions Unit * 
Yellowtail Unit 
Colorado River storage project : 
Flaming Gorge Unit 
Glen Canyon Unit 
Navajo Unit 

Commitments in the form of contracts awarded, with a face value considerably 

in excess of 5 percent, have been made for the following: 
Trinity River Division, Central Valley project 
Talent Division, Rogue River project 

B. Projects or units of projects on which construction work is proceeding and 

the repayment contracts have not been executed for all of the lands to be served : 
1. Shoshone project: Heart Mountain Division (public lands). 
2. Central Valley project: Corning Canal. 
3. Minidoka project: North Side Pumping Division (public lands). 

©. Projects or units for which the Bureau has completed construction camps, 
dams, etc., not now being utilized as contemplated in the justification to the 
Congress: 





1 Proposed new start in fiscal year 1958. 
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(1) Shadehill Unit, Missouri River Basin—Dam completed under emer- 
gency fiood-control program of 1948. Irrigation deferred pending study of 
quality of water and character of soils, $7,519,187. 

(2) Moorhead Unit, Missouri River Basin—Camp facilities only con- 
structed under 1948 flood-control program. Dam indefinitely deferred by 
proviso in appropriation acts, $2,088,742. 

(3) Lower Marias Unit, Missouri River Basin—Tiber Dam now substan- 
tially complete. Irrigation deferred due to unwillingness of majority of 
landowners to form irrigation district at this time, $20,281,264. 

Sincerely yours, 
/S/ W.A. DEXHEIMER, 
Commissioner. 


Mr. Rasaut. We will now go up north and hit Alaska. I want 
to commend you, Mr. Nelson, for your knowledge of your work and 
your justification before the committee. 

Mr. Netson. Thank you, sir. 


ALASKA 
GENERAL INvestTIGATIONS, BuREAU OF RECLAMATION 


Mr. Rasaut. We have four projects in Alaska for $250,000, in 
investigations. We will put pages BR-1 to 3 in the record. 
(The pages are as follows :) 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Alaskan investigations 


Allocation of appropriation, fiscal year 1957_..----------- $200, 000 
Prior year balance available___-__~- ccnkpeeskbiienpldh ak Vapkacd da naca cape een 686 

Total opnestions, fecal year 1001... 1... ckessendbuuecaeeuwe $200, 686 
Estimated allocation of appropriation, fiscal year 1958__.___ $250, 000 

Total obligations, fiscal year 1958____- sl lh salen earnest 250, 000 


Description 

The funds for the Alaskan investigation program provide for investigations 
by the Bureau of Reclamation of potential water resource development projects 
in the Territory of Alaska. 
Work underway and proposed 

During fiscal year 1957, the $200,686 of funds now available will be used to 
continue feasibility studies of the Caribou project, a potential power develop- 
ment to serve the Anchorage-Palmer area, and the Devil Canyon project, a 
hydroelectric development which could alleviate the power needs of the rail belt 
area from Anchorage to Fairbanks. In addition, cooperative studies with the 
Alaska Experiment Station will be underway in connection with a potential 
irrigation development in the Matanuska Valley. A small program of stream 
gaging and sediment sampling at key stations in the Territory will be initiated. 

In fiscal year 1958, the request of $250,000 will be utilized to complete the 
Caribou project study and to continue the Devil Canyon project study. The 
cooperation work on the Matanuska Valley project and the program of stream 
gaging and sediment sampling will also be continued. 
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Justification 


Alaska’s population during the last decade has grown quite rapidly and with 
such population growth there are insufficient homes, schools, commercial estab- 
lishments, public utility services, and service industries. Electric services are 
limited, and many dwellers in the suburban rural areas are unable to obtain 
electric service. Until substantial blocks of low-cost energy are made available, 
most of Alaska will suffer the inconvenience of relative curtailment in electric 
power supply. For the same reason, industrial expansion of the Territory is 
severely handicapped for need of electrical energy. 

There are at the present time almost unlimited opportunity for low-cost hydro- 
electric power developments in the Territory but little factual information is 
available. It is important that investigations be continued, since these investi- 
gations will contribute materially toward permanent settlement, encourage 
industrial development, and accelerate use and aid in the development of other 
Alaskan natural resources. 

An expansion of the Alaskan investigation program is essential not only to 
permit a program more commensurate with the great needs of the area but also 
to provide for more efficient planning operations. A sizable portion of the funds 
now available are required for overhead office costs such as salaries, rent, 
utilities, supplies, etc., which are not susceptible to a proportionate reduction 
when funds are curtailed, and the funds that are available for actual field 
studies are completely inadequate. The request for fiscal year 1958 represents 
a minimum request if an efficient and effective program is to be maintained 
in the Territory of Alaska. 
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Mr. Rasavr. $218,000 is requested to consider investigations on the 
Devil Canyon project for hydroelectric development. This study will 
cost altogether about $700,000. Last year you supplied for the record 
a statement showing that only 35 cents out of every $1 spent on a 
sister project in Alaska went for actual fieldwork. Have you been 
able to get this office overhead cost down ? 

Mr. Bennett. The statement last year, Mr. Chairman, applied to 
the $100,000 of money for investigation which we had received in 
fiscal year 1956. For 1957 we received appropriation of $200,000, so 
naturally the percentage factor goes way down. 

Mr. Rapavt. Well, are you getting it down to what it was? I 
know it is expensive to operate and run the project, but I am asking 
if there has been any reduction. Now you are having experience 
that you didn’t have before to any great extent. Now how much are 
you benefiting by the experience, that shows a reflection in savings? 

Mr. Bennerr. You don’t show any savings, as such, in our office 
cost. Our problem in 1956 was, in order to pay those fixed costs, 
which took about 65 percent of the total amount, we couldn’t get 
much fieldwork done. 

Mr. Rasaut. Who do you have up there in that office? 

Mr. Bennerr. We have a manager up there and we have a power- 
man and we have a secretary and I believe two others. 

Mr. Rapavut. Are any of these people doing any work in the field 
up there? 

Mr. Bennerr. We work in the summertime in the field when 
weather permits. Of course, staff goes up immediately on a tempo- 
rary basis during the summer months. 

Mr. Rasavut. What are they doing all the rest of the year up there, 
then ? 

Mr. Bennett. Then we are analyzing the data that is obtained 
during the summer. 

Mr. Rapaut. Well, they have a short summer and a long winter 
and it takes longer to analyze it than to get the data? 

Mr. Bennett. It takes quite a little while to analyze most of that 
data. 

Mr. Rawaut. This is quite a bill for a small amount to be accom- 
plished. It is quite expensive? 

Mr. Bennett. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Rapavut. Do we need all those people up there around the clock, 
the whole year? 

Mr. Bennett. Well, I think we do. 

Mr. Razavut. Why not give them a job in Florida during the winter? 

Mr. Bennett. We think our office staff, our permanent employees, 
are extremely low. 

Mr. Rapsavut. It is a low number of employees, but the work produc- 
tion is still lower. 

You better submit for the record a detailed breakdown of what is 
really happening up there. 

Mr. Bennett. We will be glad to. 
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(The information follows :) 


STATEMENT ON THE ALASKAN INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM 


The Alaskan investigations program is administered through the district office 
at Juneau, Alaska. This office, which also administers the operation and main- 
tenance activities of the completed Eklutna project, consists of 10 permanent 
employees at the present time. Of these 10 employees, only 2, a drilling super- 
visor and his helper, devote their full time to the planning activities, and most 
of their time during the summer months is spent in the field. The remainder 
of the district office employees divide their time between the planning program 
and the operation and maintenance program on the Eklutna project, with each 
activity bearing its share of these administrative costs. Except for the drilling 
supervisor and his helper, all of the work at the field level is done with personnel 
employed for the summer season only. For instance, during the 1956 summer 
season, seyen temporary employees:were utilized in the field, primarily on the 
investigation of the Devil Canyon project. 

During fiscal year 1956, $105,094 was available to finance the Alaskan investiga- 
tions program, and of this amount, approximately 65 percent had to be utilized 
for administrative salaries and other office costs of a fixed nature, such as 
rent, utilities, etc., leaving only about $37,000 fur actual fieldwork 

The program for fiscal year 1957 is $200,686, which is almost double that for 
the prior fiscal year, but there have been no changes in the administrative or- 
ganization of the district office. As a result approximately $132,000, or 66 per- 
cent of the funds now available, will be utilized at the field level for the collec- 
tion of planning data. Most of this fieldwork will be in connection with the 
Devil Canyon project, on which an access road was constructed this fiscal year, 
a temporary field camp established, drilling equipment moved to the site, and 
surveying of the reservoir area commenced. During the coming summer season 
drilling operations at the dam site will commence and the surveying and collec- 
tion of field data leading to a feasibility report in fiscal year 1960 will be resumed. 
In addition to the Devil Canyon investigations, water-supply studies are being 
continued this year on the Caribou project, cooperative studies are underway 
with the Alaska Experiment Station on the benefits of irrigation in the Mata- 
nuska Valley, and funds are being transferred to the Geological Survey for 
stream gaging at key points throughout the Territory. 

It is thus readily evident that even though the permanent staff at the district 
office is unchanged, the actual amount of work being accomplished in the field 
has been substantialiy increased as compared to the fiscal year 1956 program, 
and the work is being carried forward in a much more efficient manner. 


OpERATION AND MAINTENANCE, BuREAU OF RECLAMATION 
EKLUTNA PROJECT, ALASKA 
Mr. Rasavutr. Operating and maintenance, $267,300 for 1 project. 
Put pages BR to7 in the record. 
(‘The pages referred to are as follows :) 
EKLUTNA PROJECT, ALASKA 


Summarized financial data 


‘eoeel obligntions, fecal wer: 1906... eo na oc hee $213, 863 
Wiscal year 1957 allotment___..__.___________ seated Soethan aceon $255, 000 
ote Oplimetions, faecal year 7007. ct eee 255, 000 
wieeal. ons: TOSS wiles. io i oe 5 5 rn eS 267, 300 
2eteal obligetions, fsoal. you? 168 inc antics cite ck ccins tin een 267, 300 


On a cost basis the 1958 program will total $267,300. The narrative justifica- 
tion, which follows, explains the 1958 cost program. 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 
Location 
The project is located in the south central region of Alaska, Third Judicial 
District, between the cities of Palmer and Anchorage, with a transmission line 
extending to each. Total population of the area served by the project is 
estimated to be between 90,000 and 100,000. 











Description 


The features of this single-purpose project consist of an earth-filled dam, with 
spillway and regulating gates, a reservoir with active storage capacity of 160,000 
acre-feet, a 9-foot-diameter concrete-lined tunnel approximately 4.5 miles in 
length and a steel penstock approximately 1,400 feet long serving a powerplant 
consisting of two units with a total nameplate rating of 30,000 kilowatts. In 
addition, a 2,000-kilowatt plant, with a 4,000-foot tunnel and penstock, concrete 
dam and 27 miles of 33-kilovolt line acquired from the city of Anchorage with 
FPC license No. 350 are kept in a standby condition. 


Operation 


All completed power facilities are operated and maintained by the Bureau of 
Reclamation with appropriated funds. 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1958, cost program 


ss snensm a SS — 


Difference, 
| Increase (+) 
Program, or de- 
fiscal year | crease (—), 
1958 ; 1958 com- 
pared with 
1957 


| 











Eklutna powerplant: For continued operation and maintenance. Increase 
results from increase in pay of wage-board employees Tih 7 $174, 302 +-$4, 065 
Transmission system: For continued operation and maintenance, and pro- 
tection for the Eklutna-Palmer transmission lines from flood damage by 
annual floods of Knik and Matanuska Rivers. Decrease is due to reevalua- 
tion of materials and supplies necessary in maintaining lines. ‘ 48, 657 | —3, 084 
General.expense:. For normal administrative expenses chargeable to opera- 
tion and maintenance. Decrease due to replacement of personnel with 





less withir grade increments than previously programed_. 32, 341 | —681 
Contributions to CSR fund: Initial year contribution to civil service retire- 
ment fund._... " soe ‘ 12, 000 +12, 000 
Total cost. - ; Ab ets 267, 300 | +12, 300 
Total cost to appropriation __- pies dbitid é 267, 300 | -+-12, 390 
Reconciliation to total obligations: Cost adjustments __ i . ‘ 
Total obligations. .__................-- ; : ‘ 267, 300 | +12, 300 
Cost by functions, fiscal year 1958 
a a a Rea akin ele abe acrmaasd ce links ine --- $255, 300 
Contribution to civil service retirement fund_-_---_- ht maneah es et 12, 000 
NE CG 5h Non sn ss deca isa nhl tdi oho wads 267, 300 


Project statistics 

















| 
| Estimated 
Actual |__ ees 
Feature or item Unit fiscal year 
1956 | Fiscal year Fiscal year 
| 1957 | 1958 
el oe | xenon enemas 
Power system: | 
Annual sales. ..........-- > Kilowatt-hours 115, 500, 048 | 157,000,000 | 157, 000, 000 
Revenues from sale of electrical energy - - Dollars. ._- 1, 223, 328 | 1, 627, 000 1, 627, 000 
Powerplants- - - , | Number 2 2 7 
Plant capacity (name plate capacity). -__- Kilowatts._- 32, 000 32, 000 | 32, 000 
Transmission lines: 
Circuit ___._-- Jintehaintdancivdin pata waes 68 68 Hs 
Structural__.._____- Pe |.....do ai 68 68 68 
5 Shae aie _.| Number___- 2 3 3 
Substation eapacity_._............... ...-| Kilovolt-amperes 35, 000 | 40, 000 40, 000 





Mr. Fenton. What is the basis for your statement on the low-cost 
power in Alaska ? 

Mr. Bennett . It refers to unlimited opportunity for low-cost hydro- 
electric power. Low-cost in Alaska, we think, would run between 4 and 
6 mills per kilowatt-hour. 


| 
| 
| 








371 


Mr. Fenton. What is the cost up in Eklutna? 

Mr. Campsety. The rate is 11 mills for firm power at 50 percent load 
factor, which is about the area load factor experienced up there. 

Mr. Fenton. Do you have any prospects for getting it any lower 
than that ? 

Mr. Campse.u. I wouldn’t say at the moment until we know more 
about some of these new projects. I don’t think we would be in a good 
position to say what the rate would be. We have only the one operating 
project. That isthe Eklutna project. 

I noticed recently the city of Anchorage, which is one of the major 
purchasers of power up there, is now reduci ing its resale rate some 20 
percent as a result of their purchases of power from the Eklutna proj- 
ect. There is a steam plant operated by one of the REA co-ops up 
there, and they also buy power from us, besides operating their own 
steam plant. 

Mr. Fenton. Do you know what the cost is? 

Mr. Campsetu. I do not, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. Can you find out? 

Mr. Camreeii. I might be able to. They don’t file reports down 
here and we may have to contact Alaska to find the cost. 

Mr. Fenton. It would be very interesting to know what their cost 
is. If you can get that I would like to have it inserted in the record. 

Mr. Camppett. Yes, sir. 

(The information requested follows :) 


1956 production costs, Anchorage steam plant, Chugach Electric Association 
(Three 3,000-kilowatt units, one 500-kilowatt unit) 





_Mills per 

Data supplied by REA: kilowatt-hour 
Tr NUE CN eis cichveresetinincnennscthd nth teh ebhce inal aatedeiia i lmeiiid anita 9. 79 
COUNEE OUR NEE CIN aii senses soca sree eins acneeencnnc 6. 04 
Maintenance, maternal, am@-< IDR. ie nk htt 1. 85 
NI ai a inpatient sais eal nciecsdaiami ine eae eat . 39 

PRO WUCRG CONG in eta ee a nce aed 18. 07 

In 1955, estimated depreciation and amortization__...__.._.____-_-_--___--_- 4. 35 
NI aici a cuisines nc ic i i ca a al 22. 42 


i Kirwan. How many miles of transmission line do you have up 
there? 

Mr. Campsetu. It is roughly 75 miles, sir, going in 2 directions. 

Mr. Kirwan. You handle all of your own power ? 

Mr. Campsett. Yes, sir. We have one line running to Anchorage 
and a line running across the valley to Matanuska. 

Mr. Kirwan. How much do you sell to Anchorage ? 

Mr. Camprety. We have a contract with the city of Anchorage for 
16,000 kilowatts, sir. They are taking a little bit less than that right 
now. All of the Eklutna firm energy is now contracted for. 

Mr. Kirwan. It is a contract that means quite a bit, not only to the 
city of Anchorage, but to Alaska ? 

Mr. Campset. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. Anchorage, you might say, is Alaska, since the Army 
got up in there and the Air F orce is up there ? 

Mr. Campreti. Fort Richardson and Elmendorf Field have had 
quite an effect on the city of Anchorage. 
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Mr. Kirwan. What is the population ? 

Mr. Camesext. I don’t know. 

Mr. Kirwan. 30,000? 

Mr. Campseiu. More than that, I would say. Anchorage alone is 
some 11,000 in the city, and then you have all of that area around it 
besides the military. 

Mr. Kirwan. It is a worthwhile project ? 

Mr. Campsety. Very much so, we feel. 

Mr. Kirwan. What did you say the reduction in power rates was 
in the city of Anchorage ? 

Mr. Camrset. I know they anticipate about a 20-percent reduc- 
tion in their rates to their retail customers. 

Mr. Kirwan. It is the one thing that will start to develop Alaska, 
the public power. As you move farther inland up toward Fairbanks, 
it will develop that whole country—that and highways. 

Mr. Campse.u. Fairbanks is in a very high cost area, powerwise. 

Mr. Kirwan. If you get up there with public power, you will develop 
Alaska. That and ‘good highways. It is the two main ‘things that will 
develop it. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


CENTRAL VALLEY BASIN 
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, Corps OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Rasaut. General investigations, $1,030,100. 
Put pages 3 and 4 in the record. 
(The pages referred to are as follows :) 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


1. Examinations and surveys 


(a) Navigation studies —The amount of $18,000 is requested for completion 
of 1 report during fiscal year 1958. 


Total esti- Allocation | Tentative Additional 


Study mated Fed- | prior to fiscal | allocation to complete 
eral cost year 1958 fiscal year alter fiscal 
1958 year 1958 
California: Oakland Harbor.............-.....- $25, 000 $7, 000 $18, 000 0 


Ries feiss iano 25,000 | 7,000 | 18, 000 | 0 
| | 


(RR RRR oo 2 a ee 
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(b) Flood control studies—The amount of $227,100 is requested for prosecution 
of 6 studies during fiscal year 1958. This amount will permit completion of 1 
report and progress on 5 others. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 














Total esti- Allocation | Tentative Additional 

Study mated Fed- prior to fise al | allocation to complete 

eral cost | year 1958 fiseal year after fiseal 

1958 year 1958 

California: cin id 
NE te ae $125, 000 $93, 600 $31, 400 0 
RS ae ee ae 63, 500 22, 800 20, 700 | om, 000 
IED DEM « «on cancyhwecdumceuemwene 150, 000 46, 700 50, 000 L 3, 300 
ee SR UROL 50, 000 10, 000 25, 000 | 15, 000 
| 
| Total esti- Allocation Tentative | Additional 


allocation 


Study | mated Fed 
| fiscal year 


eral cost 


to complete 


year 1958 after fiscal 





- | prior to fiseal 
| 1958 year 1958 
sisi pthte daniels |— | poertasent aorta ses 
Sac-San Joaquin Delta | $200, 000 $100, 000 | $50, 000 | $50, 000 
Yuba River, Bullards Bar 100, 000 | 0 | 50, 000 | 50, 000 
| eee Li ctbimebibihdedeal 688, 500 | 273, 100 | 227, 100 | 188, 300 
| 


(c) Beach erosion cooperative studies.— None. 
(d) Special studies.—The amount of $785,000 is requested for continuation of 
the San Francisco Bay study during fiscal year 1958. 


| 


| | on . ; 
| Total esti- | Allocation | Tentative Additional 





Study | mated Fed- | prior to fiscal| allocation | to complete 
eralcost | year1958 | fiscal year | after fiscal 
1958 | year 1958 
| | 
# ) i descacednaapana le miinlineasieeohed 
California: | | | 
San Francisco Bay. - | $2, 600, 000 | _$722,0 000 $785, 000 | $1, 093, 000 
——— —_— | ee —_ — _ — — — ——— — 
| 
EE gee ed snoas rs 2, 600, 000 2,000 785, 000 | 1, 093, 000 
{= =  —— ——— 
eth CRE i enh oe 3, 313, 500 1, 002, 100 


1, 030, 100 1, 281, 300 


Mr. Rasavt. Briefly explain the flood-control studies proposed un- 
der the request of $227,100. 

General Cassipy. The first is Alameda Creek, which drains about 
700 square miles of the coast range, east of San Francisco Bay. Its 
flood danger area is in the Livermore Valley and on the Niles Cone. 
The study is to determine methods of preventing that flood damage, 
and since this is a water-short area, to see what can be done about 
supplying water for the area in conjunction with flood control. 

Mr. Rasavr. You will give a brief explanation of each of them. 

Sappose you put the brief explanation of each of them in the 
record ? 

General Cassipy. Very well. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 

Corte Madre Creek drains an area of about 85 square miles in Marin County, 
Calif. Floods in the lower reach of the river cause considerable damage to an 
expanding residential urban area. The study is to investigate means of protect- 
ing this area. 

Flooding in the Mokelumne River area is caused by inadequate channel ca- 
pacity. The study is to determine means of eliminating flood damage and in 
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‘conjunction therewith to study possibility of obtaining additional water supply 
in this water deficient area. 

Construction of the multiple-purpose Oroville Reservoir on Feather River is 
proposed by the State of California as a part of its water plan. This study 
is to determine the flood-control benefits to be derived and the resulting Federal 
interest in construction of the reservoir, if operated in accordance with regula- 
tions established by the Secretary of the Army. 

The Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta study will develop methods of preventing 
bank and levee erosion, and island inundation resulting from tidal action and 
wave wash. 

The Yuba River-Bullards Bar Reservoir study is to determine the feasibility 
of construction of a reservoir at Bullards Bar site on the Yuba River to provide 
flood control, water supply and power. 


SAN FRANCISCO BAY STUDY 


Mr. Raravr. The total cost of San Francisco Bay study has been 
increased by $100,000 since last year, making a revised estimate of 
$2,600,000. Please give us a breakdown on how this total will be 
spent. 

Yolonel Datrympte. That, sir, results from the necessity of adding 
to that study a portion of the 614 percent which is attributable to the 
Johnson Act, a matching contribution by the Federal Government 
toward the retirement fund for individuals who perform personal 
services against that project. 

Mr. Rasaut. How do you get the total, $2.6 million ? 

Colonel Datrympte. This is applicable to the portion of the uncom- 
pleted work of the project. 

General Casstpy. The amount is about $100,000 rounded out. 

Mr. Rasavut. What are we going to get for $2,600,000 here? 

General Cassipy. On the flood-control study, sir, we have been di- 
rected to make a comprehensive survey of the San Francisco Bay 
area, with respect to navigation, reclamation, transportation, national 
defense and other factors concerned in those. We are constructing 
a large model of San Francisca Bay, on which we will test the various 
barrier systems that have been proposed to see if a barrier can be 
placed in the bay to prevent salt water intrusion in the delta and to 
provide, possibly, fresh water lakes in the bay. 

Mr. Ranaut. How is the model coming along and what is its cost 
going to be? 

General Cassipy. The model’s cost is about $750,000. It is almost 
complete, now, and we will start the verification runs late this month 
or early next month. 

Mr. Rapavut. How much are you asking for the model next year? 
You are asking $785,000 for all the studies. 

Mr. Cassipy. I do not have that breakdown with me, sir, I would 
like to supply that for the record. 

Mr. Rasavt. All right. 

Mr. Rasaut. How is the $785,000 broke down? Do you have that 
here ? 

General Cassipy. No, I don’t have that. 





TE 





LE LL E:T eA A ee 
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Mr. Rasavur. Supply that for the record, too. That will take care 
of the other question. 
(The information follows :) 


An appropriation of $785,000 for fiscal year 1958 would be used as follows: 


Wintel Cerne tis ccciciieiticemntcndieediewekthietib ens dente hee $105, 000 
es RUNGE cacti stints teas si alledinlnbis er cc desde ince dhatde enamel 30, 000 
CONTE | ORIOE CUTIE iii nin skh pe tiecinitb nh ditch thin shianeitina aden 25, 000 
Sedimentation and shoaling studies___.._.___._------_-__-------------- 95, 000 
PRINS CUDNT BEI iii de enewmsnsinsngouendne 193, 000 
Reclamation and transportation studies__..........._----..--_---_- 37, 000 
POUT RUEIO oi isi mrccbicectic eth tecccbepinserinitntasecdgitligheiangiaiaa 142, 000 
Flood control and hydrological studies........-..----.---.-_----.- 158, 000 

TURD 2 cicecescetiier bincetachced nammosnsig aplasia etait a ciciM lt te aaa 785, 000 


Mr. Rasautr. How much is California contributing to the study? 

General Cassipy. As a direct contribution to what we are doing, 
nothing sir, but in parallel investigations they are contributing a 
good deal of information which we will use. 

In other words, their delta study is tied in directly to the model. 
Their delta study also includes studies of proposed barriers in the bay. 

Mr. Rasact. We are putting up $2,600,000 for their benefit out 
there and they are not putting up anything ? 

General Cassipy. They are not putting up any cash, sir, but they 
are making many parallel studies which we will use, so California 
is participating in the study. 

r. Kirwan. May I ask him a question, there? 

Mr. Rapavut. You surely can. 

Mr. Kirwan. In other words, they are only telling you what they 
need and we are furnishing the funds. 

General Cassipy. No, sir, the California Legislature has appro- 
priated money for the Department of Water Resources of California, 
to make its share of the studies and they are proceeding with those 
studies. We are working together. 

Mr. Kirwan. I think the California Legislature has authorized 
water projects to the extent of about $13 billion. 

General Cassipy. They have recently approved a California State 
water plan. 

Mr. Kirwan. They authorized a public works bill over in the Senate 
last week and I was amazed when I found out that the leader of the 
minority group over there opposed it. Now that was probably because 
there were not too many new projects in that bill for California. 
Looking at this bill we are working on here, California gets 13 percent 
of the whole bill and there are 47 other States in this Union, plus 
Hawaii, Alaska, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands. What we are 
working on now calls for $844,777,000 and California is listed for $113 
million of that. The problem was there wasn’t enough in that bill for 
California last week to take the floor in its defense. 

Mr. Rasavut. Will you try to ascertain how much California is 
contributing toward this study ? 
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General Cassipy. I will furnish that information. 
(The information furnished follows :) 


The estimated cost to the State of California for parallel investigations is 
$3,050,000 of which $2,550,000 will be expended by June 30, 1957. 


Mr. Razavut. We will continue tomorrow morning. 


Wepnespay, Aprit 3, 1957. 
ADVANCE ENGINEERING Design, Corps or ENGINEERS 


Mr. Rasavur. We have the Central Valley Basin again this morning, 
and the Cor ps of Engineers is with us. 

General Cassidy, Gener al Person, and Colonel Dalrymple are before 
us. We will resume where we left off yesterday. 

We were down to advance engineering and design. There are 2 
projects under this category in the sum of $365 000. We will put 
pages 6 to 10 in the record. 

(The pages follows :) 


RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
BLACK Butte RESERVOIR, CALIF. 
(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—The project is located on Stony Creek, a tributary 
of the Sacramento River, in Tehama and Glenn Counties, Calif., about 9 miles 
westerly of the town of Orland. The plan of improvement provides for con- 
struction of an earth-fill dam on Stony Creek to create a reservoir for flood- 
control and water-conservation purposes. 

Authoriz lood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.0 to 1. 





Summarized financial data 


NIE TP Ni as as owes es coe phbaniaeinl calgge aieppnrenetiinns itd $17, 000, 000 
I I sc ectediieenhmbiegieniciew siaioge did mienenpeictoen () 

I I omen aideie wanerea 17, 000, 000 
Preconstruction planning oo Le eho Deh casns shelica te ecitadal ue caeds an tached asta 600, 000 
Bporooriations to dune G0, 1067. 6 oo a ene 421, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal var 1958 a a te a a i 179, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1958_ 0 


1 Local interests are required to reimburse the Federal Government for conservation 
storage. The reimbursement required has not yet been determined. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Black Butte Reservoir is a unit of the comprehensive plan for the Sacramento 
River and its tributaries for the development of water resources and for relief 
from flood damage to lands and communities of the valley floor and along 
several tributaries of the river basin. The Black Butte project will provide pro- 
tection from flooding by Stony Creek to the towns of Orland and Hamilton City, 
to Highway No. U. 8S. 99W, to the north-south main line of the Southern Pacific 
Railroad, to some important food processing plants, and to about 35,000 acres 
of farmland lying along the lower reaches of Stony Creek and west of the 
Sacramento River. It will provide about 60,000 acre-feet of new water annually 
for irrigation and related purposes. The water for irrigation is needed for lands 
presently farmed without irrigation and for other lands that can be farmed 
when irrigation is made available. In conjunction with other authorized units 
of the comprehensive plan, Black Butte Reservoir will provide flood protection 
to agricultural lands in Butte Basin and will augment flood protection to lands 
along Sacramento River and tributaries. 


a a me me 


\ 
' 
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Non-Fedcral costs.—Local interests are required to reimburse the Federal Gov- 
ernment for conservation storage. The reimbursement required has not yet been 
determined. 

Status of local cooperation.—The State of California has officially adopted the 
project. Ata public meeting on November 29, 1955, local water users expressed 
the opinion that there would be little difficulty in contracting for conservation 
storage in the reservoir. The Orland Unit Water Users Association and possibly 
the Glenn-Colusa irrigation districts will be the contracting agencies. The pre- 
liminary cost allocation is scheduled for completion during fiscal year 1958. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal estimate of $17 
million reflects an increase of $800,000 over the latest estimate submitted to the 
Congress of $16.2 million. The increase is based on the price level rise. 


NEw MELONES RESERVOIR, CALIF. 


(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—The project is located on Stanislaus River, a tribu- 
tary of the San Joaquin River, in Calaveras County about 45 miles east of 
Stockton. The plan of improvement provides for a reservoir having a storage 
capacity of 1,100,000 acre-feet for flood control, irrigation and related purposes. 

Authorization.—1944 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio. 


Summarized financial data 


Tetimnted weGeral GOOG. eR Uh el ete $58, 700, 000 
Tietimated nob-Foetleral. 006i. nce kn i ee ee (*) 
Cami: CHRO aa cisis acct etrgneiansaleainmniipiaitieel 0 
I I a a ttacitaieS nprimsiaciotan dereintigelniabiiiinnm Eemmmaitl 0 
A GOUGING ITs I a icsen diveare cn erie paewsniten gegilegiaaemninppaaagaiiiee 58, 700, 000 
Preconstrrction planing Getimiale.... 2652 ccccnccnmeseace 1, 500, 000 
Appropriations te June BU 2007... 163, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1958__.__._-__-__---_-__---_-_-- 186, 000 

Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 
5 Soi va <ccestanaeniesicsiss ban esetartianinred teak emiaees eaeemaiadsaresa tein conte ao ol ae 1, 151, 000 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide adequate flood protection to about 25,000 acres of 
agricultural lands along the Stanislaus River and to suburban areas of small 
communities, and it will make available about 211,000 acre-feet of new water 
annually for irrigation and for generation of about 200 million kilowatt-hours 
of additional usable power. In conjunction with storage projects on Tuolumne 
River and the authorized levees for the San Joaquin River, the project will pro- 
vide a high degree of flood protection to the bottom lands along the San Joaquin 
River below the Stanislaus River and to tracts in the upper delta. Two main- 
line railroads, the Atchison, Topeka, & Santa Fe Railway and the Southern 
Pacific Railroad; U. S. Highway No. 99; and important State and county 
roads downstream from the project will receive flood protection from the project. 
During the 1955-56 floods, damages estimated at $1,928,000 were experienced 
along the Stanislaus River and $1,854,000 along the San Joaquin River main 
stem. Had the new Melones Reservoir been in operation during this flood, 
it would have prevented all of the damage along the Stanislaus River and, to- 
gether with the lower San Joaquin River levees and storage reservoirs on the 
Tuolumne River, would have prevented about $1,459,000 of the San Joaquin main 
stem damages. 

Non-Federal costs.—Local interests are required to reimburse the Federal 
yovernment for conservation storage. The reimbursement required has not yet 
been determined. 





1A reanalysis of project economics is now underway pursuant to a request of the Public 
Works Committees. Design and economie evaluation studies are not sufficiently advanced 
at this time to permit determination of an up-to-date benefit-to-cost ratio. 

2Local interests are required to reimburse the Federal Government for conservation 
storage. The reimbursement required has not yet been determined. 
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Status of local cooperation.—The State of California officially adopted the 
project on July 19, 1945. Initial contacts to discuss plans of repayment have 
been made with local interests, which are, primarily, the State of California, the 
Oakdale and South San Joaquin Irrigation Districts, and the San Joaquin County 
Flood Control and Water Conservation District. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal estimate of 
$58,700,000 reflects an increase of $2,800,000 over the latest estimate submitted 
to the Congress of $55,900,000. The estimate for lands and damages was de- 
creased by $3,312,000 based on a recent reappraisal of the reservoir area. The 
estimate for engineering and design and supervision and administration was 
increased by $368,000 based on a reanalysis of requirements. In addition, the 
construction features of the project were increased by $3,120,000 due to price 
level rise and by $2,624,000 based on additional design studies. 


BLACK BUTTE RESERVOIR, CALIFORNIA 


BENEFITS CHIEFLY IRRIGATION 


Mr. Raravt. An additional $179,000 is requested to complete pre- 
construction planning on the Black Butte Reservoir. About 80 per- 
cent of the annual benefits are allocated to irrigation water users 
located in the Sacramento River division where difficulty is being 
encountered by the Bureau of Reclamation in securing repayment 
contracts. 

Why should additional planning funds be spent until this problem 
has been solved ? 

General Casstpy. We know that this area is short of water and we 
have been assured by the local people, the local water users, that they 
will contract for repayment at the appropriate time. 

Mr. Razavut. What in their mind could be the appropriate time 
if they want us to step in here with the money ? 

General Cassmpy. We hope to start negotiations with them this 
coming year, as we are completing our advance planning. We must 
complete our preliminary cost allocation before we can start talking 
facts and figures to them. 

Mr. Rapavt. You figure you have to be in possession of more facts 
netere you could decide on what they would really have to contract 
for? 

General Casstpy. Yes, sir; very definitely. We have not completed 
the design studies yet so we do not even have a preliminary cost allo- 
cation. 

Mr. Raravr. In general, they are giving you assurances that you 
feel are sufficient, that they will go through with their end of this 
proposition when you make known the facts to them ? 

General Cassipy. At this stage; yes, sir. 

Mr. Razavt. Now, why do you say “at this stage” ? 

General Casstpy. Because we have not actually seated ourselves with 
them across the table to discuss the terms of a contract. 

Mr. Ranaut. Don’t you think under the situation of putting more 
money in here we should have a general understanding with them 
that they are ready to go along with them ? 

General Cassipy. We have a general understanding now. 

Mr. Rarnavr. And that the nrice is going to be somewhat in the 
vicinity of what you might tell them? 
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General Cassipy. We have a range within which it might be. We 
are working with these people as we secure the data for the cost allo- 


cation. 
SUPREME COURT DECISION 


Mr. Rapavt. What acre limitation are you working under ? 

General Cassipy. None, sir. 

Mr. Rasavut. What about the Supreme Court decision in California 
about this acreage problem ? 

General Casstpy. That does not affect our project, sir. 

Mr. Razavt. How large a farm can they have? 

General Casstpy. That area I believe is mainly in small farms. 

Mr. Rasavt. How large could they have? 

General Cassivy. It is unlimited, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. What is the problem about reclamation in this? What 
is their limitation ? 

Is Mr. Spencer back there ? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapavut. They always say you have all the answers, Mr. Spencer. 
T would like to hear from you on this question. 

Mr. Spencer. Sir, I do not like that compliment. 

The Supreme Court decision which recently invalidated three con- 
tracts with the Bureau of Reclamation was on the basis that no Cali- 
fornia district had the power to contract for water in which the 
would deny any landowner within the district water for all of his 
Jand, which in effect is against the Federal 160-acre limitation. 

Mr. Rapavut. Here we find ourselves dealing with the Corps of 
Engineers on a project that probably ought to be with Reclamation. 

General Cassipy. Sir, this was authorized to the Corps of Engineers 
as a flood control project. We do not distribute water, we do not 
own any water that we store. We simply store water which someone 
else owns and our contract with the local people will be for storage 
of water. 

Mr. Rapavut. And where does the cost go? 

General Casstpy. The cost for the irrigation features of the project 
are to be reimbursed by the local water interests. 

Mr. Rasavut. About 80 percent of it is for irrigation. 

General Casstpy. Roughly that, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. Mr. Spencer, what reaction did the people take to 
the decision of the Supreme Court ? 

Mr. Spencer. Sir, two of the districts definitely are appealing it 
to the United States Supreme Court, along with the attorney general 
in the S‘ate of California, and I am informed that the third district 
will in all probability appeal this decision at their next board meeting, 
April 9. 

Mr. Kirwan. The court comes along and says you have to take 
eare of large irrigation units. It was the battle between the small 
man with 160 acres, and the big rancher, and the court decided for 
the big one. 

Mr. Rasavut. That is right. What I am wondering is this: The 
activities of the corps here, are not in conformity with the 160-acre 
limitation put on the reclamation projects. Here you would be storing 
tremendous amounts of water and you could be storing it for just 3 
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or 4 big outfits because there is simply no ceiling. It certainly was 
not the or iginal intention of Congress to do anything of that type. 
I don’t know but what we should put some language in the bill. It is 
language that would be subject to a point of order. 

Mr. Kirwan. It might be better, Mr. Chairman, if we didn’t appro- 
priate any money until this problem is solved. 

Mr. Rasavt. We will consider it in executive session. 

Mr. Anpersen. ‘Mr. Kirwan, your suggestion is very pertinent that 
we go slow on ap ropriating the money until we know where we are. 

Mr. Rapavr. Let us give them their day in court, now. What do 
you have to say about it, General ? 

General Cassipy. The preliminary planning prior to construction 
is almost complete. One more year would complete that planning 
and we are requesting funds just to complete the planning on the 
project. It is presently authorized as a flood control project with 
irrigation features. The flood control, as was demonstrated by the 
past floods, is needed. 

Mr. Raxavr. In your opinion, what would be the cost without 
irrigation on this project ? 

General Cassipy. That would take a complete restudy. In other 
words, in order to use the site properly, to get all the natural advan- 
tages out of the site, the dam has been designed large enough to include 
storage for irrigation so that 

Mr. Rasaut. Would it be one-fourth the size or one-half the size, 
or what would it be? I know it is a guess and we will so regard it. 

General Cassipy. The present capacity of that reservoir is planned 
at 160,000 acre-feet, of which 30,000 acre-feet is the irrigation reser- 
vation and 130,000 the flood control reservation. Of course, the flood- 
control reservation can be used for irrigation storage as the flood 
season passes so that even considering it for flood control alone, we 
still could store irrigation water in the flood-control reservation as soon 
as the flood season passed. 

Mr. Rasavut. The amount of money here for the additional planning 
is $179,000. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. The preconstruction planning estimate originally was 
$600,000 and we appropriated to date $421,000. This is a request for 
$179,000 which the corps feels will complete the planning, the pre- 
construction planning. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Razavut. Are there any questions on this project ? 

Mr. Botanp. What is the population of this particular area, the area 
which would be affected by flooding ? 

General Casstpy. Orland has a population of about 2,200. Hamil- 
ton City has a population of about 705. 

Mr. Bouanp. Are these areas owned by large owners or are they 
small farmers, would you say? Are the holdings by individuals who 
own great tracts of land or are there numerous ‘farmers in that area? 

General Casstvy. I believe this area is primarily in smaller farms; 

Mr. Botanp. When did this area have its last flood ? 

Mr. Casstpy. In December 1955, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. And how damaging was it? 
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General Cassipy. Damages amounted to about $29,000, sir. This 
area was fortunate. There are two irrigation reservoirs above the 
reservoir we are proposing and at the time of the flood, they were 
empty, or practically empty, so they were able to store a portion of 
the storm waters. 

Mr. Botanpb. This reservoir ison Stoney Creek, is it ¢ 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. What is the flow in Stoney Creek ? 

General Cassipy. We have had flows recorded up to 46,000 cubic feet 
per second, sir. 

Mr. Boanp. Is that the greatest amount of flow that has been 
recorded in Stoney Creek ? 

General Cassipy. That is the greatest of record, sir. 

Mr. Botann. And when did that occur ? 

General Cassipy. 1915, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. What is the average flow in Stoney Creek? 

General Cassipy. I do not have the figure of the average, sir. I can 
supply it for the record if you wish, sir. 

Mr. Bouanp. All right. 

(The information furnished Is as follows:) 

The average flow of Stoney Creek at Hamilton City is 326 cubie feet per second. 

Mr. Botanp. That is all, Mr. Chairman, thank you. 

Mr. Kirwan. I would like to ask a question. You just stated there, 
General, that the damage there in 1955 was only $29,000. 

General Cassipy. Yes, from that particular flood. 

Mr. Kirwan. In the town that I represent, if there is not a million 
dollars damage there every year, we quit talking. We can’t get $12 
million for a project and are offering to pay half of it. Now, here is 
$17 million in this project. 

General Casstpy. The area is subject to damage amounting to more 
than a half a million dollars, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. It was subject to that, but I say we have it every 
spring at home. We are not subject to it, we get it. 

General Cassipy. This area has damaging floods about once every 
2 years. ‘Bis ' 

Mr. Kirwan. Their last flood was $29,000. 

Mr. Boranp. What has been the greatest damage in any one par- 
ticular flood ? 

General Cassipy. The greatest actual damage was $145,000 in 1940. 

Mr. Kirwan. That was after or before they built the other reser- 
voirs ? 

General Casstpy. That was after, sir. But under present conditions 
that damage would be very much larger. The same flood we estimate 
now would. cause damages of $584, 000. 

Mr. Kirwan. We make the reclamation agency have a repayment 
contract before any work is done. Now, we come along and we are 
going to give these people a gift on the ‘yeclamation features on the 
strength that they are going to pay it. There are no restrictions or 
anything put on them. Tt is only a promise. 

General Cassipy. Before we begin construction we must have firm: 
assurances that. they will-—— 
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Mr. Krrwan. That is before the actual construction starts but we 
are appropriating this money right now for preconstruction plan- 
ning totalling $600,000. What is the use in spending all that until 
we have some assurance that we will get something out of this $17 
million ? 

That goes for many of the projects in California from what I have 
seen of them. I am not condemning you, you are only there to do the 
job that the Congress authorized. I will say this in your defense: 
A wonderful job is being done out there on the projects. You didn’t 
authorize them, it is the Congress. We did the authorizing and had 
you go out to do the work. But I don’t think it was ever explained 
properly to the Congress or to the Public Works Committee what is 
going on there. All this money being spent out there for those proj- 
ects, with the rest of the Nation crying for little projects. I mean 
this with sincerity. I say if you invest $1 in America it will come 
back one hundred-fold to you, but I don’t approve of this kind of 
work. 

Mr. AnverseNn. General, will you elaborate at this point in the 
record as to the size of the farm and ranch operations in the immediate 
area concerning which, or which affect this particular appropriation ? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

(The information follows :) 

The farms in the immediate area around Orland are of 160 acres or less in 
diversified agriculture. As the dry-farming areas of the foothills are approached, 
the farms are larger to support the raising of grains and hay or the production 
of cattle. 


STATEMENT BY BUREAU OF RECLAMATION ON BLACK BUTTE RESERVOIR 


Mr. Rapavt. In order to save time, Mr. Spencer, you are the 

regional director at Sacramento, Calif. ? 
r. Spencer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasaut. Now, I want you to put in the record at this point, 
the attitude of the reclamation service regarding this particular 
activity, the type of farms which it will serve and information about 
the situation concerning the water users and everything you know 
about it. 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavut. The committee will be governed by both Army engi- 
neers and yourselves putting in here your statements about this situa- 
a I think at the present time that the committee is in a state of 

ux. 

Mr. Evins. If Mr. Spencer puts in the record all he knows about it, 
it will be quite voluminous. 

Mr. Rasavt. That is fine. He can condense it. 

(The information follows :) 

Sir, in answer to your question on the attitude of the Bureau of Reclamation, 
the Bureau feels this project, which has 80 percent of the benefits allocated to 
irrigation, should be constructed by the Bureau when the areas to be supplied 
with irrigation water are identified and the users are willing to contract for the 
water. 

Water from Black Butte project wonld serve two different types of farms— 
dry and irrigated. There are two irrigation projects within the service area. 
The Orland project was constructed many years ago by the Bureau of Reclama- 
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tion and now is operated by the water users. “he Glenn Colusa system was 
eonstructed with private money many years ago. The dryland farms situated 
to the west of the Orland and the Glenn Colusa districts are part of the Sacra- 
mento Canal service area. This land could be served from either Black Butte 
project or the Sacramento Canal system when and if built. 

The crops on the Orland project consist of approximately 58-percent intignted 
pasture, 17-percent alfalfa, 16-percent fruit and nuts, and the balance in mis- 
cellaneous. Most of the feed grown is used by farm dairy herds. Crops on the 
Glenn Colusa project consist of 70-percent rice, 20-percent irrigated pasture 
and 10-percent alfalfa, grain, and fruit. About one-third of the 160,000-acre 
project is used for dryland grain and some alfalfa. Dry iands are used mostly 
for dryland grains, winter and spring pasture, with a small amount of acreage 
in scattered irrigated crops with water coming from wells. 

The size of the farms vary. On the Orland project they average less than 30 
acres and the largest farm units do not exceed 160 acres. The Glenn Colusa 
District has probably 15 to 20 percent of their farm units consisting of 320 
acres or larger. Dryland farms are mostly in larger units, many of them in 
excess of 1,000 acres. Because of the excess land laws under which Federal 
reclamation programs operate, the Bureau has experienced considerable diffi- 
culty in negotiating contracts with the numerous districts within the Sacra- 
mento canals service area. 

The Bureau of Reclamation has offered water for sale within the service area 
at prices of $2.75 per acre-foot canalside, or $1.50 in the Sacramento River. It 
is believed that water sales will be dependent upon the price to which we add 
these figures. 

The Bureau has repayment contracts with Orland which are expected to pay 
out in 1975. There is an additional R. and B. program amounting to $250,000 
now under way. This is covered by a repayment contract. Two signifi¢ant 
facts should be observed in connection with the Orland Federal reclamation 
project. One, existing water supplies are adequate, and, secondly, the. re- 
payment ceiling remaining above requirement of existing Government- water 
user contracts is exceedingly limited. 


Mr. Fenton. General, is this project the result of the general surveys 

or is it the request of anybody in particular? 

General Casstpy. A survey was authorized sometime back which 
dealt with flood control in the Sacramento Valley. As a matter of 
fact, there had been several survey reports of the area and the can- 
struction was authorized as a result of those surveys, sir. In other 
words, this dam also applies to the system for controlling the floods 


in the Sacramento Valley, as well as to the particular area of Stoney 
Creek. 


TYPE OF REPAYMENT CONTRACT 


Mr. Fenton. With regard to the repayment for storage, will that 
include the interest ? 

General Cassipy. We have only had experience with one other con- 
tract of this type before, and in dealing with the local interests we 
have to work out a method of repayment to reimburse the Government 
for the amount spent for irrigation. The exact nature of that con- 
tract, I could not say at present. 

Mr. Fenton. You don’t know whether there would be any interest’ 
charged or not? 

General Cassipy. They might elect to pay off by one lump-s -sum 
payment, or they might ‘elect: to pay as they use the water. That is 
similat to the rule used by some of the other agencies. 

General Person. The similar project to which General Cassidy re- 
ferred is the Isabella pr oject. In April 1955, an exchange of letters 
between the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil and Military 
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Affairs and the Assistant Secretary of the Interior agreed that the 
repayment agreement for the Isabella project, which was constructed 
by the corps and on which we negotiated a contract, should be uni- 
form with the provisions of the Pine Flat Reservoir contract, the 
Pine Flat contract being a Bureau of Reclamation contract. 

In pursuing that agreement we have negotiated with the local 
interests a contract which we feel meets that requirement. It provides 
for the first user downstream from the reservoir, which is allocated 
48 percent of the construction cost allocated to irrigation, to pay in a 
lump sum its share of the cost. For the second user, which is re- 
sponsible for 32 percent, and a third user who is responsible for 20 
percent, they are to pay as they use the water, with payment to be 
completed in 40 years, all with interest. There is no waiver of the 
interest as there is in some Bureau of Reclamation projects. That 
contract has not been consummated although it has been agreed to 
by local interests. 

Mr. Fenton. That is a relief to the taxpayer. 


LARGE INCREASE IN COST 


Mr. Rasavt. I want to call the committee’s attention to something 
here, on the comparison of Federal costs. 

Now, the total authorization for this project—of course, it was 
back in 1940. We want to be fair about it. It was $6,210,000. By 
1954, it was $15,500,000. In 1955 it was $16,200,000, and this year 
it has gone up $800,000 more. This certainly has an escalater clause 
in it. It is climbing the ladder. We know there is a difference in 
cost, but there seems to be no end to it. 


NEW MELONES RESERVOIR, CALIFORNIA 


For the New Melones Reservoir, $186,000 is requested for additional 
reconstruction planning. The $100,000 provided for this year was 
or a report to the Public Works Committee, on the economic feasi- 

bility of the project. What is the status of this project now? 


ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY REPORT PENDING 


General Cassipy. That report has been completed by the field and 
is now being reviewed by the staff of the Chief of Engineers and by 
the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, prior to its trans- 
mission to Congress. 

Mr. Risavr Did you need the $100,000 for it ? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapavt. You have used it? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavt. Last year we were told the benefit-cost ratio was 1.24 
to1. Now, the justifications state the design and economic evaluation 
studies are not far enough along to permit determination of an up-to- 
date ratio. When will it be possible to furnish the committee with a 
benefit-to-cost ratio? 

General Casstpy. As soon as this economic feasibility report has 
been approved, sir. ; 
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Mr. Rasavt. Should we hold it up until we get it? 

General Cassipy. No, sir; I believe we should continue the planning 
on the dam in its present status. 

Mr. Rapavut. You want another $186,000, and we don’t even know 
what the benefit-cost ratio is going to be. As I understand it the power 
features planned for the project have not as yet been authorized. 

General Casstpy. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Rapautr. What will be the corps’ proposal and when do you 
plan to submit it to Congress? 

General Casstpy. The proposal is in this economic feasibility study 
which is now being reviewed and should be submitted to Congress this 


session, Sir. 
MAJOR BENEFIT FOR IRRIGATION 


Mr. Rapsavt. A large portion of the annual benefit will be for irri- 
gation. What assurances do you have that you will be able to secure 
repayment contracts / 

General Casstpy. The local water users have assured us that they 
will contract for the repayment but at present it is too early in the 
study of this dam to come to any firm agreements. 

Mr. Razavt. The planning report shows that the return anticipated 
from irrigation is $2,190,000. The flood control is anticipated at 
$700,000. This again looks like an irrigation project. 

General Cassipy. In this particular case, we have a dam which would 
provide flood control. It was originally planned at 450,000 acre-feet, 
but the site is such that in order to develop it fully, a larger dam and 
reservoir should be built. I believe the studies of the Bureau indicate 
the same thing and also the studies of the State of California, so the 
present study is looking toward the economic feasibility of the larger 
dam and the powerplant. 


COST FIGURE UP 800 PERCENT 


Mr. Razavr. Last year you explained why the costs of this project 
had increased from $7,210,000 to $53,900,000, and again to $55,900,000. 

Now, this year the estimate has gone up by another $2,800,000, to 
$58,700,000. So this jump from the start to now is from $7,210,000 
to $58,700,000. It is about 8 times the original figure in 1950. 

Why is this increase necessary ? 

General Casstpy. The present project being studied provides for 
reservoir storage of 1,100,000 acre-feet as against the 450,000 originally 
contemplated. That and the price increases account for the jump. 

Mr. Raravr. It is about three times as much storage? 

General Casstpy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavur. And nine times its original estimated cost? 

General Casstpy. Yes. sir. Part of that is price escalation, 
sir. 

Mr. Rapa. Do you have the report finished ? 

General Casstpy. The field has finished the report, but it is still 
under review in the office, Chief of Engineers. 

Mr. Razavr. Don’t you think with a proposition of this magnitude 
that we ought to really wait and see what is happening with this 
report when it gets up here? It would seem like good business to me. 
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Unless there is some very convincing evidence to the contrary, I would 
think that would be the attitude of the committee. I don’t know. I 
am only speaking for myself, now. 

General Casstpy. The project has a favorable benefit-cost ratio. 

Mr. Rapavt. What is it? 

General Cassipy. The report would indicate that the favorable 
benefit-cost ratio would still remain. I cannot put a figure in the 
justification until review of the report is completed, sir. 

Mr. Rapavt. Do you have an estimated figure ? 

General Casstpy. It is about 1.25 to 1. That is subject to review 
by the Chief of Engineers, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. $163,000 has been spent so far on preconstruction 
planning for this project. 

General Cassipy. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. When was the first appropriation made for precon- 
struction planning for the New Melones Reservoir? 

General Casstpy. There was some prior to 1951, $74,000. Then from 
1951 until 1957, $11,000 was taken away for use on other projects; 
and $100,000 appropriated in 1957, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. Will you repeat that figure ? 

General Cassipy. $100,000 was appropriated in 1957, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. Was the $100,000 recommended by the Corps of Engi- 
neers, at that time? 

General Cassipy. The Public Works Committee asked that we make 
a feasibility study and $100,000 was recommended and estimated by 
the corns as the cost of that study, sir. 

Mr, Boranp. This was not a project that was added in the Senate 
last year, or the year before ? 

General Cassipy. It was budgeted last year, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. Was it budgeted the year before? Was there any 
request made for funds in fiscal year 1956 ? 

General Casstpy. We would have to check that, sir, and put it in 
the record. 

(The following information was furnished later :) 

There was no budget request for funds on New Melones Reservoir for fiscal 
year 1956. 

Mr. Boianp. But there was a request made in fiscal year 1957. It 
was budgeted and not added in the Senate. 

General Casstpy. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Boranp. Thank you. 

Mr. Anpersen. One question, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rasaur. All right. 

Mr. Anpersen. Do [ understand rightly that the power portion 
of this particular project has not as yet been authorized by Congress ? 

General Casstpy. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Anpersen. Then, might I ask by what authority are you pro- 
ceeding as far as you are with this project ? 

General Casstpy. The Public Works Committee has asked us for 
this feasibility studv, sir, which we are just completing. 

Mr. Anpersen. You have that authority anyhow, do you not, to 
proceed with feasibility studies, to be able to tell the Public Works 
Committee the condition of any project ? 
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General Cassipy. That is always a part of our planning, sir, but 
there was a specific report asked for in this case. 

Mr. AnpersEN. This is entirely for advance planning money; is 
that it? 

General Cassipy. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Frenron. Have you gotten to a point in your studies to con- 
sider the relative application of storage for the several uses? 

General Cassipy. No, sir; we have not reached that stage, sir. It is 
in the report that I have submitted for approval. That report has 
not been approved by the Chief of Engineers, as yet. 

Mr. Fenton. You wouldn’t be in a position to give us your esti- 
mate, at this time ? 

General Cassiwy. No, sir. Until that is approved I don’t believe I 
have authority to. 

Mr. Fenton. That also applies to cost allocation? 

General Casstpy. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Rapavt. Are there any further questions ? 

Mr. Fenton. I have nothing further. 


Construction, GENERAL, Corps or ENGINEERS 
SACRAMENTO RIVER, CALIF. (DEEPWATER SHIP CHANNEL) 


Mr. Ranaut. We will turn to construction. There are 10 projects 
at a cost of $18,815,000. Now the Sacramento River deep water ship 
canal is in here for $2,815,000. We will put pages 12 to 15 in the 
record. 

(The pages follow :) 


CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 
SACRAMENTO River, Catir. (DEEPWATER SHIP CHANNEL) 
(Continuing) 


Logation.—Between Suisun Bay (an arm of San Francisco Bay) and the eity 
of Sacramento, with a harbor at Washington Lake near Sacramento, Calif. 

Authorization.—1946 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio —1.04 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


, Accumulated 
percent of esti- 





| Amount | mated Federal 

| } cost (Corps 

of Engineers) 
Estimated Federal cost ae OF NT on cinid ch hacinaanekwenioaae acne] I Ditckcr sents annus 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast RM sie bo, sib eh ae | | ree 
Estimated non-Federal cost........---.------.------ faaky ehpwsantaeas one S i I Bo ec ndatencnnace 
i Sc cihindniginhina hades ieeaddeuds minha Weep ieeeenana” Mi iaieal stanicecneinia 
Other costs_- Sh cichnen edi iedsksddbecinas teeambbbobaalctel 8) 10H 000222 0..2-.22..-.. 
Total estimated project 1 ONT PT PLEIN LP OPT EDF PORN Le 42, 910, 000 hentgen eee 
I BO: NOE, Skin eebk thd 04 ndee nenhayseecent doaahenenmig ‘ EMD sen ccpmenese 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957.._. .....-- er ccaeome ait cen deewawecadscl pol tan ts tenth cd ten a tet 
Genenennr OOP Glee 055) LL dd a edd ee cblowbccean ota 5, 349, 000 | 14 
Appropriations requested for fiscal ete OTD s 521s: Gk ses dens n de Hleinnigis 2, 815, 000 21 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958. ....................---..---.---- i ATE To cick heen eonnrean 





1 Includes permanent transfer to project of $340,000. 


oa on 1953 study. Revised ratio is 1.27 to 1 based on current study completed in 
od 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels : 
Widen and deepen Sacramento River and Cache Slough to 300 feet wide 
and 30 feet deep for 18 miles. 
New channel 200 feet wide and 30 feet deep from Cache Slough to Washington 
Lake, 25 miles. 
Barge canal: 
New channel 120 feet wide and 13 feet deep from harbor in Washington Lake 
to Sacramento River, 1.5 miles. 
Turning basin: Harbor and turning basin in Washington Lake, 2,000 feet by 2,400 
feet by 3,400 feet in size and 30 feet deep. 
Navigation lock: On barge canal 86 feet wide and 600 feet long. 
Bascule bridge: Single-leaf combination highway and railroad bridge across 
canal at harbor end of lock, 135-foot span. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


| Percent Completion 
schedule 


a a ee el ee 0 | December 1960. 


Prices tics on ekd x rectponanes heuapiiakaeaeeeeaace See en 0 | September 1960. 
Channels... i ae conbnbbnnnpacsene 10 | February 1962. 
a heh nia telus oi ane ae 14 | December 1961. 
TREE Ach bade dd 4 ccbccthdecobsliciausbadndetaenoms oo fet | 10 | February 1962. 


JUSTIFICATION 


This project will permit deep-draft ocean-going vessels to proceed directly to 
Sacramento, thereby reducing shipping costs to a trade area of approximately 
75,000 square miles with a population of about 1 million people. Based on com- 
mercial activity in 1952, inbound commerce to the Sacramento trade area was 
estimated at about 5,600,000 tons, and the outbound commerce at about 8,200,000 
tons. Approximately 700,000 tons of products from the Sacramento trade area 
moved to their destinations by deep-water shipping through ports in the San 
Francisco Bay area and the Port of Stockton. Inbound shipping through these 
ports was about 400,000 tons. It is estimated that deep-water traffic will amount 
to 590,000 tons during the first year of port operation, will reach a peak of 
850,000 tons per year, and will average 740,000 tons per year over the life of 
the project. Rice, grain, and canned goods produced in the area will account 
for about 440,000 tons of the total annual tonnage expected to move through 
the channel. The project channel will also be used for large amounts of barge 
shipping because its length is shorter than the river and because the greater 
depth and slack water permits handling of larger barges. Such use, for the 
transportation of gasoline and other petroleum products alone, is estimated to 
amount to 2,100,000 tons per year by the time the project is completed. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $2,815,000 will be applied to— 


Initiate construction of barge lock and bascule bridge- ais $1, 205, 000 
Initiate and complete Toe Drain-Yolo Bypass_-_ : 607, 000 
Resume excavation of ship channel____-_--______~ ox 613, 000 
eg ae a eee 200, 000 
Supervision and administration____._._._.______~ na somone enon 190, 000 

I ir eS Le lc See ear Si BO eee de neural ae wake aemaait 2, 815, 000 


An appropriation of $2,815,000 for fiscal year 1958 is the minimum required 
for a construction schedule which anticipates project completion in fiscal year 
1962. Since two major construction contracts will accomplish about 87 percent 
of the remaining project construction, it is important to award these contracts 
as soon as practicable in order to minimize the project cost. The appropriation 
requested will enable awards of these contracts in fiscal year 1958, and will 
provide the toe drains required before the main channel excavation can be 
initiated. 
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COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS—SACRAMENTO RIVER (SUISUN BAY TO SACRAMENTO 10- 
FOOT CHANNEL) 


Work completed consists of provision of a 10-foot shallow-draft channel from 
Suisun Bay to Sacramento. The cost of this work was $197,000. 


REMAINING MODIFICATIONS—-SACRAMENTO RIVER (SHALLOW DRAFT CHANNEL, 
SACRAMENTO TO RED BLUFF) 


A modification authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 1935 provides for 
a depth of 6 feet between Sacramento and Colusa, a depth of 5 feet between 
Colusa and Chico Landing, and such depths as practicable to Red Bluff. Of the 
authorized work, the 6-foot channel to Colusa has been completed. The cost 
of this work was $389,000. Estimated cost of work remaining to complete the 
modification is $374,000. 

Non-Federal cost.—The cost to local interests in complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation for the ship channel is currently estimated at $3,- 
100,000. This cost consists of payments for lands and damages, $885,000; road 
relocation and bridge modification, $620,000; railroad relocations, $820,000; 
power and telephone line relocations, $350,000; and irrigation and drainage 
relocations and modifications, $425,000. 

Annual maintenance costs to local interests are estimated at $9,100. 

In addition, present plans of local interests contemplate the expenditure of 
more than $5 million for terminal facilities and appurtenances, the costs of 
which will be met by revenue from port tolls and service charges. About $1,- 
150,000 have already been expended toward accomplishing this plan. 

In addition to developments by the port district other facilities have been 
constructed in the port area which will make use of project facilities. A rice- 
growers cooperative has built a rice mill and warehouse costing in excess of 
$2,250,000. A warehouse company has constructed and placed in operation two 
warehouses costing about $300,000 each. The State of California has completed 
construction of the highway overpass entrance to the port terminal area at a 
cost of about $300,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—Local interests are represented by the Sacra- 
mento-Yolo Port District formed in April 1947 for the purpose of carrying out 
the required local cooperation. The port district by resolution dated December 
24, 1947, gave assurances that it would accomplish all requirements for local 
cooperation. These assurances were accepted on February 3, 1948. 

All rights-of-way for construction work programed for fiscal year 1957 have 
been acquired. For construction work program for fiscal year 1958 the port 
district has advised that it will furnish the necessary rights-of-way prior to 
the scheduled date of advertising of construction contracts. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$39,500,000 is an increase of $2 million over the latest estimate ($37,500,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. Increases in construction costs amounted to $1,663,000 due 
to higher price levels and $440,000 due to bids received. These increases were 
partially offset by a decrease of $103,000 resulting from the elimination of elec- 
trical trackwork on a bridge, which was due to a change from all-electric to 
diesel-electric-train operation. 

Mr. Rapaut. My colleague, Mr. Kirwan, has reviewed this project 
and I will turn the questioning over to him. 

Mr. Kirwan. Three Congressmen went out there last year to look 
at the project—Mr. Hand, who has passed on, a fine man, Mr. Boland, 


x 


and myself. The proposal is for the Federal Government to spend 
$40 million to construct a channel into the city of Sacramento, a 
town of about 150,000 population. 

Briefly describe this project and the current status of the con- 
struction work. 

General Casstpy. The project provides for deepening the Sacra- 
mento River to the lower end of the Yolo Bypass and the dredging 
of a deep-water navigation channel from the foot of Yolo Bypass 
up the bypass to just outside the city of Sacramento. 
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he present status is that the deepening in Cache Slough has been 
completed, and this year we are completing channels at the foot of 
the Yolo Bypass which will permit that bypass to maintain its capacity 
for flood discharges when the ship channel is constructed through 
the bypass. 

Mr. Kirwan. Are the present transportation facilities now ade- 
quately handling commerce between Sacramento and San Francisco? 

General Cassipy. They are handling it all right. 

” Mr. Kirwan. The transportation facilities they have there now han- 
dle it all right? 

General Casstpy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. What proportion of the cost is being contributed by 
local interests? 

General Cassipy. The cost to local interests of the project itself, 
$3,100,000. In addition to that, they have their port facilities to add 
and provide. 

Mr. Evins. I visited this project awhile ago and General Cassidy 
explained the project and it does seem to be a project of great vision 
for the local people there. The chambers of commerce representatives 
and all political parties were present advocating the project and it 
appears to be a great project for ultimate completion. 

f course, as I understand it, the channel cut would be only for a 
short distance to connect bends of the river. If they followed the 
regular bend of the river it would take great mileage to deepen it. 

They do point out here that the petroleum companies, the gasoline 
and oil shipments in that area, would bring a tonnage of about 2,100,- 
000 per year when the project is completed. 

General, how long is it envisioned before the project is completed ? 

General Cassipy. Our present schedule is fiscal year 1962, sir. 

Mr. Evins. What percentage of completion does the project repre- 
sent at this time ? 

General Casstpy. About 10 percent, sir. 

Mr. Evins. In your judgment as an engineer would the abandon- 
ment of the project represent a great waste, or falseeconomy? Should 
the project go forward in your opinion ? 


INCREASE IN BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


General Cassipy. We have recently completed an economic study of 
this project, sir. The last study was made in 1953, but with the growth 
of the area the potential tonnage has gone up so the benefit-cost ratio 
is now 1.27 to 1. The United States has made considerable invest- 
ment there and the local people have also made a considerable invest- 
ment. Tostop work at this time would cause a loss. 

Mr. Evins. That is all. 

Mr. Ragavut. How much of a loss? 

General Cassipy. Federal appropriations to date have been roughly 
$5.5 million, sir. 

Mr. Rasavut. Would that be all loss? 

General Cassipy. Practically all. There are some flood-control 
benefits from the work we are finishing this year. 

Mr. Rasavt. Then it wouldn’t be all lost, then ? 

General Casstpy. Not all of it would be lost, sir. 
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Mr. Rasavut. Couldn’t local interests pick this up, then ? 

General Cassipy. In what way, sir? 

Mr. Rapavr. Finish the project the way they want it. 

General Cassipy. I doubt if the local people could pick up a project 
of this size, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. Maybe they wouldn’t have to do it this size. They 
would probably have to cut it somewhat. 

Mr. Kirwan. Do you think it is justified for the United States 
Government to go in there, with the amount of tonnage they have in 
sight, 800,000 tons, and have the taxpayers of the rest of the country 
pay for a project like this? 

General Cassipy. The studies we have made indicate there will be 
a favorable return on the project, sir; so it is a good investment. 

Mr. Botanp. The benefit-cost ratio is 1.04 to 1. That is pretty low; 
is it not? 

General Cassipy. We have just completed a study, sir, which shows 
that the present benefit-cost ratio is 1.27 to 1. The 1.04 benefit-cost 
ratio is based on a study made in 1953, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. Is that a favorable benefit-cost ratio for this kind of 
a project, a project which embraces navigation as compared to other 
navigation projects throughout the Nation? 

General Person. I think many of them, especially projects which 
have been completed a long time, have a higher ratio. 

Mr. Botanp. Who will pay for maintenance and operation of the 
channel ? 

General Casstpy. Primarily the United States, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. Do you have any idea what the annual cost will be? 

General Cassipy. The estimated annual cost for maintenance, opera- 
tion, and replacements is $296,000 Federal and $9,100 to local interests. 


ANNUAL COST OF MAINTENANCE 


Mr. Botanp. That will be the annual cost of maintaining and oper- 
ating replacements and that will be the cost which the taxpayers will 
be paying for the life of this project, I presume, each year. 

Will you supply for the record the total cost of maintaining and 
operating navigation projects in the State of California. W ill you 
be able to do that, General? All the money that is spent by the 
Government on dredging and maintaining rivers and harbors and 
any other navigation projects in the State of California. 

General Person. On an annual basis, sir / 

Mr. Botanp. On an annual basis. 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

(The information follows :) 

Cost of operation and maintenance for navigation projects in the State of 
California : 


Actual, fiscal year 1956_______-~_- aoe peak eek a eo $2, 045, 776 
Batimated,: fiscal year 1000... ..262.. 22552-2234 Scbcesctdesedelaa --. 2, 451, 500 


BASIS FOR CHANGE IN BENEFITS 


Mr. Rapavt. On this benefit-cost ratio, here, of 1.04 to 1, that is 
predicated in the study report on the transportation benefits, $1,674,- 
000; flood-control benefits, $111,000; savings in flood-control-project 
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costs, $44,000; the delta-tract reclamation benefits, $87,000, making a 
grand total of $1,916,000. 

Now, where does the change come in this study to bring this new 
benefit-cost ratio up to 1.27 to 1? I notice that these figures that we 
have here, are submitted to us as of January 8, 1957. 

General Cassipy. Those are based on an older report which was 
escalated. The report we have recently completed has navigation 
benefits of $2,206,000 ; flood-control benefits, $115,000 ; savings in flood- 
control-project costs of $46,000, which is a simple escalation, and delta 
island reclamation benefits of $88,000. 

Mr. Rasaut. The one big step-up, then, is in transportation benefits. 

General Cassy. In navigation benefits, sir, using the latest data 
we obtained from the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, 
a study made by the Stanford Research Institute and our own in- 
formation. 


INCREASE IN FEDERAL COST 


Frees Rasavut. The Federal cost of this project when authorized was 

2,742,000. Last year it was $37,500,000. It was up $2,200,000 over 

on previous year. Now, it is up another $2 million to $39,500,000. 
Is this estimated cost going to keep increasing each year now ? 

General Cassipy. Sir, the price level 

Mr. Rasavur. This is a rhythmical rise of | $2 million and $2.2 million. 

General Cassipy. There is an escalation due to price level increases 

over the past year. In this case over $1,600,000. Then the initial work 
we have done cost more than we expected, which accounts for a further 
increase. 

Mr. Botanp. May I just ask one question, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Rapavt. Yes. 

Mr. Botanp. Is the Corps of Engineers familiar with any project 
of this kind that has been undertaken by the Government where we have 
actually built a channel some 25 miles long and 30 feet deep to build 
a port for a particular city in America ? 

General Cassipy. The city of Stockton, sir, is somewhat similar. 

Mr. Botanp. How far is that from San Francisco ? 

General Cassipy. It is about the same distance, about 90 miles all 
told, and the river had to be dredged into Stockton. 

Mr. Botanp. The river, but no channel this long was ever con- 
structed ? 

General Casstpy. There were cutoffs of some of the bends, sir, to 
straighten them out, but it mainly followed the river itself. 

Mr. Raravt. Is that the only example? 

General Person. I think there may ; more, sir. I can supply that. 

Mr. Razaut. Suppose you have them supply it for the record. 

(The information follows :) 





COMPLETED DEEP-DRAFT NAVIGATION IMPROVEMENTS SIMILIAR TO SACRAMENTO 
DEEPWATER CHANNEL 


The 1930 River and Harbor Act authorized improvement of Brazos Island 
Harbor to provide for dredging a ship channel to Brownsville, Tex., via a 14-mile 
land cut from the Laguna Madre, which connects to the Gulf of Mexico via Brazos 
Santiago Pass. This authorization was subject to the condition that local inter- 
ests would make a cash contribution to the improvement. Subsequent modifica- 
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tions to enlarge this project required no further cash contributions from local 
interests. 

Other deep-draft Federal navigation improvements have been provided which 
included deepening of existing shallow watercourses, together with excavation 
of lands cuts to reduce costs and facilitate the passage of deep-draft ships. In- 
cluded in this group are such projects as Houston Ship Channel, Tex., Stockton 
Deepwater Channel, Calif., and Calcasieu River and Pass, La. 

From an engineering standpoint, a ship channel could be provided to Sacra- 
mento by following the existing channel of the river. Such a plan was investi- 
gated during the preauthorization studies for the project, but was not pursued 
further when it was revealed to be a more costly plan than the direct route by 
land cut. 

Mr. Boranp. Insofar as the city of Stockton is concerned, what is 
the population in that immediate area ? 

General Casstpy. I would have to supply that information, also. 


(The information follows :) 
The population of Stockton, Calif., was 75,100 in 1955. 


Mr. Botanp. And also the tonnage that moves out of Stockton by 
the waterway that is now provided. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

(The information follows :) 

In calendar 1955, the inbound commerce to the port of Stockton was 984,300 
tons, and the outbound commerce from the port was 926,500 tons. Commerce 


through the port for the preceding 3 years was about the same as that for 
1955. 


BASIS FOR BENEFIT EVALUATION 


Mr. Anpersen. I believe you stated the benefit-cost ratio has in- 
creased to 1.27 to 1, according to your latest studies ? 

General Casstpy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anpersen. When you are taking under consideration that por- 
tion having to do with navigational benefit, do you also assume on the 
other hand the loss to the present carriers, the truckers and railroads 
who sustain a loss due to the fact that they have this business taken 
away from them? Have you taken that as an offset ? 

General Casstpy. No, sir; we have not. 

Mr. Anpersen. Why not? In the first place, it seems to me from a 
practical viewpoint that you are taking away present business from 
certain elements of our economy and that is certainly hurting some- 
body; is it not? 

General Person. That is a moot question, sir. We feel that in a 
navigation channel of this type, the tonnage generated will more than 
offset. any losses to the railroads and it is about a 40-mile haul over 
to Stockton for the tonnage that normally would move out of the new 
Sacramento port. 

Mr. AnpersENn. Doesn’t that same type of tonnage move out now, 
out of the Sacramento area ¢ 

General Person. Yes, sir; except that 

Mr. AnperseENn. I still maintain from a practical viewpoint you are 
robbing Peter to pay Paulhere. That is, in arriving at that benefit-to- 
cost ratio of 1.27 to 1. 

General Person. Well, sir, it is an economic gain to the entire 
transportation picture by reducing the cost of the movement of that 
tonnage. The part of the tonnage that does not move by rail and truck 
facilities will move in this instance by water. 
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NO LOCAL CONTRIBUTION FOR MAINTENANCE 


Mr. ANpeRSEN. One more question: Have the local people in Sacra- 
mento shown any evidence or inclination whatsoever toward making 
an offer of guaranteeing maintenance of the canal in the future, or 
something of that nature? Or do they feel that the average taxpayer 
should take care of that whole load ? 

General Person. Well, sir, the project is authorized by Congress 
without any local cash contribution. 

Mr. AnpersEn. But do they feel their project is good enough that 
they would be willing to put more of their own money into it, either 
in maintenance or construction ? 

General Person. I am sure they have not been approached from 
that angle, sir. 

Mr. Anpersen. Don’t you think it would be a good idea to approach 
them ? 

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to state that my viewpoint on this 
coincides very much so with that of the gentleman from Massachusetts, 
Mr. Boland, as he expressed it here previously this morning. 

Mr. Evins. Will the chairman yield? 

Mr. Rapaur. Yes, I yield. 

Mr. Evins. While we are on this project and talking about local 
contributions I think the record should show some of the facts that 
are included in the justification here. That local interests contem- 
plate an expenditure of more than $5 million on this project, about 
$1,150,000 has already been expended toward accomplishing the plan 
by local people. The Rice Growers Cooperative has built a rice mill 
which we saw there. It is large, a warehouse in excess of $2,250,000. 
A warehouse company has constructed and placed in operation two 
warehouses costing about $300,000 each. That is $600,000. The State 
of California has completed construction of the highway overpass—I 
recall seeing that, of interest to the port terminal, at a cost of $300,000. 
All of those figures and some additional ones indicated above, totaling 
$3,100,000. I don’t know the total of all of those, but it would cer- 
tainly indicate that local people are making a continuing contribution 
in thisarea. It appears those matters should be put in the record. 

Mr. Krrwan. Now, here is a place that is much bigger. You have 
the Stockton deep-water channel. One place has 33,000 population, 
another place 19,000, another place 118,000, Bakersfield, 75,000, a total 
of 1,300,000 people in the southern central valley. And all the tonnage 
they have on that river now is something like 2 million tons per year 
as compared with the 800,000 in 1946. 

There appears to be more population here at the Stockton end of it. 

General Casstpy. We are talking of the 800,000 tons of future deep- 
draft tonnage for the Sacramento River ship channel. There is also 
4 million tons of barge traffic estimated for this river. The figure for 
Stockton I believe includes the barge traffic. 

Mr. Kirwan. Yes, the barge traffic and all put together you have 
about 2 million tons. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. If we could get them to dredge just 37 miles from 
the Ohio River to Youngstown, Ohio, we would give you 50 million 
tons, is that correct ? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Fenton. They estimated the inbound commerce to Sacramento, 
under the present system, was 5,600,000 tons, in 1952. What is the 
estimate now ? 

General Cassipy. Our estimated tonnage, inbound ? 

Deepwater tonnage into and out of that area is now estimated at 
857,000. 

Mr. Fenton. You say in 1952, the inbound commerce to the Sacra- 
mento trade area is estimated at about 5,600,000 tons. 

General Cassipy. The estimated inbound for that area now, I do not 
have, sir. 

(The following information was furnished later :) 


The total inbound commerce to the Sacramento trade area in 1956 is estimated 
to have remained at approximately 5,600,000 tons. 

Mr. Fenton. With the completion of this canal, how much tonnage 
would it take off the deep channel of the river ? 

General Cassy. We estimate that the channel will carry an average 
annual total of 857,000 tons of deepwater traffic upon its completion. 

Mr. Fenton. That is not very much difference for over 25 miles of 
canal, is it? What is the present depth of the deep channel river? 

General Cassipy. The present depth of the river route is 10 feet, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. And you are going down to 30 feet ? 

General Casstpy. This channel is being built in the Yolo bypass, 
away from the river, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. You are going to widen and deepen the Sacramento 
River, 300 feet wide and 30 feet deep, for 18 miles. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. How deep was it before you dredged ? 

General Cassipy. Up to its junction with the San Joaquin River it 
was 30 feet. Beyond that it had variable depths. In that particular 
area it varied between about 20 to 30 feet. 

Mr. Fenton. And the canal will be 13 feet deep ? 

General Casstpy. There is a barge anal from Lake Washington to 


the Sacramento River at the upper end of the project. That will be 
13 feet deep. 


Mr. Fenton. That is simply for the barges ? 
General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Fenton. I think that is all, Mr. Chairman. 


STOCKTON DEEPWATER CHANNEL, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Rapaut. The San Joaquin River-Stockton deepwater channel. 
Put pages 19 through 21 in the record. 


CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 


SAN JOAQUIN River, Catip. (StockToN DEEPWATER CHANNEL) 
(Continuing) 


Location.—Deepwater navigation channel in San Joaquin River from its mouth 
in Suisun Bay at Pittsburg to the city of Stockton, a distance of 41 miles. 

Authorization.—1950 River and Harbor Act. 

Bene/fit-cost ratio.—1.2 to 1.0. 
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Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 








tcc eulmanipndenatddephiaaesneenenps 1 $9, 990, 000 | vate S Cie sean 
Tes Oe wees Coes. . 2.5. <...-.......- 2.2.22... fenton GO lene ntakcdstacace 
REE TE ae een ae ean ee wheinasigt tise 530,000 |-.-- 
TR es anaieseanecnen Sea 1, 520,000 |. 
Total estimated project cost.........-----_- MOGI. Osan ee | 12,040,000 |... 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956...........-.......-.------ fo nTegnecnneneh] / <5 ees 
Appropriations for fiscal year Se er RS cach biuseat 450,000 |......-- 
Appropriations to date---.....--.------...----------------- ee -| 785, 000 N 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958-...........-..---......-.--- 690, 000 | 14 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958... ...-..- igi cc anatase sass Cais 8, 605, 000 





1The budget com™ itment at this time is only for bank protection alate Stockton ship channel having a 
total Federal cost of $2,226,000. Funds in the amount of $1,100,0.0 will be required to complete the bank- 
protection work afver fiscal year 1958. 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels: 
Mormon Channel, 9 feet deep, 100 feet wide, 1.3 miles long. 
Upper Stockton Channel, 30 feet deep, 150 feet wide, 5,500 feet long. 
Burns Cutoff (including railroad and highway bridge), 30 feet deep, 225 feet 
wide, 4 miles long. 
Turning basin: 
Enlargement of Stockton Harbor turning basin to 30 feet deep, 962 feet wide 
and 1,200 feet long. 
At Rough and Ready Island, 30 feet deep, 600 feet wide and 1,350 feet 
long. 
Settling basins: Above head of Burns Cutoff, 17 feet deep, 600 feet wide, and 2,000 
feet long. 
Bank protection: Levee protective works as required along ship channel. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent | Completion 
schedule 





Bank protection at scattered locations. -------_- : 1 | June 1959. 
Enlarged turning basin_- ieee 19 100 | Completed, 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Stockton deepwater channel portion of the San Joaquin River project 
provides deepwater shipping facilities to the port of Stockton. ‘This port serves 
the southern half of the highly productive Central Valley of California. Prin- 
cipal distribution centers and their populations are: Modesto, 33,000; Merced, 
19,000; Madera, 13,500; Fresno, 118,000; and Bakersfield, 75,000. Population 
of the southern Central Valley is about 1,300,000. Traffic through the port has 
increased very rapidly in the last few years and is presently estimated at 2 
million tons per year, as compared with about 800,000 tons in 1946. Of this 
amount, about 1 million tons per year is deep-draft cargo and the balance is 
barge traffic. The project also serves military installations in the Stockton 
area, including the United States Naval Supply Annex and Sharpe General 
Depot at Stockton. Wave action induced by the river traffic has caused serious 
erosion of levees and banks along the San Joaquin River below Stockton, neces- 
sitating expensive maintenance by the local interests. Bank protection work is 
required to remedy the erosion already experienced and to prevent further ero- 
sion in critical areas. 


Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $600,000 will be applied to: 


Compnne bank grovection Werk... <6... onde uh i SO $481, 000 
a eee eee ee ee 75, 000 
Continue supervision and administration.___......_____-- 44, 000 

SUI cick ceo a cee pnnmschienNcae th ll hhc a 600, 000 
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With funds recommended for the budget year, the remedial bank protection 
work initiated in fiscal year 1957 in critical areas along the Stockton Ship 
Channel, will be continued. 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS 


Work completed consists of provision of a 30-foot channel to Stockton; dredg- 
ing of Mormon Channel; and snagging, removal of overhanging trees, and con- 
struction of brush wing dams from the mouth of Stockton Channel to Hills 
Ferry, a distance of 86 miles, to facilitate light-draft navigation in that part of 
the river. The Federal cost of this completed work was $4,010,000. 


REMAINING MODIFICATIONS 

None. 

Non-Federal costs.—The costs to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation for the 1950 modification of the San Joaquin River 
(Stockton deepwater channel) are currently estimated at $2,050,000, comprising 
a cash contribution of $530,000 toward the construction cost ; payments for lands 
and damages, $1,370,000; and utility relocations and utility revisions $150,000. 
Of the required cash contribution toward the construction cost, local interests 
have contributed $35,000 to date. Such contribution was required of them for 
enlargement of the turning basin at Stockton, which work was accomplished in 
fiscal year 1955. After completion, local interests will maintain and operate the 
combined highway and railroad bridge and will maintain the levees and banks 
for the entire project. 

In addition, local interests have agreed to provide, maintain, and operate suit- 
able terminal and related facilities prior to enlargement of Stockton Channel 
and construction of the channel around Rough and Ready Island. The amount 
of these costs is not available. 

Local interests made cash contributions of $1,308,000 in compliance with the 
requirements of local cooperation for previous work accomplished on the project. 
In addition, other costs were incurred for furnishing lands, rights-of-way and 
suitable spoil disposal areas; providing terminal facilities; and assuming main- 
tenance of the levees. The amount of these other costs is not available. 

Status of local cooperation.—Local interests are represented by the Stockton 
port district for the purpose of carrying out the required local cooperation. The 
port district, by resolution dated September 21, 1954, gave assurances that it 
would accomplish all requirements for local cooperation. These assurances were 
accepted on December 14, 1954. 

All rights-of-way for construction work programed for initiation in fiscal year 
1957 have been acquired. For construction work programed for fiscal year 
1958, the port district has advised that it will furnish the necessary rights-of-way 
prior to the scheduled dates of advertising of construction contracts. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$9,990,000 is an increase of $400,000 over the latest estimate ($9,590,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. This increase is due entirely to price level changes. 





AMERICAN RIVER LEVER, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Rapaut. The American River levee in California, $1,900,000. 
Put in pages 26 through 28 in the record, 

(The pages follow :) 

LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
AMERICAN RIVER LEVEE, CALIFORNIA 
(Continuing ) 

Location.—North bank, in the lower reach of the American River, beginning at 

the city of North Sacramento, Calif., and extending upstream 8 miles. 


Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.3 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 














Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
| Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost pithiep ‘aves Li teidihte «bed $2, 440, 000 ak : i 
Estimated non-Federal cost - - - -.- -- Js¢ emery . eredy 714, 000 | --. 
Cash contributions -- ~ -vaeened vam 0 : 
Other costs A , ! . we 714, 000 |...-...- 
Total estimated project. NE) tend 5b 3h seem Liteesa lec ssid esd do 345 set 3, 154, 000 «é 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 s 90, 000 | te 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957. _ - iecnie ; 450, 000 | : 
Appropriations to date. - ----- WMdiibectecdeses . 540, 000 | 22 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year Urikitandeentaskigecacsucacesnee 1, 900, 600 | 100 
Balance to complete after fisca] year 1958... .-...------------------.---.--.- 0 | aie 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Average Height: 8 feet. 
Length: About 8 miles. 
Bank protection: 6,000 linear feet (left bank). 
Pumping plants: 2 (1,100 cubic feet per second total capacity for the 2 pumping 
plants). 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


| Percent | Completion 
| | schedule 





| 
Levees (including bank protection) -..........----.---------- eae June 1958, 
I RL osc ttn deb ddghivea Suen qsteabire ia ; cede 0 Do. 
Entire eee 55625... LES Mile ShiAEL UL. Udbd a ddeueebinddduateed 0 Do. 
! 


JUSTIFICATION 


This project is an integral part of the plan for flood control for the city of 
Sacramento and environs, which plan includes the 1 million acre-foot Folsom 
Reservoir now in operation for flood control, power, and irrigation. Although 
the levee construction is not necessary to the power production and irrigation 
functions of the reservoir, flood-control operation of the reservoir will be re- 
stricted until the levee unit is constructed. Effective operation requires releases 
of 115,000 cubie feet per second at frequent intervals. However, releases of 
that magnitude without the authorized levee would cause inundation and con- 
siderable flood damage in the unprotected residential and agricultural area 
along the north bank of American River. Therefore, until the levee unit is 
constructed, the reservoir will be operated to regulate floods as much as pos- 
sible to a flow of 70,000 cubic feet per second. Such restriction of controlled 
releases during flood periods reduces the flood-prevention capabilities of Folsom 
Reservoir by limiting the reservoir capacity available for storage of major 
floods. The area subject to inundation from the 115,000 second-foot release 
under present conditions comprises about 2,600 acres of land, about 400 acres 
of which are currently devoted to suburban use, the remainder being agricul- 
tural land occupied largely by highly productive hop and truck farms. In 
October 1955 there were about 410 buildings in the area, 30 of which were com- 
mercial establishments, 250 were homes, and 130 were outbuildings appurte- 
mant to small farmownerships. Appraisals made in 1954 indicated that the 
value of real property within the area was about $10 million. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $1,900,000 will complete the 
project. 

Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $714,000 for lands, damages 
and relocations. 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $26,000. 
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Status of local cooperation..Assurances of local cooperation from the State 
Reclamation Board of California were accepted November 20, 1956. Condem- 
nation proceedings have been initiated to acquire all lands, easements, and 
rights-of-way required for project construction. The board has assured the 
Sacramento district that acquisition will be completed prior to March 1, 1957, 
the scheduled date for advertising of the contract for project construction. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—-The current Federal cost estimate of 
$2,440,000 is an increase of $710,000 over the latest estimate ($1,730,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. An increase of $70,000 is due to higher price levels. In 
addition, the estimate for pumping plants increased $857,000 due to an increase 
in capacity as determined by design studies which found that subsequent to 
the preparation of the project document, the project area has developed rap- 
idly from farmland to an urban area, increasing the rate and amount of runoff. 
The estimate for levee construction decreased $279,000 due to changes in aline- 
ments and requirements developed from design studies. Estimates for engi- 
neering and design and supervision and administration increased $62,000, based 
on a reanalysis of requirements. 

Mr. Ranaut. Please explain the increase in the Federal cost from 
$1,730,000 to $2,440,000 since last year for the American River levee. 

General Casstpy. There has been a price-level increase of $70,000. 
The realinement of the levee has reduced the estimate $527,000. An 
increase in the revetment required in the vicinity of the H Street 

sridge increased the estimate $248,000. An increase in the required 
pumping capacity increased the estimate $857,000. An increase in 
engineering and design, and supervision and administr: ation amounted 
to $62,000, These changes give a net increase of $710,000, sir. 

Mr. Rasavut. Do you have definite assurances of local funds for 
lands and relocations ¢ 

General Casstpy. Lands have been provided, sir. 

Mr. Rasaur. How about the relocations? 

General Casstpy. This plan has been adopted by the State of Cali- 
fornia. The Reclamation Board provides the funds for relocation to 
the Sacramento dis strict, annually. 

Mr. Rasavr. There is no question about it? 

General Casstpy. No question at all, sir. 

Mr. Razavt. Will the $1,900,000 requested complete the project? 

General Cassipy. It will complete the project, sir. 

Mr. Rasavt. Have you started construction? 

General Cassipy. This contract is to be let in April 1957. We have 
not started construction, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. You expect completion in 1958? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ranavr. The benefit-cost ratio is 1.3 to 1. For completion you 
need $1,900,000. 

General Casstpy. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Rapravr. It is only 22 percent complete at the present time. 
What does that mean? You have 22 percent of the money but no work 
done? 

General Casstpy. We start construction this spring, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. So you have 22 percent of the money on hand and you 
are asking for the balance to make it 100 percent ? 

General Cassipy. That is correct, sir. 


91488—-57——26 
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LOWER SAN JOAQUIN RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Rasavut. The lower San Joaquin River and tributaries, levee 
and channel improvements. Put pages 32 to 35 in the record. 


LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


LOWER SAN JOAQUIN RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, CALIFORNIA—LEVEE AND CHANNEL 
IMPROVEMENTS 


(Continuing) 


Location.—On the lower reaches of the San Joaquin River and of the Stanislaus 
and Tuolumne Rivers. The levee and channel improvements will be constructed 
mainly along the San Joaquin River from the mouth of the Merced River to the 
San Joaquin River Delta near Stockton, Calif. 

Authorization.—1944 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.4 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federa! ocst 


Estimated Federal cost i eins ; $11, 400, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost - - -- 3, 050, 000 | 
Cash contributions. | 0 | 
Other costs- ---- .-- bied ane 3, 050, 000 
Total estimated project cost - -- 14, 450, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 | 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 - 1, 000, 000 | 
Appropriations to date. -- | 1, 646, 060 | 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 } 1, 000, 000 | 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958. _ _. | 8, 754, 000 


646, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees : 
Average height: 12 feet. 
Length: 100 miles. 
Channels: Minor channel clearing. 
Channel stabilization: 7 spur dikes. 
Bank protection: 13 miles. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


| Percent Completion 
schedule 








4] June 1961. 
0 | November 1960. 
4 June 1961, 


Levees... 
Channels : 
Entire project -_- 


JUSTIFICATION 


This levee and channel improvement project is an integral unit of the overall 
plan for flood control and other purposes on the lower San Joaquin River and 
tributaries. The project supplements flood control storage on Tuolumne, Stanis- 
laus, and San Joaquin Rivers by providing required channel capacity for regu- 
lated flows. Levee and channel improvement, together with the reservoir stor- 
age, will provide urgently needed flood protection to about 140,000 acres of rich 
agricultural land; to numerous commercial and public installations; to several 
important military facilities; to residential and industrial area adjacent to the 
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city of Stockton; to the Southern Pacific, Western Pacific, Atchison, Topeka & 
Santa Fe, and the Stockton, Terminal & Eastern Railroads; and to highway 
No. U. S. 50, a main arterial highway of the area. Diversified truck and field 
crops, cotton, and other crops essential to a rapidly expanding civilian economy, 
are grown in the highly developed agricultural area to be protected. During the 
floods of 1950, 1952, and 1955-56, severe damage was suffered by the area along 
the San Joaquin River below the mouth of Merced River. Recent studies show 
that proposed improvements (levees on San Joaquin River and storage reser- 
voirs on Stanislaus and Tuolumne Rivers) would prevent, under current condi- 
tions of prices and development, damages of about $11,100,000, $1,190,000, and 
$1,460,000, respectively, if the floods of 1950, 1952, and 1955-56 were repeated. 
Of these amounts, the proposed levee and channel improvement project would 
prevent $5,300,000, $950,000, and $990,000, respectively, during hypothetical recur- 
rence of these floods. 
Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $1 million will be applied to: 


Initiate levee construction and bank protection along the San Joaquin 


River from Banta-Carbona intake to Old River, at priority sites_.__._$$ $201, 000 

Complete initial stage of bank protection along both banks of Old River 
from ite heed to Paradine Out... an sans cece nccccsscceenes 619, 000 
ROTI ORE ORD. aie si cect iim 110, 000 
SSOP LINCOM) ‘GUNIE -UCTIIET IC LONG i i ics caticticreserciterninteemnielaa 70, 000 
SO ich scents tladoamtadatecohba cage aoe ie kcttucadamaaneiiadiseonda ams aaie 1, 000, 000 


Construction should be continued to completion at the earliest practicable date. 
The funds requested for fiscal year 1958 will be applied to the most critical 
locations where levees protecting agricultural and suburban areas are endangered. 
This schedule will permit economic coordination with the State of California in 
the acquisition of rights-of-way. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $3,050,000 broken down as 
follows: 


I SI III ss casas sles ab a niggers mig aaa anata a $1, 700, 000 
RS Ce Re I cies cccrrinirni ses ns anderen ere eedisopinctinctsdasigmannesmnaaataataaleg 950, 000 
ED 5 ah re ert cer lt ee Mi aires, SP 400, 000 


I ene tiassael sa cohen ind eahase Saal AEA & 8, 050, GOO 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $160,000. 

In addition, local interests will provide levee and channel improvement works 
to the area adjacent to the river above the mouth of the Merced River. The cost 
of this work is estimated at about $5 million. 

Status of local cooperation.—Assurances of local cooperation from the State of 
California were accepted January 6, 1956. 

All rights-of-way have been acquired for bank-protection work to be completed 
in fiscal year 1957. Condemnation actions have been initiated for acquisition 
of rights-of-way for bank-protection work scheduled for initiation late in fiscal 
year 1957 with completion in fiscal year 1958. In addition, the State reclamation 
board has indicated that it will furnish rights-of-way as required in fiscal year 
1958 for initiation of levee construction and other bank-protection work. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$11,400,000 is an increase of $700,000 over the latest estimate ($10,700,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. Price levels accounted for $500,000 of the inerease. BEsti- 
mated cost of channels decreased $130,000 based on reexamination of require- 
ments for clearing and snagging work. Estimated cost of levees construction 
increased $340,000 due primarily to additional bank protection and increased 
height of levees, determined necessary by design studies. The estimated cost of 
engineering and design, and supervision and administration has been adjusted 
based on reanalysis of requirements which results in a decrease of $10,000. 
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MIDDLE CREEK, CALIF, 


Middle Creek, Calif., $300,000. Put pages 39 to 41 in the record, 
(The pages follow :) 





LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


MIppLeE CREEK, CALIF. 
(New) 


Location.—In the vicinity of the town of Upper Lake, Calif. The project pro- 
vides for levee construction, a diversion channel, and channel improvements for 
flood control on Middle Creek and tributaries. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.6 to 1. 





Summarized financial data 









| 

| Accumulated 
Amount | percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 



































GEE STE on th aco bnt cic ue chv ices bdbubodwb bide aassebebsdcens $1, 270,000 |......... 
Estimated non-Federal cost ----.--.------- cb AE edo tikes hth nd de uetdhe thts | 670000 4....<.--. 
I I a cn, enicmsdangne iene de cm ill lath calc tesa nd Eo. 
ee ae ee aR eR aaa ene eS 879 000 |_-. 





nnn IONE. OS, SS aceite when swe eaddbesbaberdndas R Mv Oee Biscotti a 
EE SOEIIED Oy BOD wn cccnccnccncccannaneccacsq eiomewss OD ihiconssanes cess 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957--..-------------------- bb adenbinetededt eee 
Appropriations to date. -...-.--- adhe eal eae hema on hen bdenaanre ace apien 76, 000 6 
Appropriations requested for fiseal year 1958_--.........-.------------------| 300, 000 30 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958_........-............-----..--.-- BRE, GOP [osc ccustasidved< 





PHYSICAE DATA 
Levees: 
Average height: 7 feet. 
Length: 11 miles. 
Channel improvement : Middle Creek, 5 miles. 
Diversion channel: Clover Creek to Middle Creek; length, 1 mile; bottom width, 
250 feet. 
Diversion structure: Clover Creek weir. 
Status (January 1, 1957) : New start. 
Completion schedule: 
Channels December 1958 
Levees, December 1958 
Diversion structure December 1958 
Entire project, December 1958 


JUSTIFICATION 





Flood flows of Middle Creek inundate various areas along the stream. Clover 
Creek flows through the town of Upper Lake, and its flood flows cause wide- 
spread damage in that town and in adjacent areas. The two streams com- 
bine a short distance below the town and their combined flood flows inundate 
orchard and farm lands in the valley above Clear Lake. During the 1937 flood 
the area to be protected by the project suffered damages estimated at $254,000. 
Dam ge caused by the December 1955 flood within such project area, mainly 
to homes, business, agriculture, and roads, was estimated at $335,000. That 
flood inundated 101 homes and 34 business establishments in the town of Upper 
Lake to depths of about 4 feet and inundated 14 homes in outlying areas. The 
project will provide flood protection to the town of Upper Lake (population 800) 
by diverting to Middle Creek the excess flows of Clover Creek, through a new 
channel to be constructed between the 2 streams and above the town of Upper 
Lake. The project works will also provide urgently needed flood protection to 
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about 5,000 acres of highly developed agricultural land. All of the damage 
caused by the 1937 and 1955 floods within the project area would have been pre- 
vented by the project. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $300,000 will be applied to: 








DR aihe CRINGE | RO VO sss iitiliii en i itciiecreirncinnnnninsamiatin $140, 000 
Initiate raising of existing levees below Scott Creek and construction 

of new levees near mouth of Scott Creek_...._.__--_-___---------- 130, 000 
Wasineswring and Gtlign....ic2o3. nw 1 Lee eee 10, 000 





Gupentition end: adhisinistratl@iis cee es ee cs bccn ia 








The funds requested for fiscal year 1958 will provide for an orderly and 
economic schedule and permit the project to be placed in operation prior to 
the 1958-59 flood season. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $879,000 broken down as 
follows: 









De ee ee = ee ee ee 


PEs otc. Seen: wb das cea i eatad perience eta ce a ae 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project works after 
completion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at 
$9,600. 

Status of local cooperation.—The State has officially adopted the project and 
provided that the State Reclamation Board give the required assurances. The 
Lake County Flood Control and Water Conservation District has been authorized 
to cooperate with the United States Government and the State in construction 
of flood-control projects. Formal assurances for meeting the requirements of 
local cooperation have not yet been requested. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-——The current Federal estimate of cost 
of $1,270,000 (July 1956 prices) reflects an increase of $60,000 over the latest 
estimate submitted to Congress of $1,210,000 (July 1955 prices). The increase 
is based on the price level rise. 

Mr. Razavut. This is a new construction start. Please briefly 
describe the project. 

General Casstpy. The project is to provide flood protection by 
levees, channel improvements, and pumping plants of the town of 
Upper Lake, and the agricultural area along Middle Creek above 
Clear Lake, in California. 

Mr. Ranaut. What w ill be accomplished by the project? 

General Casstpy. It is going to protect the people from flooding 
of the Middle Creek by levees. 

Mr. Ranaut. How big an area is that? 

General Casstipy. The area to be protected is 4,850 acres, sir. Value 
of the area is $2,700,000 for lands and $6,300,000 for improvements. 
There are about 2,100 people living in the area. 

Mr. Rapaut. In 1955 you had damage there from a flood of $335,000. 

General Casstpy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavurt. The local interests were required to put up $879,000, 
including $696,000 for road and utility relocation; is that true? 

General Cassiny. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. Yet the justifications state: 

Formal assurances for meeting the requirements of local cooperation have not 
yet been requested. 

General Casstpy. The project has been adopted by the State of 
California. The assurances will be furnished by the State reclama- 
tion board. 
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However, the reclamation board will furnish the assurances after 

they have assurances from some entity in that area that it will carry 

on the maintenance. There is an election scheduled in that county in 

ne first week of May to provide for the organization of a maintenance 
istrict. 

Mr. Razsaut. Why hasn’t this been done before we are requested to 
appropriate construction funds? 

General Casstpy. The Reclamation Board of the State of California 
has always met the assurances of local cooperation, and they will take 
care of it, but they are trying to see that maintenance is carried on 
by the local people. 

Mr. Razavt. Shouldn’t we hold up until they have decided ? 

General Cassipy. No, sir. 

Mr. Razavt. Have you ever had a disappointment with them in 
other matters ? 

General Cassipy. Not with the Reclamation Board; no, sir. 

Mr. Rapavut. Now, why do you say we shouldn’t hold it up? 

General Casstpy. Because I believe the assurances will be forth- 
coming prior to construction next year. 

Mr. Razavutr. Where does their money come from, an action of the 
legislature ? 

General Cassipy. The legislature appropriates money to the recla- 
mation board. 


























SACRAMENTO RIVER FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT. CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Rasavut. We will take up next the Sacramento River flood- 
control project, $3 million. 

We will put pages 45 to 49 in the record. 
(The pages follow :) 












LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
Sacramento River flood-control project, California 


(Continuing) 





Location.—On the Sacramento River and the lower reaches of its principal 
tributaries in north-central California: The project extends from Collinsville, 
near the mouth of the Sacramento River, upstream to Ord Bend, a distance of 
184 miles. 

Authorization.—Flood Control Acts of 1917, 1928, and 1941 ; Rivers and Harbors 
Act of 1937. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—None established. 


Summarized financial data 








| 
} | Accumulated 
Amount | percent of 
estimated 
| 






Federal cost 





| 
$66, 100, 000 | 


Estimated Federal cost... _____-- ‘ hit he ct ked Jae 
Estimated non-Federal cost ----.--- noch bhioent castes kel .| 106, 000, 000 

Cash contributions ----_---_- . aaa : ceemice 4, 950, 000 

Other costs___-_-_- a ; ‘i isi ack | 101, 050, 000 | 
Total estimated project cost _- : . 172, 100, 000 | 
Aperopriations to June 30, 1956... .. - ......- ..- 222-2 225- sae. wane sf” SRGRS, GN0:4. 5.54.1 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957_-- Ssh wel 1 2,140, 000 |_..--- ini 
Appropriations to date_-_. : tiie ita ee ; 56, 752, 000 86 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958____-_-_--- detcohipthainianiriot hebel 3, 000, 000 | 90 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958_-. - Dlasmatineta | — 


6, 348, 000 \--- <aping bumps 


1 Excludes permanent transfer from project of $860,000. 


=~ 


al eie-k | 


ae | 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Average height: 15 feet. 
Length: 980 miles. 
Weirs: Five overflow weirs. 
Bypasses or floodways: Four bypasses. 
Cutoffs: Two river cutoffs. 
Channels: Channel enlargement, 15 miles along the Sacramento River. 
Pumping plants: Three pumping plants along east levee of Sutter bypass. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent | Completion 
| “schedule 


| 

Units completed prior to June 30, 1951. ‘ 100 

oo TS OS nee 100 

Channels: 
Feather River and tributaries__ -- nites | 98 | January 1957. 
Sacramento River—Ord Bend to Fremont weir i 12 | June 1959. 
Sacramento River, mouth Cache Slough to Collinsville . -. 0 | Do. 
Yolo bypass, Fremont weir to Sacramento weir 100 | 

Levees: 
American River | 100 
Cache Creek : 1 Do. 
Cache Slough, Lindsey Slough and Yolo bypass 41 Do. 
Elkhorn, Sutter, Steamboat, and Miner Sloughs 7 61 Do, 
Feather River and tributaries. _- 68 Do. 
Georgiana Slough | 100 | 
Sacramento River, Ord bend to Fremont weir 51 | Do. 
Sacramento River, Fremont weir to Sacramento wei 2 | June 1958. 
Sacramento River, Sacramento weir to mouth of Cache Creek June 1959. 
Sacramento River, mouth of Cache Creek to Collinsville -- . | June 1957. 
Yolo bypass, Fremont weir to Sacramento weir 75 | November 1957 
Additional bank protection 0 | June 1959. 

Permanent operating equipment 0 | June 1957. 

Entire project-. engage 83 | June 1959. 

| 


| 
| 


JUSTIFICATION 


This project is a coordinated system of leveed natural waterways on the lower 
reaches of the Sacramento River and tributaries, and, in conjunction with weirs, 
outfall gates, and leveed bypasses, carries the surplus floodwaters of the stream 
without the annual inundation of valley lands as in years past. Completion of the 
project is urgently needed to protect from floods about 800,000 acres of fertile 
agricultural lands within the existing flood plain; the cities of Colusa, Marysville, 
Sacramento, North Sacramento, and numerous smaller communities; 2 transcon- 
tinental railways; 1 transcontinental highway; and State and county highways 
and feeder railroads. It makes possible, when protection against flood hazard 
is assured, the reclamation and development of rich land formerly in swamp 
and in uncultivable condition. Should a project design flood occur, the com- 
pleted project would prevent damages estimated at about $115 million. During 
the past 49 years, a total of 47 damaging winter floods have occurred in the 
Sacramento River Basin. During the December 1955-January 1956 floods, the 
project prevented about $105 million in flood damage. These floods, however, 
inflicted about $1 million damages to the area along the uncompleted portions of 
the project. It is estimated that in improved land values alone, through reduction 
in the flood hazard, the project has already provided direct benefits of over $70 
million. Although the actual damages prevented by the completed portion of the 
project cannot be determined, it can be definitely stated that the total benefits 
to date are several times larger than the total expenditures incurred. A fair con- 
clusion concerning the magnitude and economic soundness of the project can be 
obtained from the fact that the State of California and other local interests 
have spent to date over $85 million as their share of the project cost, and these 
same interests expect to spend an additional $21 million toward completion of the 
project, and about $1 million annually in maintenance of the project work. 
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Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $3 million will be applied to: 
Initiate levee construction along the left bank of Feather River from 


Nicolaus Bridge upstream to Bear River___-_------------------- $200, 00U 
Initiate levee construction and stone protection along the right bank 
of Sacramento River from Colusato Knights Landing___--__------~ 83, 000 
Initiate and complete levee rehabilitation along the west levee of Yolo 
bypass in the vicinity of Willow Slough__-----.------------_--- 39, 000 
Continue construction of back levee of reclamation district No. 108 
from the Southern Pacific RR. bridge to high ground__-_----~~- 580, 000 
Continue levee construction and stone protection along the left bank 
of Sacramento River from Tisdale weir to Sutter bypass______~~-- 250, 000 
Complete stone protection along Steamboat, Sutter, Miner, and Cache 
Neen nee ne ee ad caine ce ccictiguen hin 93, 000 
Complete levee construction along the right bank of Sacramento River 
ee oo ona occ aan lakes agen eaten ems were wim 390, 000 
Complete levee construction along the back levee of reclamation dis- 
En enc mE I Re ee nent onanttonasbe 520, 000 
Complete levee construction and stone protection along the right bank 
of the Sacramento River in the vicinity of Monument Bend___--~- 460, 000 
SE lee enaeees tansacedicenoeiiaeie @iasaiaaalat cae 180, 000 
ee UIE OUPINIUIES ROO ns ncesinies ptsimeninmsen in sesniains ever nimersnmines 205, 000 
I iN creck acl Ak ak eh hcch tn cee eae ao icp ghare cease deiarcie tininprecieaeey 3, 000, 000 


The funds requested for fiscal year 1958 are required to permit orderly and 
economical progress toward completion of the project as scheduled. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment of local interests for construction, 
lands, rights-of-way, utility relocations, and cash contributions is estimated at 
$106 million by the State of California. 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project works upon 
completion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at 
$1 million. 

Status of local cooperation.—Assurance of local cooperation from the State of 
California were accepted. The State reclamation board has furnished all rights- 
of-way required to date, and has indicated that it will furnish all rights-of-way 
for the construction work programed for fiscal year 1957 and fiscal year 1958 
prior to the scheduled dates of advertising of construction contracts. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$66,100,000 is an increase of $600,000 over the latest estimate ($65,500,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. The estimate for channel-improvement work was decreased 
by $323,000 based on recent bid experience and final costs on completed con- 
tracts. This decrease was partially offset by a $100,000 increase based on a 
recent reanalysis which showed additional dredging to be required. The esti- 
mate for levee work was increased by $1,451,000, due primarily to additional 
bank-protection work indicated to be required by recent bank-erosion action. 
This increase was partially offset by a decrease of $1,028,000, due to recent bid 
experience and final costs on compelted contracts. The estimate for enzineer- 
ing and design increased by $400,000, based on experienced costs. 


Mr. Rapavr. I note $860,000 has been transferred from this proj- 
ect, from the $3 million that was appropriated for this last year. 
What was the basis for this transfer? 

General Casstpy. Due to the floods of December 1955, and January 
1956, it was necessary to make extensive levee repairs along the 
river. We spent some $12 million for emergency repairs on that 
river. When we received this year’s appropri: ition and started on our 
schedule for this year, we found that we just could not use that entire 
sum of money on ‘this project. We were working in too many places. 
We reported the $860,000 to the Chief of Engineers ss available for 
transfer. 








INCREASED COST TO BRING LEVEES UP TO STANDARD 


Mr. Rasavut. Local interests are required to maintain and operate 
the project work upon completion. It is our understanding that there 
is a disagreement between the Federal Government and the State with 
respect to this responsibility. Please explain the problem for the 
committee’s information. 

General Cassipy. Starting in about 1950, the project was examined 
to determine its requirements for final completion. A memorandum 
of understanding was arrived at with the State of California, which 
spells out what work is necessary to complete the project. As the 
items in that memorandum are completed, they have been turned 
over to the local interests for maintenance. Since that period, there 
are other areas within the system not mentioned in the memorandum, 
which the State claims are not up to the project standard and should 
not be accepted by the State for maintenance until they are brought 
up to the project standard. 

Mr. Rapavt. Is it customary for the engineers to do something that 
is not up to project standards? 

General Cassipy. This is a very old project and there is incorporated 
in the system many of the old levees built by private interests. Many 
of the poorer levees have been slabbed. They were slabbed without 
knowing what was inside the levee. 

The flood of 1955-56, and our study of the system have revealed that 
there are places where the levees are too steep; there is slippage in the 
levees, revealed by cracks in the top; there is seepage underneath the 
levees, and we believe that the local interests are partly right; part of 
that system is not up to project standards. 

Mr. Razavutr. What was the original position of the corps on this 
problem that has been changed as a result of these studies? Has it 
been brought about by the condition of the flood last year ? 

General Casswy. No, sir; it has not. 

Mr. Razpavt. Was information brought to your attention by that? 

General Cassipy. It was brought to our attention by that, specifi- 
cally, and you might say it has “been proved by the flood that parts 
of the system are deficient. 

Mr. Ranaut. Therefore there must have been something erroneous 
in the original studies. 

General Casstpy. The original assumptions by the State and the 
corps were incorrect. 

Mr. Razavut. What is the cost going to be, the increased cost that 
has come to light ? 

General Casstpy. Well, we will negotiate a supplemental memoran- 
dum with the State, and the cost for that is presently estimated at 
between $7 million and $8 million, sir. 

Mr. Rasavt. Who is going to pay that? 

General Casstpy. That would be a Federal cost to bring the levees 
up to a standard, the deficient sections up to standard, before the 
work is turned over to the State for maintenance. 

Mr. Rapavut. Were the original levees built by private people in 
the State? 

General Casstpy. Many of them were, sir; by reclamation districts, 
by private owners, and so forth. This is a very old project. 
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Mr. Rasavt. I know it is very old, but the price is very new, and 

the price is all ours. That is what I am thinking about. 

T am here with the rest of my colleagues, you know, just defending 
old John Doe, the taxpayer. 

Now, here we have a situation out there which comes to light now 
at this time representing as a new $8 million bill. 

General Cassipy. The State’s share of this project, sir, is estimated 
at $106 million. 

Mr. Razavut. What is our share? 

General Cassipy. $66 million, sir. 

Mr. Rasavut. What are they sharing on it? 

General Casstpy. They provide the lands, easements, rights-of-way, 
provide for utility relocations and, if you will remember this project, 
it requires a great deal of land for those bypass systems. 

Mr. Rasavt. These levees were there before and the same space is 
going to be used for no other purpose than was used before, but I will 
bet they are charged in on this deal. I don’t know anything about it, 
but I bet they are; am I right? 

General Casstpy. Yes, sir; they have charged in the original rights 
of-way and construction which they accomplished. This is a correc- 
tion of those levees. 

Mr. Razaovrt. I think they should share in the correction. 

General Casstpy. They will maintain the levees after we bring them 
up to standard. 

Mr. Ranaut. They do that all over. Everybody does that. That is 
general custom. We get plenty of that on the Mississippi, you know. 

General Casstpy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapavt. It is too bad to run into a new bill in the amount of $8 
million. 

Do you need any authority for that now ? 

General Casstpy. No, sir; no authority is required. 

Mr. Rasavt. Under what provision would you do it? 

General Casstpy. This is an increase in the estimate of cost and we 
are now reporting that to this committee, sir. 

Mr. Raravr. You won’t put in the estimate that it is the result of a 
discovery of misjudgment by both parties, will you? 

General Casstpy. It has been stated for the record here, sir. 

Mr. Rapaut. It has. Very honestly, too, for which the committee 
has an admiration. 

I want to say further, it is not easy to discover. You have to have 
something major happen, like happened here with that flood, to have 
something like this come forth. 
General Cassipy. That is correct, sir. 





NEED FOR FLOOD-PLAIN ZONING 










Mr. Raxzavt. I say that in fairness. 
I also understand that there is a need for enactment and enforcement 
of adequate zoning regulations to prevent possible damage through 
encroachment in the flood plain areas. 

What is being done about this situation ? 

General Cassipy. The Bureau of Reclamation, the Corps of Engi- 
neers and the State of California jointly prepared. a memorandum 
which spells out the needs for flood-plain zoning. That memorandum 
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has had a wide distribution throughout the State, and in recent months 
some of the areas subject to flooding have actually been posted to show 
that the area is subject to overflow. 

Mr. Razaut. Are you receiving cooperation in the area? Is any 
building being done on it ? 

General Casstpy. In some areas, yes; in some areas, no. 

Mr. Rapaut. Well, what is the situation about the building in an 
area like that ? 

General Cassipy. I believe the situation is the usual thing, sir. There 
is a piece of property that a real-estate developer wants to build up. 
He can develop the area. It is private land, although it is subject to 
overflow. 

Mr. Rasavt. Do you mean they are building housing projects on it? 

General Casstpy. In some areas; yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavt. And it is subject to flood ? 

General Casstpy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Razavt. I know it is a problem beyond your control, but what 
is the State doing about it and what will be the result of ‘damages? 
Would there be any resulting damages against the Federal Govern- 
ment in the case of a flood ? 

General Cassipy. No, sir; because in each one of these projects one 
of the requirements of local cooperation is that they will hold and 
save the United States free from damages due to construction of the 
project. 

Mr. Rasavut. The condition in the area is well known to the insur- 
ance companies and other people who issue policies against such con- 
ditions? 

General Cassipy. It should be. The information has been made 
available. 

Mr. Rapavt. The information is quite general ? 

General Cassipy. Quite general; yes, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. As to the condition in the area? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. What is the status of the completion of this project? It 
is a rather old project, and a considerable amount of money has been 
expended. How far advanced are you, General ? 

General Casstpy. Percentagewise, 83 percent, sir. 

Mr. Evins. How long do you anticipate it will be before they can 
bring it up to condition where it can be turned over to local interests 
for maintaining? 

General Cassipy. We estimate it will take about $6 million to com- 
plete the work under the original memorandum of understanding, 
plus another probable $8 million—say $14 million for completion. So 
that, at a rate of funding of $3 million a year, it would take 5 years, 
sir. 

SACRAMENTO RIVER, MAJOR AND MINOR TRIBUTARIES 


Mr. Rasavutr. We will take up the Sacramento River, major and 
minor tributaries. It is on pages 54 to 56 in the record. 
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LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 






























SACRAMENTO RIVER AND MAJOR 





AND MINOR TRIBUTARIES, CALIFORNIA 





(Continuing) 


Location.—On the Sacramento River from Colusa to Chico Landing, and on 
the lower reaches of its tributaries from Rio Vista to Red Bluff, in the Saera- 
mento Valley, Calif. 

Authorization.—Flood Control Acts of 1944 and 1950. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.3 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 














| 
| Accumulated 








Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
Estimated non-Federal cost ; Sears 3, 000, 000 L ase. ee! 


Cash contributions- 


Estimated Federal cost - se ate 53 ei desi td | 1 $20, 500, 000 
| 0 
| 


Other costs ___- a pias dol jaa 3, 000, 000 
Total estimated project cost___--_-- Sanaa va ; --| 23, 500, 000 |___- 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 1, 900, 000 | 


Appropriations for fiscal year 1957_ -- Seals ‘ 250, 000 

Appropriations to date_._- Jesb bb liendecse flblotibcnnwe -| 2, 150, 000 10 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958______..__..-.--- Jit d 700, 000 14 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958_ ____- sis aadinniaiik whe | 17,650, 000 |-------- 


| 





1 The budget commitment at this time is only for completion of the Deer Creek and Little Chico-Butte 
Creek units, and the funds requested for fiscal year 1958 will complete these units. 


PHYSICAL DATA 






Levees: 
Average height: 12 feet. 
Length : 335 miles. 
Diversion structures: 3. 
Channels : Channel improvement : 265 miles. 
Weirs: 
Extension of Moulton weir. 
Construction of Chico Landing weir. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


| Percent | Completion 
schedule 


Deer Creek unit soca : 100 | Completed. 


Little Chico-Butte Creek unit___- He esbiten ita AHP. ae 56 | December 1957 
Do. 


daitretiiteaatptigaialimiaiaiitmaiins | 63 





JUSTIFICATION 





This levee and channel-improvement project is an integral unit of the author- 
ized comprehensive plan for flood control and other related purposes in the 
Sacramento River Basin. It is a modification and extension of the Sacramento 
River flood-control project (old project) as amended by the Flood Control Act 
of August 18, 1941. It will supplement the reservoir units of the comprehensive 
plan by providing flood protection to certain unprotected or partially protected 
areas along Sacramento River and in the flood bypasses. Such areas include the 
cities of Chico and Willows, other smaller communities, and about 112,000 
acres of agricultural land important to the economy of the region. In addition, 
the project will provide partial flood protection for upper Butte Basin, an 
important agricultural area of the Sacramento Valley. In conjunction with 
authorized reservoirs, the project will render flood protection to some areas 
along the main river; to United States Highways Nos. 99E and 99W; to main 
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lines and feeder lines of the Southern Pacific Railroad: and to State and county 
highways. The areas to be protected are flooded, at least in part, on an average 
of onte in 2 years. Such flooding causes average annual damages estimated at 
$1,700,000. Rapid and extensive development and imprevement within the 
project areas necessitates prompt completion of the project to prevent even 
greater flood damage. The completed Deer Creek and partially completed Butte 
Creek portions of the project prevented damages estimated at $300,000 during the 
December 1955-—January 1956 floods. An additional $1,300,000 damage experi- 
enced during these floods would have been prevented had the entire project been 
completed and in operation, of which $250,000 would have been attributable 
to the Little Chico-Butte Creek unit. 
Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $700,000 will be applied to— 


Completion of Little Chico-Butte Creek unit 
MPngineering and design ; 
Supervision and administration 


With the funds recommended for fiscal year 1958, construction of the Little 
Chico-Butte Creek unit would be completed, providing urgently needed flood pro- 
tection to the south portion of the city of Chico and to highly developed agri- 
cultural areas along Butte Creek. 

Non-Federal cost——The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $3 million broken down as 
follows: 


Lands and damages______--__-_- $1, 920, 000 
Road and utility relocations and bridge modifications 1, 080, 000 


Total 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $203,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Chief of Engineers accepted assurances of 
local cooperation from the State of California on March 22, 1948. The State has 
furnished all rights-of-way required to dute and has indicated that it will fur- 
nish all rights-of-way required for the construction work programed for fiscal 
years 1957 and 1958 prior to the scheduled dates of advertising of construction 
contracts. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$20,500,000 is an increase of $1 million over the latest estimate ($19,500,000) 
submitted to Congress. Of this increase $890,000 is due to higher price levels 
and the remaining $110,000 is due to an increase in the estimate for engineering 
and design due to reevaluation of requirements. 


SAN LORENZO CREEK, CALIF. 


I note the sum here requested is $700,000. San Lorenzo Creek, 
Calif., $1 million. We will put pages 60 and 62 in the record. 
(The pages follow :) 


LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
SAN LORENZO CREEK, CALIF. 


(New start) 


Location.—The entire project is located on San Lorenzo Creek in Alameda 
County, Calif., on the east side of San Francisco Bay and about 15 miles south- 
east of San Francisco. It will furnish flood protection for the lower 7.3 miles 
of the creek. 

Authorization.—1954 Food Control Act. 

Renefit-cost ratio.—1.6 to 1.0. 
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Summarized financial data 

























Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal! cost 


Amount 


Estimated Federal cost_-_------- ret Behe oawaedlcd ----| $4,256,000 |--- 






Tate eee ee ObRNel COG 5 ain 5 sii sons c cece nce ces ots | FOB OOD faccisccu 
Cash contribution sania sibs sckeieeavan eaves iene eet ee I Bonin diene 

Total estimated project cost --- : ieee mente : Jed 5 5, 008, 000 |...-----.- 

Appropriations to June 30, 1956 he tdic sts eels 41, 000 |-- 


Appropriations for fiscal year Pc bth eaSccckeb ae keneneedbcbens oinees 164, 000 


Appropriations to date_-.-- --| 205, 000 ‘5 
Appropriations request for 1958..-_- es Sremnee ‘ 1, 000, 000 28 
Balance to complete after fiscal ye: wi: ~ ce J SeR OUD te dnc moncasncen 


| 
| 

Other costs...-..- Loe ois ete eee 638, 000 }-- ree 
} 


PHYSICAL DATA 






Channels: Channel improvement from mouth to 7.3 miles upstream. 
Relocations: Southern Pacific Railroad bridge reconstruction. 
Status (January 1, 1957) : New start. 
Completion schedule: 

Relocations, June 1958. 
Channel improvement, November 1959. 
Entire project, November 1959. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide protection against flood damage along the lower 
reaches of San Lorenzo Creek, in San Lorenzo village and Hayward, Calif. The 
ereek flows through a highly developed residential area, and most of the dam- 
ages result from the inundation of residences, with damages to buildings, house 
furnishings, lawns, and automobiles. Some damages occur to agricultural and 
commercial property. The project will permit the utilization of approximately 
139 additional acres of land for residential and industrial building sites. 

Damage in the San Lorenzo Creek Basin due to the flood which occurred in 
December 1955 has been estimated at $930,300. Most of this damage would 
have been prevented by the proposed project. This flood inundated 750 acres 
in the city of Hayward and damaged 200 homes. It is estimated that a flood of 
the same size as that which occurred in 1925 would flood 3,200 acres and cause 
$1,500,000 worth of damage in the proposed protection area. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $1 million will be applied to: 


Initiate and complete bridge reconstruction 


















$218, 000 


Reset COTIOL SUITOVOMONG ooo 6 ni meena me nnwnnemennnes 704, 000 
I I SA os ee nee 10, 200 
punervenen ana somenietration. +--+. 67, 8 800 

















a ail a i 000, 000 


In addition, $13,000 of contributed funds are programed for application to the 
channel improvements in fiscal year 1958. 

The earliest possible completion of the San Lorenzo Creek local-protection 
project is essential in order to furnish the city of Hayward and San Lorenzo 
village with protection against annual flood damage and disastrous floods of the 
magnitude of that which occurred in December 1955. In order that this protec- 
tion may be available by the 1959 flood season, as now scheduled, the minimum 
of $1 million of Federal funds will be required in fiscal year 1958 for application 
to this work. 

Non-Federal cost.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $752,000, broken down as follows: 


I cae a airs ied a he anid cigar hoe Sagi wk sake $316, 000 
REOR OF ROCORNTT INE ‘DENIONs 6 oan ciccscciose Joint ee ncinw 320, 000 
I i a ae 2, 000 


Contribution, land enhancement 





I ne ee a a 752, 000 
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Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project at an esti- 
mated annual cost of $21,000, and prevent encroachment on the project channels, 
which would interfere with their proper functioning for flood control. In addi- 
tion, local interests advise that they have incurred costs of $400,000 for the con- 
struction of flood-control improvements in the lower reach of the project. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Alameda County Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District formally indicated in 1953 its willingness and intent to 
fulfill the requirements of local cooperation. Local interests, in 1953, have voted 
to bond themselves for $6,954,000 for improvements providing drainage and 
flood control in the area. Under the water-resource policy of 1945, the State of 
California may participate in the project by providing lands, easements, and 
rights-of-way. The county has started negotiations to obtain this State aid. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current cost estimate of $4,256,000 
is an increase of $196,000 over the latest estimate ($4,060,000) submitted to Con- 
gress. The entire amount of this increase is due to higher price levels. 

Mr. Rapavut. This is a new construction start. Please briefly de- 
scribe this project and indicate it on the map. 

General Cassipy. This is a flood-protection project which provides 
for channel improvements and levees along San Lorenzo Creek 
through the towns of San Lorenzo and Hayward, to protect the urban 
and suburban areas and industrial areas of those towns. 

It is on the east side of San Francisco Bay. It is on the little map 
in the upper right-hand corner. 

Mr. Rapsavut. You have formal assurances that local interests will 
meet their costs estimated at $752,000? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. ‘There is a county flood control and 
water conservation district which is working very closely with us and 
has formally indicated their willingness to go on. 

Mr. Rasavut. There is no friction ? 

General Cassipy. There is no friction at all. 


SUCCESS RESERVOIR, CALIF. 


Mr. Rapavut. Success Reservoir in California, $5 million. 
We will put pages 66 and 69 in the record. 
(The pages follow :) 
RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
SUCCESS RESERVOIR, CALIF. 
(Continuing) 


Loeation.—On Tule River, about 5 miles east of Porterville, Calif. 
Authorization.—Flood Control Act of 1944. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.4 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Amount | percent of 
| estimated 


| l 
| | Accumulated 
| 
} 
| Federal ocst 


Estimated Federal cost ‘ $14, 400, 000 |_._-- ‘ 
Estimated non-Federal cost 

Cash contributions. 

Other cost. __- ‘ ‘ a3 ‘ 
Total estimated project cost _- =“ . , 400, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 | 549, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 - - i oe us | 2, 490, 000 
Appropriations to date- -. : 5 3, 039, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 a 5, 000, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 6, 361, 000 


: Local interests are required to make reimbursement for conservation features of the project. 
1 
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PHYSICAL DATA 

Dam: 

Type: Rolled earth fill. 

Height: 142 feet. 

Length: 3,490 feet. 
Spillway: 

Type: Ungated broad-crested weir. 

Crest length: 200 feet. 

Capacity: 126,000 cubic feet per second. 
Dike: 

Type: Rolled earth fill. 

Height: 42 feet. 

Length: 7,650 feet. 


Reservoir capacity : Acre-feet 
Diode Contre: Gnd Mitigation. |e. oo ee 75, 
i Eada 5, 000 

PN als occas tah oie eR Re ee te eee ee eS ot 80, 000 

Outlets: 


Flood control and irrigation: 1 12-foot diameter conduit. 
Irrigation (pioneer ditch) : 1 42-inch pipe. 
Capacity (total) : 6,300 cubic feet per second. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent Completion 
schedule 


Lands and damages | February 1959. 


Relocation of State Highway 127 (sign route No. 190)-_._....-..-.--.------. | 0 | Do. 
Relocation of county road - - al nee eeaieelaliasdiahe a 0 | June 1957. 
Relocation of utilities : ade 0 June 1958. 
Reservoir clearing - -___- i eT a 0 | June 1959. 
Removal! of improv ements (railroad abandonment). __- : cal 0 June 1957. 
Construction of main dam _____- Lisdada E Sek thtke ts eee 0 | June 1960. 
Construction of outlet works dt Gackieaa aimed 0 | December 1958. 
Construction of Frazier dike_- Kid ; “4 0 | October 1957 
Construction of spillway- idathe 6b hah teh okies Jc kebeons 0 | June 1960. 
Construction of b buildings, grounds, and utilities - ; 9 Do. 
Closure ___- a i awe sas caida ee 0 | November 1959. 
Entire project _- wai is cede sietnks si ehh POL aL eek 7 | June 1960. 


JUSTIFICATION 


This project is a unit of the comprehensive plan for flood control and other 
purposes for the Sacramento-San Joaquin Basin. The reservoir will provide 
full flood protection to about 60,000 acres of agricultural and suburban lands 
along the Tule River and distributaries and to the Porterville urban area with 
a population of about 12,000, assessed valuation in 1955 was about $10,300,000. 
The project would provide protection to four railroad lines crossing the river, 
the main line of the Southern Pacific Railroad between San Francisco and Los 
Angeles; the main line of Atcheson, Topeka & Santa Fe Railroad between San 
Francisco and Los Angeles; secondary line of Southern Pacific Railroad, serving 
eastern part of the San Joaquin Valley between Fresno and Bakersfield; and 
secondary line of Atcheson, Topeka & Santa Fe Railroad, also serving the area 
between Fresno and Bakersfield. In conjunction with the existing Pine Flat 
and Isabella Reservoirs, 2nd the Terminus Reservoir on Kaweah River, now under 
construction, Success Reservoir will help to provide flood protection to 260,000 
acres of highly productive agricultural land in the Tulare Lake area. It will 
also improve the irrigation water supply by providing about 10,000 acre-feet of 
new water annually through reduction of evaporation in Tulare Lake, and will 
provide a means for regulating the present irrigation supply. It is estimated that, 
had the project been completed and in operation during the December 1955 
January 1956 floods, about $1,730,000 of the damage experienced along Tule 
River would have been prevented. Average annual benefits are estimated at 
$747,000. 
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Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $5 million will be applied to: 


Initiate and complete cemetery relocation____.---__-_--__-__-------- $2, 000 
ener) IONOEL CONIIAE OTD aise scnleesqtiien cdineiespcaidinc nem snwdelncamaigeimmene held 240, 000 
Continue relocation of State Highway No. 127 (by settlement agree- 

BRINE SP ECED. CURIE OF icin tvs mises swe evetge ap oii es pramantneteeeanca apendaraiaameyadeta tae 800, 000 
Continue construction of main dam, spillway, and outlet works_____~ 3, 059, 000 
Continue construction of Government camp___—------------------- 20, 000 
Complete relocation of Southern California Edison Co. and Pacific 

Telephone & Telegraph lines________~_~ at i At ee et ek 162, 000 
Ceeeeece COMBLFECEION OF PTAUIO? Gio cece ecw eee 373, 000 
Complete fabrication of outlet works gates__._._____--___----___----- 54, 000 
iereerene Snag (deen ti ee ee 5, 000 
Supervision ahd administration... .4..<6..csonyncune Se a | 285, 000 

TPN a = increase eigen acenge ip ocrantneniomiemenddees con ani eianlaae en aise oa eee ee $5, 000, 000 


The Tule River flood plain has experienced nine major floods since 1936. 
The most recent of these was the December 1955-January 1956 flood series, 
damages from which are estimated at $1,925,000. The large flood damages 
suffered at frequent intervals indicate the urgent need for the flood protection 
that would be afforded by the project. Construction should, therefore, be com- 
pleted at the earliest practicable date. The amount of $5 million requested for 
fiscal year 1958 is required for continuation of an orderly and economical 
schedule toward this objective. 

Non-Federal costs.—Payment is to be made to the United States by local 
interests for the conservation features of the project, but no local cooperation 
is required during construction of the reservoir project. However, improvement 
by local interests of the maintenance of existing channels and diversions under 
project conditions will be necessary in order to increase the capacity for disposal 
of excess waters (primarily by channel percolation and overirrigation) in the 
Tule River area. Cost of additional maintenance of channels and diversions is 
estimated at $18,000 annually. 

Status of local cooperation—The State of California officially adopted the 
project in 1945. The Candalia, Porterville, and Lower Tule River Irrigation 
Districts and the Tulare Lake Basin Water Storage District, which represent 
over 90 percent of the irrigated land and water-right holders along the Tule 
River below the Success Dam site are the cooperating agencies. On July 19, 
1956, a Preliminary Cost Allocation Report was submitted by the Sacramento 
District to these districts and they adopted resolutions accepting the report 
and expressing willingness to enter into a contract with the United States for 
repayment of the project cost allocated to irrigation. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—The current Federal cost estimate 
of $14,400,000 is an increase of $500,000 over the latest estimate ($13,900,000) 
submitted to Congress. Increase in price levels increased the estimate $660,000. 
The estimate for lands and damages increased $226,000 due to a general reap- 
praisal of land requirements and values. The estimate for relocations increased 
$1,073,000 due to reexamination of requirements under present conditions and 
developments. These increases were partially offset by a $1,545,000 decrease 
in the estimate for the dam, based on detailed design studies which resulted in 
decreasing the height of the dam. In addition, minor adjustments resulted in 
an increase of $86,000 based on reanalysis of requirements on other features. 


POLICY GOVERNING ROAD RELOCATIONS 


Mr. Ranavr. The estimated cost of relocations has more than 
doubled since the last year’s presentation and is now up to over 
$2,100,000. In 1955, the total relocation cost was only $690,000. How 
do you account for this great increase / 

General Casstoy. There is a State highway through the valley. 
The road must be located higher up on the slopes. The traffic on 
that road has increased so that the road required for replacement 
will be of a higher type than the existing road at the time this 
project was first planned. 


91488—57——-27 
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Mr. Razaur. Who is going to pay for the increased cost of this 
road ? 

General Cassipy. Since it is a replacement of a road that now 
exists, it will be the Federal Government, sir. 

Mr. Razsaut. We would replace a road in kind. Why should we 
make the road superior to what it was before? 

General Cassipy. It has been the policy on replacement of roads, 
sir, to replace the road, not in kind, but to replace the road that 
should be there to handle the existing traffic. 

Mr. Rasavut. That might be a policy, but I doubt it has ever been 
a policy of the Congress of the United States. 

General Person. Where an existing road is a 2-lane highway, we 
would not replace it with a 4 lane. We would replace it with a 2- 
lane highway, but we would normally build that 2-lane highway to 
present-day standards. In other words, it wouldn’t be 

Mr. Rasavut. Well, don’t you think that the local people ought to 
pay for the difference in the type of the road ? 

General Person. They do that in every case where there is an in- 
creased number of lanes. There was an occasion where the State of 
Ohio wanted a 4-lane highway for a 2-lane highway. We con- 
structed the subbase for 4 lanes, paved it for 2 lanes, and the State 
paid us the difference between the cost of the 2-lane road and the 
money we spent to provide the base for the 4-lane road. 

Mr. Ragsavt. I don’t know about the situation in Ohio, but why 
should you even put the substructure in for the 4-lane highway ? 

General Person. They paid that difference. 

Mr. Ranaut. How much would be paid on this project for the im- 
proved road, as against the road that was in existence? I don’t 
think that charge belongs to the Federal Government. That means 
pare all over the country are paying for improved roads in some- 

dy else’s territory. 

General Person. As I understand the situation, sir, the existing 
road is handling the increased traffic, so that in making our replace- 
ment road we are providing a road which will handle that same 
amount of traffic. 

General Casstpy. It will be to a higher standard, and actually the 
lanes will be wider than the existing road because it will be built to 
the modern standard. 

Mr. Razavut. Where is the authority for it? I don’t believe you 
have authority for that. 

General Casstpy. That has been the policy, sir. 

Mr. Rapavut. That may be a custom that has grown up. 

I want somebody to check up and put in the record the authority 
for that, and give us an estimate on what the difference in the cost is. 

General Cassipy. We will put that in the record, sir. 

Mr. Razavt. I think in fairness to the people the committee repre- 
sents nationally in the country, we are obliged to do that in con- 
science. If you have authority in law, cite it. 

(The information follows :) 





Existing authority for relocations contained in section 2, Public Law 761, 75th 
Congress, 3d session, as amended by section 2, Public Law 228, 77th Congress, 
1st session, and in section 9, Public Law 326, 79th Congress, 2d session, does not 
specify the nature or extent of such relocations. The policy of the Corps of 
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Engineers with respect to relocations is set forth in the following extract from 
Section 15: Orders and Regulations, Corps of Engineers. 

“7215.01. 

“qd. (2) It is the policy of the Chief of Engineers to provide a substitute facil- 
ity which will as nearly as practicable serve the owner in the same manner and 
as well as did the original facility. This means that facilities will be relocated, 
altered, or protected to such an extent as to afford a degree of serviceability and 
susceptibility to flood or other damages comparable to that possessed by the 
existing facility. Anything provided over and above such construction must 
be considered a betterment and the payment of cost thereof must be borne by 
the owner of the facility. The term “betterments” should not, however, be in- 
terpreted to include more costly construction or construction to a higher class 
if such higher class construction is necessitated solely as a result of the reloca- 
tion. The following will serve as a guide to Division and District Engineers in 
determining the reasonableness of the substitute facilities provided as replace- 
ment in kind: 

“(a) Relocated railroads will be built to the same load limitations and equiva- 
lent engineering criteria as possessed by the existing railroad facility. 

“(b) J. Future economic conditions. Decisions as to economic impact of a 
substitute network of roads must consider the normal future economic growth 
of the area if the project were not constructed. The substitute network cannot 
include provision of facilities for new traffic and population brought in by the 
project, other than highway access required by the Government’s construction, 
operation, and maintenance activities and reasonable public access, which may 
be paid for by the Federal Government. Where the substitute network com- 
bines two or more roads into one, provision should be made for the additional 
traffic caused by the combination. 

“2. Relationship to land acquisition. Relocations at Government expense will 
not provide for populations or activities in areas acquired by the Government 
for the project, except where the title taken allows continuation of the economic 
activity. 

“3. Limits. In providing a reasonable substitute for an existing highway net- 
work, the cost to the Federal Government will not exceed any of the three fol- 
lowing limits: 

“a. Standards provided for any part of the system at Government expense 
will not exceed those currently used by the State or local political agency in- 
volved in similar cases, nor the design standards of the American Association 
of State Higway Officials as published in their pamphlet A Policy on Design 
Standards. 

“b. The cost of any road or highway relocation provided by the Government 
shall not exceed the alternative cost of acquiring the area and economic activity 
served, including any indirect economic effects. 

“e, The cost of the substitue system or segment will not exceed the cost of 
replacement strictly in kind, where such replacement in kind is practiicable. A 
replacement strictly in kind requires that the areas and populations served are 
approximately the same, that the length and serviceability of the highway are 
equivalent, that the costs of future maintenance and replacements are not in- 
creased, and that the standards of construction to be provided are not in excess 
of those of the existing facility. Cases where a replacement strictly in kind 
is not practicable are covered in the following subparagraph. 

“4. Substitute network less serviceable or more costly than original. Where 
the substitute facility provided is to be less serviceable than the existing net- 
work by reason of areas served or distances which traffic is required to traverse, 
or has other definite econmic disadvantages to the State and local community, 
the Government may provide some compensating improvement in existing stand- 
ards, which will not be considered to be a betterment. No precise definition is 
possible as to what will constitute a reasonable substitute under such circum- 
stances. In principle, the economic cost of such increased standards should 
not exceed the economic disadvantage shown to be caused to the State and 
local community. However, there is no obligation on the Government to provide 
for full economie equivalence, before and after construction of the project. 

“5. Safety. The above will not preclude making reasonable provisions for 
safety of traffic on relocated highways where this can be done without increase 


in basic standards, as by eliminating short culverts and substandard sight dis- 
tances.” 


CO ee a 


i nrmmarana iacariccir natre nnen cman 
ae a 


ill SA gh Po Ti 





418 


With regard to the proposed relocation in connection with construction of the 
Success Reservoir project, replacement strictly in kind is impossible. Because 
of topography differences a highway of equal safety or with equal maintenance 
and replacement cost cannot be furnished. The relocation as proposed is con- 
sidered to be a facility of equal utility to that now existing. Reconstructing 
the road on the presently proposed alinement and reducing the standards to 
those of the existing valley floor road would reduce the cost from $1,805,000 to 


$1,597,000. 

Mr. Rasaur. The justification states it will be necessary for local 
interests to improve maintenance of existing channels and diversions 
to increase the capacity for the disposal of excess waters in the Tule 
River area. 

Do you have local assurances in this regard ? 

General Cassipy. The local interests have already built some of the 
spreading works, sir, and are maintaining and operating them right 
how. 

Mr. Razavr. You think there is nothing here to cause concern to 
the committee ? 

General Cassipy. That is right, sir. 


STATUS OF LOCAL OPPOSITION 


Mr. Rasautr. What is the status of the local opposition to this 
project? There was some evidenced last year. 

General Casstpy. The opposition is led primarily by one indi- 
vidual. He is still quite active in opposition to the project. 


BENEFIT-COST RATIO INCREASED 


Mr. Razsavur. What is the basis for the increase in the benefit-cost 
ratio from 1.2 to 1.4 since last year ? 

General Cassipy. In reaching our present planning stage, we have 
prepared a new preliminary cost-allocation study which has given 
an adjustment to all of the benefits considered earlier. There has 
been an increase in the estimated flood-control benefits. The irriga- 
tion benefits, which are larger-—— 

Mr. Rasaut. Suppose you supply that for the record. We are 
trying to complete this before we adjourn. 

(The information follows :) 

Since last reported to Congress estimated flood-control benefits have increased 
from $659,000 to $750,000, and estimated irrigation benefits have increased from 
$68,000 to $89,000. The latest estimates of benefits are based on computations 
made for the Preliminary Cost Allocation Report. The increase in flood-control 
benefits is due to price-level increase, adjustments in damage-frequency relations 
made on the basis of data obtained from the December 1955 flood, and a change 
in method of distribution of flood-control benefits in Tulare Lake. The increase 
in irrigation benefits is due to increased price level, and the different distribution 
of water supply indicated by the cost-allocation studies. 


MONETARY AUTHORIZATION NEEDED 


Mr. Rapavut. The balance of your authorization is only $618,000. 
T understand you are requesting a total of $7,500,000 in appropriations 
including Terminus. 

General Cassipy. Colonel Dalrymple will answer. 

Mr. Razavut. Will you need authorization for that extra money? 
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Colonel Datrympte. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavt. It is in the omnibus bill ? 

Colonel Datrymrpte. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. The Senate has passed it. The House must act on 
it, and it must then be approved by the President. The way things 
are around here, you can’t tell what might happen to the new au- 
thorization. 

Do you have any comment to make on it ? 

General Person. On similar occasions in the past, the Congress has 
appropriated funds, subject to their authorization. In other words, 
it has provided that we cannot use the funds until they are authorized, 
but has made them available so that if the authorization is passed 
after the appropriation bill is passed, we will have the money. 

Mr. Ranaut. You won’t be able to use the $7.5 million at all, of 
course, if this isn’t authorized. 

General Casstpy. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. I want to ask essentially the same question that Mr. 
Jensen asked, with regard to this reservoir. 

General Casstpy. This is the same as in that case, sir. We are only 
storing water for existing water-right owners, and we contract for 
storage of water, not for the provision of water. The water is re- 
leased, again, as their watermaster requires. 

Mr. Fenron. Please provide for the record the relative use of stor- 
age for conservation; what basis of cost allocation will be used to de- 
termine reimbursement by local interests; and whether the 160-acre 
limitation will be involved ? 

General Casstpy. To the last question, it will not be involved, and 
to the first question, I will supply that information for the record. 

(The information requested follows :) 

The reservoir capacity will be 80,000 acre-feet, 75,000 of which is for flood 
control and irrigation, and 5,000 for predicted silting. No breakdown of the 
dual purpose flood control and irrigation storage is made because the seasonal 
nature of the Tule River floods makes it possible to make use of the 75,000 acre- 
feet storage without exclusive allocation to either flood control or irrigation pur- 


poses. The estimated cost allocated to water conservation is $1,300,000 based the 
“separable costs-remaining benefits” method of cost allocation. 


TERMINUS RESERVOIR, CALIF. 


Mr. Ranaut. Terminus Reservoir, Calif., $2,500,000. 
We will put pages 73 to 76 in the record. 
(The pages follow :) 


RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
TERMINUS RESERVOIR, CALIF. 


(Continuing) 


Location —On Kaweah River, about 20 miles east of Visalia, Calif. 
Authorization.—Flood Control Act of 1944. 
Benefit-cost ratio—2.2 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 





| 
Estimated Federal cost. 
Estimated non-Federal cost. -..............-.--.---- “ 
Cash contributions -_ ._-...-- en 
Other costs_- shawna : beans , e 
‘Total estimated project “cost _ ~ 
Appropriations to June 30, —... inn auaives 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957............-- Tae 4. eal 
Appropriations to date -- i lina a 
A ppropriations requeste d for fiscal ye ear 1958 : ; 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958-_- - . Wevede= | 


Amount 


$21, 000, 000 Pegtniess 


() 


21, 000, 000 
385, 000 
5E8, 000 ch 
943, 000 | 4 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 





0 
0 


' 
' 


2, 500, 000 16 


17, 557, 000 


1 Local interests are required to make reimbursement for conservation features of the project. 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Dam: 
Type: Rolled earthfill. 
Height : 250 feet. 
Length : 2,375 feet, auxiliary 840 feet. 
Spillway: 
Spillway : Uncontrolled notched weir. 
Crest length : 300 feet. 
Capacity : 275,000 cubic feet per second. 
Reservoir capacity : 
Flood control and irrigation : 142,000 acre-feet. 
Minimum pool: 8,000 acre-feet. 
Total : 150,000 acre-feet. 
Outlets : 


Flood control and irrigation : 1 13-foot-diameter tunnel. 


Irrigation : 1 36-inch diameter. 

Capacity (total) : 8,400 cubic feet per second. 
Spreading works: 

Number : Approximately 6. 

Size, each : 300 to 2,000 acres. 

Infiltration capacity, per month : 60,000 acre-feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Dam and reservoir. a 

Lands and damages. - tn 
telocation of State Highw ay eo 

Relocation of Forest Service road 
Relocation of utilities __--- eect 
Reser voir clearing - - 
Construction of dam and ‘spillw ‘ay a 
Construction of outlet works- ---- Sede al 
Construction of roads___-_-- 
Construction of recreation fac ilities_ - 
Construction of buildings, grounds, and utilities ad 
Installation of permanent CpeENENS Canes. portions sie a 


Closure 
ae em facilities _- 
Lands and damages... ic cieaibaatieds ree ee 2 ie | 


Extension of highway bri iges s dick apis wi 
Construction of canals. ----- npttinentiel sates = 
Construction of levees. cate natied 
Construction of diversion structures- z= 





Percent 


Completion 
schedule 


June 1961, 
June 1959 
March 1960. 
June 1958. 
June 195. 
June 1960. 
June 1961. 
October 1959. 
June 1961. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 


| November 1960. 


June 1961. 
June 1960. 


| June 1959, 


June 1961, 
Do. 
Do. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


This project is a unit of the comprehensive plan for flood control and other 
purposes for the Sacramento-San Joaquin Basin. The reservoir will provide 
full flood protection to about 110,000 acres of agricultural and suburban lands 
along the Kaweah River and distributaries and to the city of Visalia with a 
population of about 13,200. The project would provide protection to four rail- 
road lines crossing the river, the main line of the Southern Pacific Railroad 
between San Francisco and Los Angeles; the main line of Atcheson, Topeka & 
Santa Fe Railroad between San Francisco and Los Angeles; secondary line of 
Southern Pacific Railroad, serving eastern part of the San Joaquin Valley be- 
tween Fresno and Bakersfield; and secondary line of Atcheson, Topeka & 
Santa Fe Railroad, also serving the area between Fresno and Bakersfield. In 
eonjunction with the existing Pine Flat and Isabella Reservoirs, and Success 
Reservoir on Tule River, now under construction, Terminus Reservoir will help 
to provide flood protection to 260,000 acres of highly productive agricultural 
land in the Tulare Lake area. It will also improve the irrigation water supply 
by providing about 34,000 acre-feet of new water annually through reduction of 
evaporation in Tulare Lake, and will provide a means for regulating the present 
irrigation supply. It is estimated that, had the project been completed and in 
operation during the December 1955—January 1956 flood, about $11,850,000 of the 
damage experienced along Kaweah River would have been prevented. Average 
annual benefits are estimated at $1,959,000. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $2.5 million will be applied to— 


Initiate construction of main dam, spillway, outlet works, Government 


inp and access TOROS... 265i nn 5s eee $190, 000 
Initiate and complete relocation of Forest Service road___----------_ 12, 000 
Continue relocation of State Highway No. 10 (sign Route No. 198)_. 921,000 
I I BI isi eects tn then ss prinnlenlencterla nahh wiedieapemnmimaeadaaes 700, 000 
Continue fabrication of outlet works gates_____.____---_-__--__--___-___ 250, 000 
II I Is Sines diserc ctenes heated senate 250, 000 
SG TORE: DATA CAIRO GI ii se siti tie ecigneckgetiioenen epee ces 177, 000 

Sc chic ian sn ehh ete olan iadgpeseneieaaialaageedeacsainiae naa 2, 500, 000 


The Kaweah River flood plain has experienced nine major floods since 1937. 
The most recent of these was the December 1955—January 1956 flood which was 
the largest flood of record. Damage caused by this flood was surveyed and 
found to be $13,359,000. Of this amount, $3,244,000 damage was in the city of 
Visalia. The large flood damages suffered at frequent intervals indicates the 
urgent need for flood protection to the city of Visalia and to the agricultural 
area that would be protected by the project. Construction, therefore, should be 
completed at the earliest practicable date. 

Non-Federal cost——Local interests are required to make payment to the 
United States for the conservation features of the project and to operate and 
maintain the spreading works after completion. The annual cost of mainte- 
nance and operation of the spreading works is estimated at $22,000. 

In addition, local interests have constructed and are operating some of the 
spreading works contemplated by the project. The cost of this construction is 
not available. 

Status of local cooperation.—The State of California officially adopted the 
project in 1945. At a meeting held in July 1956 of water users along the Kaweah 
River below the Terminus Dam site a committee was formed to assist in the 
assembly of cost allocation data. The preliminary cost allocation report is 
scheduled for completion by May 1957. It is expected that the Kaweah Delta 
Water Conservation District will be the responsible local interest to enter into 
a contract with the United States for repayment of the project cost allocated 
to irrigation and to fulfill the requirements of maintenance and operation of the 
spreading works. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$21 million is an increase of $2,400,000 over the latest estimate ($18,600,000) 
submitted to Congress; $900,000 of the total increase is due to higher price 
levels. The estimates for lands and damages, relocations, and clearing in- 
creased by $2,156,000 based on reexamination of requirements in detailed design 
studies recently completed. Also, as a result of these detailed design studies, a 
reduction in the cost of the dam, spillway, and outlet works was effected totaling 
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$1,174,000. Changes in design involved relocation of the spillway and a change in 
the composition of the dam embankment. Minor adjustments in estimates for 
other features of the project based on advanced studies resulted in an increase 
of $518,000. 


INCREASED RELOCATION COST 


Mr. Raravt. Relocation costs are up from $1,273,900 last year, to 
$3,427,000. What has caused this to go up about 200 percent? 

General Cassipy. This is the same thing, as far as the type of road 
is concerned, as we discussed on the Success Reservoir, and in addi- 
tion, in detailed mapping of the area to which the road will have to 
be relocated, we find that there is a great deal more rock excavation 
than was originally contemplated in our earlier surveys. 

Mr. Razsavut. The excavation will be more costly because of the 
type of earth there. 

There is also an additional cost, here, on account of the type of 
road. The same questions and the same request. will be made of this 
pare as made of the preceding one, and the same information will 

furnished to us—— 

General Casstipy. Very well, sir. 

Mr. Razavtr. As to what this cost is. 

(The information follows :) 


Replacement of the State highway strictly in kind is impossible. Because of 
topography differences, a highway of equal safety or with equal maintenance 
and replacement cost cannot be furnished. The relocation as proposed is con- 
sidered to be a facility of equal utility to that now existing. Reconstructing 
the road on the presently proposed alinement and reducing the standards to 
those of the existing valley floor would reduce the cost from $4,750,000 to approx- 
imately $3,960,000. 

Mr. Razavt. This is a larger project than Success Reservoir. Yet 
your request is for $2,500,000 for 1958, compared with $5 million for 
Success. 

How do you account for this? 

General Cassipy. The main dam contract for Success Reservoir is 
planned for award this coming May, sir. The award of main dam 
contract, the start of construction for Terminus, will not be until 
next year. 

Mr. Rasavt. The other one has 21 percent of the money, and this 
one only has 4 percent of the money to date, bringing one to 16 per- 
cent and the other to 56 percent. 


STORAGE FOR CONSERVATION AND FLOOD CONTROL 


Mr. Jensen. General, what is the relative use of storage for con- 
servation and flood control on the Terminus project? 

General Casstpy. I would have to supply that for the record. 

(The information furnished follows :) 


The reservoir capacity will be 150,000 acre-feet; 142,000 of which is for flood 
control and irrigation, and 8,000 acre-feet for predicted silting. No breakdown 
of the dual purpose flood control and irrigation storage is made because the 
seasonal nature of the Kaweah River floods makes it possible to make use of 
the 142,000 acre-feet storage without exclusive allocation to either flood control 
or irrigation purposes. 





| 
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REIMBURSEMENT FOR IRRIGATION 


Mr. JENSEN. What basis of cost allocation will be used to determine 
reimbursement by local interests ? 

General Cassipy. The local interests will reimburse the Federal 
Government for the entire share of cost allocable to irrigation, sir. 

Mr, JENsEN. Do you know how much that will be, approximately ? 

General Cassipy. The preliminary cost allocation study is due to be 
completed in late May or June of this year, sir, so I do not have the 
exact figures. 

Mr. Jensen. Will you supply them for the record? 

General Casstpy. We won’t have them by the time this record is 
printed. 

Mr. Jensen. Can you give us an estimate? 

General Cassipy. T will supply an estimate for the record. 

(The information follows:) 

The estimated cost to be allocated to water conservation is $3,700,000. 

Mr. JENSEN. Will the 160-acre limitation on irrigation be involved ? 

General Casstpy. No, sir. 

Mr. JeNsEN. Have alternate upstream reservoirs been fully 
explored ? 

General Casstpy. They were fully considered in the initial survey 
for this project, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. It was determined they were not as feasible as the 
larger dam ? 

General Casstpy. That is correct, sir, to provide the protection con- 
templated by this dam. 

Mr. Jensen. What is the topography of the watershed which 
drains into this river; is it hilly land, level land, or what? 

General Casstpy. The watershed is in the Sierra Nevada Moun- 
tains, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Any farmland? 

General Casstpy. The area to be protected is down in the flat San 
Joaquin Valley. The dam itself is located in the foothills. The up- 
stream drainage area is in the high Sierras. 

Mr. Jensen. There is no farmland in the watershed above the 
Terminus Dam? 

General Cassipy. Only i in the valley bottoms, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. That is below the dam? 

General Cassipy. In the valley bottoms up in the mountains there 
are also small farms. 

Mr. JENSEN. How will this affect present ditch companies and their 
water rights? 

Gener al Cassipy. The water rights will remain exactly the same as 
they are now. We only contract “for the storage of water, behind the 
dam. ‘The use of that water and the control of the flow of the water 
is still by the people who have the water rights, through their water- 

master. 

Mr. Jensen. So that phase of this project will not be interfered 
with whatever? 
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General Casstipy. That is correct, sir. We release on the demand 
of their watermaster. 
Mr. JENSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
you, 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, Corps OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Razavr. Operations and maintenance. There are 16 projects: 
$1,660,600. 

Put pages 80 through 82 in the record. 

(The pages follow :) 


1. Navigation 


(a) Channels and harbors.—The budget estimate of $1,422,000 provides for 
essential maintenance work on nine channel and harbor projects named in the 
list which follows. The work to be accomplished under this activity consists 
of maintaining the navigation channels and harbors of coastal harbors and 
waterways by means of dredging, snagging, repair of navigation facilities and 
periodic inspections and surveys to determine conditions of the projects for 
programing purposes and providing navigation interests with adequate informa- 
tion on existing channel conditions; all as authorized in the laws adopting river 
and harbor projects. 





Obligations 


[In thousands of dollars] 























Fiscal year 1958 
Fiscal (estimated) 
Fiscal | year recurring One- | Total 
Project year 1957 maintenance time fiscal Remarks 
1956 (esti- | repairs | year 
mated) 1958 
An- Peri- 
nual odie 
CALIFORNIA 
Oakland Harbor-.-...--....--.-.-- 210.0 | 201.0 | 214.0 |___-. keke 214.0 | Dredging. 
Redwood City Harbor. -__....--_. } 116.0 40.7 61.0 |_- ; 61.0 Do. 
Richmond City Harbor__......._| 176.4} 65.0} 113.0 80.0 sonnel «eee Do. 
San Francisco Harbor--- oa 90.0 | 220.0 | 178.0 4........].... |} 173.0 Do. 
Sen Francisco Harbor and Bay...| 62.0 | 70.3] 71.0 : }......-.| 71.0 | Removing drift 
(drift collection). | and obstructions. 
7 Pablo Bay and Mare Island 215.0 | 200.0 | 244.0 |....----]_. 244.0 | Dredging. 
trait. 
Sacramento River..-.......------ 367.8 | 250.0 | 269.0 phate: 269.0 Do. 
San Joaquin River .-_...-......-- 195. 6 100.0 113.0 113.0 Do. 
Suisun Bay Channel_--__...-.---- 51.8 Seer (5 OL0't. 2.52.2 nck 81.0 Do. 
Project condition surveys---_.---- 3.0 3.0 ee tbeces J osenawe 3.0 
Other projects maintained peri- | 247.4 | 185.4 |_..-_.--}. role 
odically. | } 
7, channels and har- |1, 744.0 |1, 505.4 |......-- eesti bad 1, 422.0 
ors. | | 
Total navigation _._....._.- 1, 744.0 |1, 505.4 |........]----.--- Pees 1, 422.0 | 








2. Flood control 


(a) Reservoirs.—The budget estimate of $231,100 for the operation and main- 
tenance of seven flood-control reservoirs and scheduling of flood-control reservoir 
operations in the basin provides the minimum amount necessary for operational 
requirements. The amount required for necessary annually recurring mainte- 
nance is for necessary operation and ordinary maintenance of project facilities: 
labor, supplies, materials, and parts required for the day-by-day functioning of 
the project. Periodic or onetime requirement is indicated under remarks below. 
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Obligations 
[In thousands of dollars] 
| Fiscal year 1958 
Fiscal (estimated) 
Fiscal | year recurring One- | Total 
Project year 1957 maintenance time fiscal Remarks 
1956 (esti- . repairs | year 
mated) 1958 
An- Peri- 
nual odie 
= fasinenncinninnos Iineipsnsie _—— | | -———__|--_____—_— 
CALIFORNIA | | 
Farmington Reservoir... .._. 9.1 10.0 14.0 | 14.0 
Isabella Reservoir. . 49.0 60. 0 69.0 69. 0 
Merced County stream group (4 11.1 12.0 14.0 14.0 
reservoirs). 
Pine Flat Reservoir 126.5 | 120.0] 131.0 ie 131.0 
Scheduling of flood-control reser- | 2.9 2.8 3.2 }.. | aay 3.1 | 
voir operations. | 
| 931.1 | 





Total, floog-control reser- | 198.6 | 204.8 
voirs- 


(b) Other (including channel-improvement projects, miscellaneous items, and 
inspections ).—The budget estimate of $7,500 provides for inspection during the 
fiscal year of completed projects within the basin and completed units of the Sac- 
ramento River flood-control project. 









































Obligations 
[In thousands of dollars] 
Fiscal year 1958 
| Fiscal (estimated) 
Fiscal year recurring One- | Total 
Project year | 1957 maintenance | time fiscal Remarks 
1956 (esti- ______j repairs | year 
mated) 1958 
| An- Peri- 
| nual odic | 
aie alias x 1 rc . 
Inspection of completed works 5.2 6.0 | 7.5 | |. 7.5 
¥ as | mel 
Total, flood control, other-. &3 f- | -G6' fis sefieiiac-ibben 7.5 
Total, flood control. _ _- | 203.8 | 210.8 |.-...___| | 238.6 
= =) Sar = SS =i = ————= 
Grand total, Central Val- |1, 947.8 1,716.2 |........|....---.|-.--...-]1, 660.6 
ley Basin. | | 


8. Multiple purpose projects including power 
None. 


Mr. Rapavr. I note that the estimates for 1958 is a decrease of 
$55,600 from 1957, and $287,000 below 1956. What is the basis for 
this decreasing trend in maintenance costs in the Central Valley Basin ? 

General Casstpy. These amounts are those requested for our esti- 
mated maintenance for the coming year. On the type of work that we 
have here, which is primarily dredging, the estimates each year are 
based on what we foresee from our condition surveys. 

Now as to a trend, I am not certain. I would have to examine that 
to see whether or not we actually had a trend, or whether this was just 
a variation from year to year, sir. 

Mr. Ragavt. Do you feel these funds are adequate ? 

General Cassipy. For this work in the valley; yes, sir. 
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EFFECT OF BUDGET REDUCTION ON CALIFORNIA PROJECTS 


Mr. Evrys. The Bureau of the Budget called on the Corps of Kngi- 
neers to make a resurvey of projects that could be postponed or de- 
ferred, and they have submitted to this committee reductions of about 
$13.3 million. 

The question I wanted to ask is what percentage, General Cassidy, 
of these reductions, totaling $13.3 millions, represents projects in the 
Central Valley and the California Basin ? 

General Person. $300,000 reduction on the Riverside levees in Cali- 
fornia. 

General Casstpy. There is no reduction in the Central Valley, sir. 

General Person. The total California reduction was $300,000. 

Mr. Evins. $300,000 of the $13.3 million. 


SACRAMENTO RIVER LEVEES 


Mr. Botanp. Let me ask this one question : 

The problem that the corps has with the State of California, rela- 
tive to the Sacramento levees, is in the fact that some of the levees, 
which were there long before we got into the problem, were privately 
constructed or were done by water districts. 

I presume we have that same problem in the Mississippi River 
levees, where some of those did not come up to standard. 

General Person. Oh, yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. I suppose you had the same problem with regard to 
maintenance and operation until they were brought up to standard by 
the corps? 

General Cassipy. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. Thank you very much, General. 


GAO REPORT ON REPAYMENT CONTRACTS 


Mr. Rasavut. The General Accounting Office in its report issued 
December 1956, points out the repayment contracts have not yet been 
executed with water users covering construction costs on the Isabella 
Reservoir. 

It also states magerenene are proceeding in the field on the basis 
of the allocations of $4,573,000 to irrigation, as made by the district 
office, while this allocation has not been approved by the Chief of 
Engineers. What is being done to resolve this pr oblem ? 

General Person. Sir, as I mentioned earlier, in April of 1955 the 
Assistant Secretary of the Army and the Assistant Secretary of the 
Interior agreed that a uniform repayment provision should be effected 
for Isabella, and for Pine Flat, on which the Bureau is conducting 
negotiations. 

In pursuance of that agreement, there were numerous negotiations 
with the local users of water culminating in an agreement between 
the division engineer and the water users late last fall or early winter, 
for repayment on the basis of the North Kern Water Storage District, 
which is the first user downstream from the reservoir, to pay its 48- 
yercent share of the construction cost allocated to irrigation, in a 
ump sum. 
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Mr. Rapavur. Then 32, and 20? 
yeneral Person. Yes, and 32 and 20. __ a 

The one downstream is the Buena Vista district, and the Tulare 
district, are to pay their share as they use the water, providing that 
their repayment be complete in 40 years, and there will be interest 
during the entire period on all of the unpaid balance, so they get no 
relaxation of interest rates. 

That contract, based on that tentative agreement, has not yet been 
signed, for the reason that in carrying out the spirit of the April 1955 
agreement between the Secretaries, we transmitted this proposal to the 
Secretary of the Interior, asking for his concurrence in that principle. 

Mr. Rasavct. Is there any friction about this? 

General Person. I wouldn’t say there is any friction, sir. We have 
not had a reply to our letter to the Secretary. 

Mr. Rapavt. Is it just the fact that it hasn’t had approval of the 
Secretary ; is that the only thing holding it up? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapavut. How long has it been there? 

General Person. It was signed on the 4th of February, this year. 

Mr. Razavt. Put in the record something explaining this division 
of water and the relative cost, and the system involved. 

(The information follows :) 

The facilities for diverting water from Kern River for irrigation purposes are 
in place and no additional works are needed as a result of the construction of 
Isabella Dam and Reservoir. The distribution of water for irrigation from 
Kern River is largely governed by the old Miller-Haggin agreement. The es- 
sential features of this agreement are that during the months of march through 
August the first 300 cubic feet per second of flow measured at first point 
belongs to the diverters between first and second points. For flow in excess of 
800 cubic feet per second, at least one-third must be delivered to second point 
for use below that point. For the remainder of the year, the first 1,500 cubic 
feet per second of flow and two-thirds of the flow in excess of 1,500 cubic feet 
per second belongs to the first point users. Recently another agreement has 
been made by the parties of the Miller-Haggin agreement which provides that 
during the months of April through July, 40 percent of flows in excess of 650,000 
acre-feet shall belong to water users downstream from Wasco Road, which is 
below second point. 

The diverters between first and second point are organized in the North Kern 
Water Storage District. The principal diverter between second point and 
Wasco Road is the Buena Vista Water Storage District. The principal diverter 
below Wasco Road is the Tulare Lake Basin Water Storage District. Under the 
terms of the agreements, North Kern Water Storage District receives a fairly 
uniform supply. Buena Vista Water Storage District receives a more erratic 
supply although it does receive some water every year. Tulare Lake Basin 
Water Storage District receives a very erratic supply on an average of about 
once in 5 to 7 years. 

Mr. Razavut. The committee is adjourned until 2 o’clock, at which 
time we will take up the Central Valley reclamation. 


( AFTERNOON SESSION ) 
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, BuREAU or RECLAMATION 


Mr. Rarnavut. The committee will come to order. We will consider 
the Central Valley Basin, the Bureau of Reclamation, general investi- 
gations, $949,400 for 12 projects. 

We will put pages BR-1 to 9 in the record. 

(The pages referred to follow :) 
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CENTRAL VALLEY BASIN 


General investigations 


Allocation of appropriation, fiscal year 1957__.______________ $629, 798 
eee Peart UAIBNCO. OURO cede cn ntwieenennantéo 10, 000 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1957_...._.._.____._____________ $639, 798 
Estimated allocation of appropriation, fiscal year 1958_____ 949, 400 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1958_.._.._._.__...._____________ 949, 400 
DESCRIPTION 


The appropriation of general investigation funds for the Central Valley Basin 
provides for the planning of the basin and project developments of the Bureau 
of Reclamation for the utilization of the water resources of that basin. 

The program of general investigations made include: 

(1) Engineering and economic investigations to determine the feasibility of 
potential reclamation projects. These investigations may consist of recon- 
naissance surveys to establish with a minimum of time and funds the justifica- 
tion for further detailed study; basin surveys to establish basinwide plans, or 
detailed studies of the feasibility of specific projects. 

(2) Advance planning to prepare newly authorized projects for construction. 

(3) Investigations of existing projects necessary for rehabilitation, financial 
adjustments, or water conservation. 

The general investigations program includes, where appropriate, small allow- 
ances for necessary transfers of funds or reimbursements to other agencies, such 
as the Geological Survey, Fish and Wildlife Service, National Park Service, 
Weather Bureau, Coast and Geodetic Survey, Department of Agriculture, etc., 
for work over and above their regular programs which those agencies perform 
in connection with the Bureau’s investigations of specific potential projects and 
which these other agencies are better equipped to do. 


WORK UNDERWAY AND PROPOSED 


The general investigation obligation program for the current fiscal year in 
the Central Valley Basin is $639,798, which is entirely financed with appropriated 
funds. With these funds, planning activities will be underway on a total of 
eight investigations. Of this total, 6 will be a continuation of studies underway 
at the beginning of the fiscal year and 2 will be investigations being initiated 
or resumed. Three of these investigations will be completed during the year. 

The request of $949,400 for fiscal year 1958 for this basin will be utilized 
for planning activities on a total of 12 investigations of which 5 will be con- 
tinuations of prior-year investigations and 7 will be initiation or resumption 
of new investigations. One of these investigations will be completed. The 
activity breakdown of work proposed in fiscal year 1958 compared with the 
program for fiscal year 1957 is shown in the following summary by activities, 
and the details of cost to appropriation program proposed is presented in the 
accompanying tabulation entitled “Schedule of General Investigations Program, 
Fiscal Years 1957 and 1958.” 
' Summary by activities 


ESTIMATED COSTS OF INVESTIGATIONS IN THE CURRENT PROGRAM 











Esti- Total, Program, | Program, Balance 
Activity mated June 30, fiscal year | fiscal year to 
total 1956 1957 1958 complete 
Engineering and economic investigations, 
cost to approprintions-—._............---- $5, 120, 342 | $2, 308, 517 $650, 738 $949,400 | $1, 211, 687 
'- Total cost to agerepriniice a alle 5,120,342 | 2,308, 517 650, 738 949, 400 1, 211, 687 
Distributive costs: Service facilities, un- 
liquidated obligations, ete. ........-...--|...--.------ phddethhons —10, 940 |....- ochipapthvete teuesbbe 
Dots Cention obagrnm.. Us. 5S.) 8k incl del esio 639, 798 040,400 |.2....-..... 
Less unobligated carryover.-_...-...----.-.]-----.---- li iad dita me copies —10, 900 eeetieeenetd tetas 








Allocation or estimate. ............--].--.-.-----2 ae E a 629, 798 249, 400 EES i wacue 
| 
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ENGINEERING AND ECONOMIC INVESTIGATIONS, DETAIL BY ACTIVITY 


sain ae Sinhala si emai ao ara $357, 400 $51, 125 $148, 875 $157, 400 |_ 


OE oon re nnenasensaaieod 2,035,014 | 1,600, 500 143, 045 105,000 | $186, 469 
Project investigations..................:... 2 727, 928 656, 320 358, 818 687, 000 1, 025, 218 





Total cost to appropriation..._.....- 5, 120, 342 | 2,308, 517 650, 738 949, 400 1, 211, 687 


Reconnaissance.—In fiscal year 1957 the cost to appropriation program of 
$148,875 will be utilized to continue a survey of the east side division of the Cen- 
tral Valley project where the limited water supply, increasing demands for fur- 
ther development, and complicated water-exchange problems necessitate an 
overall study prior to detailed investigations of specific projects in the area. 
Completion of the east side division study in fiscal year 1957 will require a cost 
to appropriation program of $157,400. 

Basin surveys.—The cost to appropriation program of $143,045 for fiscal year 
1957 will be utilized to continue studies aimed at establishing overall basin 
plans of development for the Central Valley Basin and to complete similar 
studies of the upper American River Basin. A continuation of the work in the 
Central Valley Basin in fiscal year 1958 will entail a cost to appropriation pro- 
gram of $105,000. 

Project investigations —With a cost to appropriation program of $358,818 for 
fiscal year 1957, feasibility studies will be completed on the San Luis units of 
the Central Valley project and the potential Monticello powerplant of the 
Solano project, now under construction. Feasibility studies will be initiated on 
the Auburn and Yolo-Zamora units and continued on the Folsom south unit 
extension of the Central Valley project. 

Is fiscal year 1958 feasibility studies will be continued on the Auburn unit and 
completed on the Yolo-Zamora unit and the Folsom south unit extension. Simi- 
lar studies will be initiated on the Fresno-Chowchilla division, the Friant power 
unit, the Friant-Kern River extension, the Madera unit extension, and the Arvin- 
Edison, Nashville, and Mendota-Kings units of the Central Valley project with 
a cost program of $687,000. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Agriculture, industry, and business in the Central Valley Basin are dependent 
upon the conservation and progressive development of the natural resources. 
California is now the fastest growing State in the Union with an increase averag- 
ing 1,000 persons a day since 1950. The economic absorption of additional pop- 
ulation is difficult; it requires continuous and orderly investigation, planning, 
and development of projects that will provide more water and power for agri- 
culture, industry, cities, military establishments, and rural areas. 

Irrigation has been a most significant factor controlling the extent of develop- 
ment in California and southern Oregon and today these States are especially 
known for their fruit and speciality crops such as sugar beets, cotton, and dairy 
products. More than 200 commercial crops are produced in California. Al- 
most all of them require irrigation. Approximately 6% million acres of farm- 
lands are now under irrigation in the State—some requiring supplemental water 
supplies—with another 4 million acres susceptible of irrigation development. 

The demand for agricultural products within this area has resulted in a ma- 
terial increase in irrigated acreage during recent years which has overtaxed 
water supplies that were inadequate even to meet on a sustained basis the de- 
mands of a decade ago. Overpumping of ground-water supplies in the south- 
ern San Joaquin portion of the Central Valley is proceeding at a much greater 
rate than in previous years, with a result that water levels are lowering rapidly. 

Demands for electric power, which is the hydrologic twin of irrigation in mul- 
tiple-purpose resource development, have expanded as rapidly as demands for 
water. Agriculture is a heavy user of electricity in California; to a large degree 
the increased demand for power is a reflection of the requirement for energy to 
pump water. Many farmers who utilize underground water sources pay for 
their irrigation in the form of power bills. Industrial power requirements also 
are increasing. 

The general investigation program for the Central Valley Basin represents a 
minimum program commensurate with the great needs of the basin and the 
many unexploited opportunities that remain for wise investment of funds. 
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REQUEST UP 300 PERCENT OVER 1955 


Mr. Rapavt. In 1955, Mr. Spencer, you had $332,000 for investiga- 
tions on the Central VaHey project. This year the allocation is 
$639,000. The request for 1958 is $949,400, almost 3 times the 1955 
figure. 

Considering the need for economy, what would suffer if this pro- 
gram was at least held to this year’s level ? 

Mr. Sprencer. Mr. Chairman, we would have to stop some investi- 
gations that we are working on, and it would be more expensive to 
go back and pick them up at some later time than to go on at the rate 
at which we are producing reports at this time. 

Mr. Dexnermer. Might I add to that, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Rasavut. Yes; we would be pleased to hear from you. 

Mr. Dexuerer. California is one of our fastest growing States 
and is a source for a large part of the vegetables, fruit, and things of 
that kind. Their need for water development and conservation there 
is probably as acute as it is anyplace in the country, and these in- 
vestigations and plans are essential ahead of authorizing those works 
in order to provide feasible and economically justified projects. 


1957 APPROPRIATION SHIFTED TO OTHER AREAS 


Mr. Rarnavut. We allowed $798,000 for these investigations for this 
year, but only $639,000 was allocated, or a decrease of $158,000. 

Why is this money being used elsewhere, when you claim it is needed 
to such an extent for this item ? 

Mr. Spencer. Mr. Chairman, two of these requests which were 
asked for at this time last year were made on the basis of the State 
wanting us to do some work. After we had justified that work here, 
and also in the Senate, the State legislature changed its mind and pro- 
vided money for the State to do it, so we did not spend any money on 
work which the State itself later decided to do. 

Mr. Rapavt. But how firm were your understandings with the 
State? We cut this last year in the House committee, and the agency 
went over before the Senate and really did a selling job. The Senate 
came back to the conference committee and insisted that the House 
yield on this. We yielded only to learn now that your understanding 
with the State was such that they changed their mind about it them- 
selves, and didn’t really need the money that you made the strong 
demand for last year. Now, that is the situation. That is the 
House’s version of it, and I don’t see how we could have any other 
version than that. 

Mr. Spencer. I understand, sir, but at the time we were here, you 
had a memorial from the State legislature, itself, asking you to make 
the funds available. The State later appropriated three and a quar- 
ter million to do the work they had asked us to do. 
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Mr. Rapaur. How much of the investigation appropriation for this 
year will be available for new projects in 1958 due to reduced costs, 
or completion on current projects ? 

Mr. Srencer. Mr. Chairman, I don’t understand 

Mr. Rasaut. You are going to finish some work this year so you 
will be able to use some of that base on new projects. That is the 
question. 

Mr. Srencer. But the question was due to reduced cost. 

Mr. Rapsavut. Well, do any of them cost less than you originally 
thought they would cost? We just had an example of this one. It 
didn’t cost you less, but vou didn’t require the money. 

Have you any other things pending that might not use the full 
sum that you are requiring of us now? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. I don’t think we have at the present time, Mr. 
Chairman, although as we noted last year those things can change, and 
we wouldn’t use the money if someone else were going to do the work. 





SAN LUIS UNIT 


Mr. Bennett. I would like to add, Mr. Chairman, it is not a reduc- 
tion, but we have found that because certain things have not taken 
place this year on the San Luis unit, the-project was not authorized— 
because of negotiations with the State, we will probably in ’58 have 
to spend some money on the San Luis unit that is not now scheduled 
for that unit in the program you have before you, but we will have 
authorization hearings, and we will have to take some more negotia- 
tions with the State, and that is not shown in the program before you 
now. 

PRIORITY OF NEW INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Rasavut. Please insert in the record a listing in the order of 
importance of the seven new investigations planned for 1958. 

Mr. Bennett. We will do that. 

(The information requested follows :) 


New STARTS—ORDER OF PRIORITY 


In order of importance, the new investigations scheduled in the Central 
Valley Basin are— 

1. Nashville unit on the Cosumnes River. 

Mendota-Kings. 
Fresno-Chowchilla. 
Friant-Kern extensions. 
Madera extensions. 
Arvin-Edison. 

Friant power unit. 

It should also be pointed out that recent legislative developments may make 
it desirable for the Bureau of Reclamation to program work on the San Luis 
unit and the New Melones unit, neither of which is shown in the 1958 program 
at this time. 


Ot cote 
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Construction AND RenapmiratTion, Bureau oF RecLAMATION 


Mr. Ragpavut. Construction and rehabilitation. We have got 
$28,893,000 for three projects. 


CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


$25,146,000 is requested for the Central Valley project. 
Insert in the record at this point pages BR 10 to 21. 
(The pages follow :) 


CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


Location.—The Central Valley consists primarily of the Sacramento and San 
Joaquin River Valleys in California. The valley is approximately 500 miles 
long and 100 miles wide, extending from Mount Shasta in the north to the Teha- 
chapi Mountains on the suuth. The watershed covers the area from the Sierra 
Nevada Range to the delta outlet through San Francisco Bay. The project 
comprises approximately 27 percent of the land area of the State, 19 of the 58 
counties, and approximately 20 percent of the population. 

Authorization.—Initiated under authority of the Emergency Relief Appro- 
priation Act, 1985 (49 Stat. 115), and subsequently authorized by a finding of 
feasibility by the Secretary of the Interior, approved by the President on 
December 2, 1935. Additional authorizations made by the River and Harbor 
Acts of August 26, 1937 (50 Stat. 844, 850), and October 17, 1940 (54 Stat. 1198, 
1199). American River features authorized under the act of October 14, 1949 
(63 Stat. 852). Sacramento Valley canals authorized under the act of September 
26, 1950 (64 Stat. 1086). Trinity River division authorized by the act of August 
12, 1955 (69 Stat. 719). Additional works for waterfowl management author- 
ized by the act of August 27, 1954 (68 Stat. 879). 

Description.—Project primarily consists of an integrated system of water con- 
veyance from the northern portion of the valley to the southern portion, together 
with a network of power production and transmission facilities. Shasta and 
Keswick Dams and powerplants control the Sacramento River in the north, 
Friant Dam controls the San Joaquin River in the south. Folsom Dam and 
powerplant control the American River—a tributary of the Sacramento River. 
Trinity division dam and powerplants will be on the Trinity River northwest of 
Shasta with water conveyance to the Keswick Reservoir. Tracy pumping plant 
lifts water from sea level to the Delta-Mendota Canal. The project, when com- 
pleted, will include approximately 400 miles of canals, 750 miles of transmission 
lines, reservoirs with a capacity of 8 million acre-feet, and powerplants with a 
eapacity of 999,350 kilowatts. 

Benefit-cost ratio—tTrinity division 3.3 to 1. Current cost ratio for remaining 
features not available. 


Summarized financial data 


Ie UNE URN NN aaa ceric epic entiv an nirtnindm gl ERMA S $749, 336, S83 
Total obligations to June 30, 1956 457, 236, 835 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1957 19, 935, 211 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1958 25, 146, 000 
Balance to complete 247, 018, 837 


On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program will total $24,644,504. The narra- 
tive justification which follows explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program and 
the relation of costs to obligations. 


Change in total project costs and obligations 


| 
Costs | Obligations 


——— ‘ . hi Sk ia ccindee igo ace eas 


1957 congressional justification._..._.._____- Rains . $757, 247,023 | $757, 503, 781 
1958 congressional justification. ______- Ri tes cat saa 761, 627, 085 | 749, 336, 883 


Change _- ? | +4, 380,062 | —8, 166, 898 











437 


The increase in total estimated cost is due to the addition of Terra Bella and 
Porterville distribution systems, and an increased estimate of the Saucelito dis- 
tribution system. (These distribution systems may be constructed by the water 
users through a loan from the United States under Public Law 130, 84th Cong., 
as amended.) These increases are offset in part by a reduction in estimate for 
Folsom land settlement with a private utility, the elimination of additional 
pumps on the Contra Costa Canal, a decrease in the cost of delta fish protection 
facilities, and a decrease in the estimate of the balance required for the Delta- 
Mendota Canal, and the elimination of the Corning Canal extensions. 


Total estimated project cost and allocation 


UPR RE UR COI at eae any sear ecenie ennai 761, 627, 085 
Less : 
Rewind Shasta generator unit 4-------____--_--_----- atintainat —166, 776 
Distribution systems to be repaid by separate contracts____-- —65, 998, 917 
Friant fish hatchery pipeline__- — 66, 692 
Add: Folsom Dam (constructed by Corps of Engineers) +61, 870, 300 


Tite) amount to Be SNOCNIAE. gs ee ee 757, 265, 000 


Allocation of costs 
Reimbursable: 
RIP NRATIOM ~  etle ae cess eae 384, 605, 000 
; 292, 037, 000 
Municipal and industrial water 17, 419, 000 
FIDE BOG WTI a Sk ken oe iit een nee een take 2, 737, 000 


Subtotal, reimbursable________~ esis ie lly oh asin colada cals 696, 798, 000 


Nonreimbursable: 
Flood control 35, 684, 000 
Recreation 215, 000 
Navigation 12, 940, 000 
Fish and wildlife ” 11, 628, 000 


Subtotal, nonreimbursable 60, 467, 000 
Total amount allocated 757, 265, 000 


Repayment fo reimbursable costs 


By irrigation water users 

Be OEE: POCO ci Se tts 
Tr I I ii het ie rcetmiecccmemmasio 
By reimbursable fish and wildlife 


696, 798, 000 


Repayment costs per acre 


Federal investment per acre: 
70. be.zepaia by irrigation water Wsers........... nc erewcan $235 


Total 


Annual water users charges: Water service charges (included operation and 
maintenance and construction) : 

Friant-Kern and Madera Canals: Class 1 (firm supply), $3.50 per acre-foot ; 
class 2, $1.50 per acre-foot 

Delta-Mendota and Contra Costa Canals: Irrigation water, $3.50 per acre 
foot 

Sly Park unit: Irrigation water, $2.50 per acre-foot 

Sacramento canals and Folsom service area: $2.75 per acre-foot 

River diversion: $2.25 and $1.50 per acre-foot 
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Repayment contracts.—At the start of fiscal year 1957, 34 long-term water- 
service contracts for Central Valley project water had been executed, and con- 
tract negotiations were in various stages of progress with an additional 38 other 
districts. Contracts for the construction of distribution systems with a total 
estimated cost of approximately $55 million have been executed with 12 districts. 
Amendatory contracts increasing the maximum construction cost have been 
executed with six districts. Negotiations are nearly complete with one district 
for the construction of extensions to its distribution system to cost approximately 
a million dollars, and negotiations are beginning with another to increase the 
maximum construction cost by approximately $800,000. Negotiations are in 
progress with 4 districts for approximately $22 million in loans for distribution 
systems construction pursuant to Public Law 130 as amended. During fiscal 
year 1958 it is expected that negotiations will begin with an additional six dis- 
tricts. Power sales contracts: Effective August 27, 1951, a wheeling contract 
between the Bureau and the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. covering power transmis- 
sion became operative. On that date the Bureau commenced service to the first 
preference customer and to Federal installations by the conveyance of Bureau 
power over the transmission lines of the company. Currently 25 power sales 
contracts are in force—24 with preference customers, 1 with a private utility. 


Physical data 


Feature | Type Capacity Height Length 


Dams and 


reservoirs: 
Shasta - | Concrete variable arch grav- | 4,500,000 acre-feet | 602 feect__| 3,460 feet. 
y. | 

Keswick Concrete gravity ! 24,000 acre-feet _ . 159 feet 1,046 feet. 
Friant _ - -- | do ..--| 520,000 acre-feet 319 feet 3,488 feet. 
Folsom s | Concrete and earth fill... | 1,000,000 acre-feet | 330 feet 10,200 feet. 
Nimbus | Earth fill .| 7,600 acre-feet | 76 feet 1,093 feet. 
Trinity ___- do 2,500,000 acre-feet 450 feet 3,300 feet. 
Slv Park do | 45,000 acre-feet 130 feet 760 feet. 
Whiskeytown _| do.. 250,000 acre-feet _ - | 278 feet 2,150 feet. 

Powerplants: 
Shasta __._..... Dial teats etanatiaenhi ne tmawen | 379,000 kilowatts_. dhisnoatt ound eid 
EL So den Solcnanokamsuieein ..---------| 75,000 kilowatts clcdebilagkcee i OD cece 
Folsom... .....-!--. sdtis dieenedconsansoackcat re ee «wa Fe tata ddwaglh atc wits aia 
Nimbus.......- a lao a ee 13,500 kilowatts ee aa 
EE cc areipiriclb lta ietr lines ed sgsgptns rand envcnes ic id i ete BNA SS wail a aoeidacnia te 
et ee obadad | 139,000 kilowatts__ eat. SS bad 3 ao 


Spring Creek.._|........ a 


Lewiston 


Pumping plants: 


ere a art ci ccelaatiallies 
ae cr icnnsaarseninition 
Canals: | 

Delta-Mendota_|.Concrete_._....-- 
Prant-Bern. ..|.....00...........- 
ere 400s _ 1... A. =o wnn--e- 
ES a eee 
Corning ..| Earth lined. _- 
Tehama-Colusa_|-....do_.........-.- 


Distribution sys- 
tems: 
Contra Costa -_|........ 
Delta-Mendota |! - 


MRS Os. So ; 
Friant-Kern -| ee oil tintin ‘ 


350 cubic feet per 


1,000 cubie feet per second 
.| 500 to 28 cubic feet per second 
| 2,000 cubic feet per second. _-_)...----- 


abn Macs cock eee aba wk 


--.---.-, 184,650 acres 


----------| 143,000 kilowatts... .- 
peed aret menses cee en aoa ie en” a Ea xe 

Transmission lines.| 69 kilovolts to 230 kilovolts__|......--.--------------- 

| 135,000 horsepower 

3,050 horsepower- 


4,600 cubic feet per second 
5,000 cubic feet per second --|.....-.--- 153 miles, 


wisn dial an sch | Oe oS init 
566,600 acres_..... 


762 miles, 


pmntistenies 117 miles. 


48 miles. 
36 miles, 
21 miles. 
126 miles. 


second. . _-_| 





Acres to be served: Acres 
a a rer gape a aeaed Is aOR resin Cee eran 292, 050 
DUTIES KENOBI 2 Ln oo ke att ahs toe a ee 893, 350 

Mates OC be icgcbe cer Sea} asa Sis bate Dk i Sr aac Te s. 1, 185, 400 


Status.—As of June 30, 1956, the project was 60 percent complete on an obliga- 


tion basis. 


Of the balance to complete after this date, approximately 75 percent 
is represented by the recently authorized Trinity River division. 


While all the 


initial features of the project have been in operation since 1951, a significant 
construction program is underway during the current fiscal year (1957). 


Rank- 


TE 
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ing first and accounting for over 40 percent of the total annual program is work 
on Trinity River division. Contract for Trinity Dam will be awarded the third 
quarter of fiscal year 1957. Work will continue on the diversion tunnel and 
on the camp. Other maior items include award of contract for the Lewiston- 
Clear Creek tunnel, land acquisition, and highway relocation. The Bureau of 
Reclamation has made a study on the possibility of the sale of falling water, 
which may affect the requirement for future appropriations for power facilities 
for the Trinity River division. Ranking second in program amount, approxi- 
mately 30 percent of the total annual program, will be further construction of 
the Friant-Kern distribution system. Other items in the program include the 
completion of the Delta fish protection facilities and the Contra Costa distribu- 
tion system. Folsom Dam and power facilities, as well as the Nimbus fish pro- 
tection facilities will be virtually completed. Work will continue on the Corning 
Canal and on water rights studies and on investigations for the Cow Creek fea- 
tures. It is expected that a contract will be executed with the water users under 
Public Law 130 for the construction at the Terra Bella distribution system. 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1958 


Trinity Dam and facilities, $10,586,000.—This amount is required primarily 
for contractors’ earnings on the prime contract as well as for land and land 
rights and county road relocation. Award of dam construction contract is 
secheduled for the third quarter of fiscal year 1957. Equipment and trucks will 
also be purchased to provide fish protection facilities. 

Whiskeytown Dam and Reservoir, $398,000.—This amount will be used for 
the cost of designs and specifications for the dam, surveys for relocation of 
Highway No. 299, and for land rights. 

Lewiston diversion dam and facilities, $313,000.—These funds will be utilized 
for the procurement of land and land rights and for preparation of specifications 
for construction of the dam to be started in fiscal year 1959. 

Clear Creek tunnel, $5,527,000.—This amount will be required to cover contract 
arnings on the tunnel. 

Spring Creek tunnel, $248,000.—These funds will be used for investigation and 
surveys. 

General property, $35,600.—Installation of the radio network in the Trinity 
division will be initiated. 

Corning Canal and facilities, $1,407,000.—The program provides for comple- 
tion of the canal and the initiation of construction of the relift facilities and 
the pumping plant dependent upon execution of water service contracts. 

Tehama-Colusa Canal, $50,000.—These funds will be used to continue investi- 
gations of the lower end of the canal area to provide means to service an addi- 
tional service area. 

American River division, $75,202—The program provides for completion of 
surfacing and grading the left abutment area of the Folsom Dam. 

Water rights (Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers), $261,367.—Riparian land 
delineation, and analysis of data on use of water from the Sacramento River, 
its tributaries, and the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta will continue. Activities 
will also be continued, as required, on the cooperative program covered by the 
“Memorandum of understanding relating to a general approach to negotiations 
for settlement of water diversions from the Sacramento River and the Sacra- 
mento-San Joaquin Delta with the objective of avoiding litigation.” The pro- 
gram also provides for litigation, negotiation, and settlement of water-right 
claims of landowners along the San Joaquin River. 

Central Valley waterfowl conservation, $52,819.—This program continues the 
activity under Public Law 674, 83d Congress (68 Stat. 879). The funds will be 
used to complete slough levee and ditch at the Mendota Pool. 

Friant-Kern Canal, $179.900.—The program provides for furnishing and in- 
stalling measuring devices for the Saucelito Irrigation District and for rehabili- 
tation of certain earth-lined and concrete reaches of the canal. 

Friant-Kern distribution systems, $5,567,800.—These funds will be used for 
further construction of extensions to unit 1 of the southern San Joaquin mu- 
nicipal utility extensions, if a repayment contract is executed, to initiate con- 
struction of the distribution system for the Stone Corral Irrigation District and 
to virtually complete the Shafter-Wasco distribution system. 
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Distribution systems, $5,200,000.—Contracts will be executed with the Porter- 
ville and Saucelito districts and construction of the distribution systems ini- 
tiated under Public Law 130. This work will be financed with funds under the 
“Loan program distribution systems” activity. 

Contribution to civil service retirement fund, $246.000.—Initial year contri- 
bution to civil service retirement fund. 

Investigation of abandoned or unprogramed work, —$258,249.—Represents 
prior investigation costs of distribution system now to be constructed under 
loan program. 

Adjustments, —$5,244,935.—This figure includes the $5,200,000 cost of dis- 
tribution systems being built under Public Law 130 which do not require project 
funds and some minor cost adjustments. 

Other expenditures and credits, $501,496.—Cost of service facilities, stores 
and investigations financed from fiscal year 1958 funds which will be distributed 
to permanent property in subsequent years. 


CENTRAL VALLEY PRosJEcT, CALIFORNIA 


Schedule of construction program fiscal years 1957 and 1958 












































Estimated | Total to Program, | Program, | Balance to 
Program item total June 39, current budget | complete 
| 1956 year 1957 | year 1958 
| 
(1) (2) (3) | (4) (5) (6) 
CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM aad 
Trinity River division: | | 
Trinity Dam and facilities |$83, 125,000 | $1, 105,775 | $7,920, 500 |$10, 586,000 | $63, 512, 725 
Whiskeytown Dam and Reservoir .| 17, 921, 000 44, 423 | 52, 000 398,000 | 17,426,577 
Lewiston diversion dam and facilities.| 4, 541, 000 31, 341 25, 000 | 313,000 | 4,171, 659 
Clear Creek tunnel (Lewiston-Tower- 
house tunnel) ___.___--- 38, 540, 000 136, 365 | 2,137,100 | 5,527,000 | 30,739, 535 
Spring Creek tunnel (Towerhouse- | | 
Matheson tunnel) - _--- 17, 841, 000 73, 884 | 36, 000 | 248, 000 17, 483, 116 
Irrigation development (Cow Creek)..| 5,900,000 |_____- hee atest Raitt ..| 5,900,000 
Trinity powerplant -..........-.....-.]| 10, 101, 000 en aeee | nbccate paid a's 10, 101, 000 
Clear Creek vowerplant.__........-.--] 11, 541,000 |......-- ie oles ab cease On 
Spring Creek powerplant_.-__- os cea A haan eee cnaenl sa 13, 814, 000 
Lewiston powerplant. __.._.-.- Saal a Sadtcccsabe oll 351, 000 
Transmission facilities...............-- Rs Be ee in dele oe | 19, 325, 000 
CIGMGTRL DUOIUICY.. «...20cencncecesesss<a eS es | 5, 000 | 35,600 | 1,959, 400 
Da incdkaaeuc nsbtiaad a dienes aoe |225, 000, 000 1, 391, 788 | 10, 175, 600. “17, 107, 600 Pe 196, 325, 012 
Ee salute .|181, 530, 528 181, 272, 214 | 258, 314 | eS 
Sacramento River division: 7 
Red Bluff diversion dam and reservoir_| 5, 331,000 MOM MOE Nn doncenentiealnae 4, 834, 786 
Corning Canal and facilities __...--] 5,884,000 | 2,679,922 1, 005, 000 1, 407, 000 792, 078 
Tehama-Colusa Canal and facilities....| 38, 492, 000 1, 002, 874 35, 000 50, 000 37, 404, 126 
Chico Canal and facilities..............| 5,847,000 141,905 |...... iaeite ieee peepee 5, 705, 095 
General property ------ saa PG ih cet 2 990, 000 
a ccbiiLeekanciaal be 
Subtotal__._-_- al eae ceee 56,544,000 | 4,320, 915 1, 040, 000 1, 457, 000, 49, 726, 085 
American River Me 45, 647, 570 | 3 839,349 | 1,694, 819 75, 202 | 38, 200 
Project, general: | | 
Water rights (Sacramento and San | 
Joaquin Rivers). ___- 9,210,000 | 8, 332, 275 262, 189 261, 367 | 354, 169 
Central Valley waterfowl conservation | 400, 000 21, 890 192, 000 52, 819 133, 291 
Preference customer metering facilities 207, 000 191, 170 NE vanihutod aielaks rae Sat clos ih 
Central Valley radio network-.--. ; 392, 400 380, 019 SIDER einawheswte Paes 
Gemmral Wropeney .....o.cnccn-c-s) TROD] 3477, OF |=... 52 i<o 206, 668 
5 a tcl el ..| 11,894,000 | 10, 403, 286 482, 400 | 314, 186 694, 128 
I iis cits nsinon cigs nan 85, 616, 220 | 83, 864, 802 | A 751, 418 | . eS 
Friant division: | 
Friant Dam and Reservoir---_-...-.-- 21, 902,176 | 21,902, 176 |-...--- se na gene tia ache Snail . 
Madera Canal... __.._--_-- _....| 3,384,568 | 3, 284, 659 99,909 |__- |. : 
Firant-Kern Canal. -.----..---- ---| 61, 476, 505 | 60, 368, 879 531, 935 | 179, 900 | 395, 791 
Madera distribution system -.-- - 8, 304, 500 | 8, 238, 096 66, 404 |_._- Hae hel 
Friant-Kern distribution system -_- a 44, 860, 769 | 32,390,268 | 5,545,938 | 5,567,800 | 1,356,763 
Distribution systesm !.______- _...| 11, 100,000 |_- | 400, 000 5, 200, 000 5, 500, 000 
General property _-__--- | 581, 848 576, 848 5, 000 i awe 
' | i-— 
Subtotal_...____- pebtt eae eS 151, 610, 366 126, 760, 6, 649, 186 10, 947, 700 | 
‘futal construction costs - .-.- sl 7, 842, 684 i451, 853, 280 | 22, 051, 737 | 29, 901, 688 | 254, 035, 979 





See footnote at end of table. 
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Schedule of construction program fiscal years 1957 and 1958—Continued 


Estimated | Total to | Program, | Program, | Balance to 


Program item total June 30, | current budget complete 
1956 year 1957 year 1958 
} | | 
| 
(1) | (2) (3) (4) | (5) | (6) 


| 








CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM—Continued 


| 
Contribution to civil-service retirement | | | 





fund 2, 725, 000 | 246, 000 2, 479, 000 
Rewind of Shasta generator unit 4 166, 776 | 201, 726 —34, 950 |-- : akin dpe 
Investigation of abandoned or unpro- 

gramed work | —- 892,625 | 1,319, 356 | | —258, 249 —168, 482 

Total project costs... 761, 627, O85 | 453, 374, 362 | 22,016, 787 | 29, 889, 439 }, 497 
Adjustments... : 14,436,131 | —2, 886, 755 |—1, 017, 490 |—5, 244,935 | — 5, 951 
Potal cost to appropriation. 747, 190, 954 |450, 487, 607 | 20,999, 297 | 24, 644, 504 | 251, 059, 546 
Other expenditures and credits. 2, 145, 929 3, 439, 765 2, 245, 377 501, 496 | —4, 040, 709 
Total expenditures... 749, 336, 883 |453, 927, 372 | 23, 244, 674 | 25, 146,000 | 247, 018, 837 
Undelivered orders. i | 3,309, 463 |—3, 309, 463 | | 
"S + uae i. - Tash . a a 
Tota! obligations............... 749, 336, 883 |457, 236, 835 | 19, 935, 211 | 25, 146, 000 | 247, 018, 837 
Method of financing: | 
Allocation of appropriation, fiscal year | | | 
1957... wed elivthes ‘ 19, 504, 271 | appr Aliiea ante cea 
Application of prior year funds ; - a Tn 430, 940 EE ie 
Allotments required —.- : Aes FATA | MERE Diet ron Sa | 25, 146, 000 oT 247, 018, 800 
' 
| | | { 


1 Distribution systems which may be constructed by irrigaiion districts under Public Law 130 or Lue 
Bureau, 


TRINITY RIVER DIVISION 


Mr. Rasaur. $17,176,000 is requested for the Trinity River divi- 
sion In 1958, primarily for continuing work on the Trinity Dam and 
the Clear Creek tunnel. Please describe this project, which is just 
getting started, and is estimated to cost $225 million. We have a man 
over at the map, which is very good. We are glad to have you over 
there. 

Mr. Srencer. Mr. Chairman, the Trinity River division, which 
was added to the Central Valley project, is ‘located in the northwest 
part of the State. Trinity River is a tributary of the Klamath River, 
which annually wastes about 11 million acre-feet of water into the 
ocean. The Trinity River division is for storage at Trinity Dam 
and diversion by tunnel to the Sacramento watershed. This project 
will save about 800,000 acre-feet per year by carrying the water into 
the Sacramento Valley, where it can be used throughout the whole 
Central Valley project area by exchange or by direct diversion into 
projects now constructed and proposed additions or additions under 


construction. 
HOUSING FACILITIES 


Mr. Rasaut. What housing facilities are being constructed on the 
Trinity project, and what will be the total cost ? 

Mr. Spencer. The only housing at present under construction on 
the Trinity River division is a construction headquarters camp at 
Lewiston. It is temporary housing, office, and warehouses which will 
be salvaged as soon as construction is over. 

Mr. Rarwautr. And what is its cost ? 

Mr. Srencer. I don’t think T have the total figure for that. 

Mr. Rasaut. Will you supply it for the record ? 
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Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. 
(The information follows :) 


The total cost of housing facilities on the Trinity River division is $2,407,000. 


Mr. Ranaut. An increase is requested in 1958 for the Trinity proj- 
ect. What would suffer if the appropriation was just continued at 
this year’s level of $10,175,000 ? 

Mr. Srence R. Sir, we have awarded contracts for the 11-mile Clear 
Creek tunnel in the aggregate amount of about $37 million, and also 
have awarded a contract for the main dam, amounting to $49 million. 

Construction should be initiated, and we should have all of the 
money we have asked for in order to get these jobs underway and 
permit the contractors to make progress satisfactory to complete it 
within the program schedules. 


NO BUDGET REQUEST FOR POWER FEATURES 


Mr. Ranaut. Are there any funds in the 1958 request which 
would implement construction of the power features either on a part- 
nership or on an all-Federal basis? 

Mr. Spencer. No, sir. 

Mr. Razavr. All right. 

I assume you would not use any available funds to implement the 
power features on either basis until after appropriate review by the 
committee. 

Mr. Spencer. That is correct, sir. We would have to have a man- 
date from the Congress. 

CORNING CANAL 


Mr. Razavt. An additional $1,407,000 is proposed for the Corning 
Canal under the Sacramento River division. 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir; the Corning Canal. 

Mr. Rapwavt. What is the status of repayment contract negotiations 
on this area ? 

Mr. Spencer. Sir, we have agreed upon a contract between the Gov- 
ernment and the water users, but as late as last Tuesday, the State 
securities commission turned down the Corning district request for 
approval of that contract, so now we are not in any position to sign 
that contract, and we are not going to spend any money on new work 
on the canal until we have a signed contract. 

Mr. Raravt. Then we will strike this $1.4 million out of here? 

Mr. Spencer. We have some contracts which were underway last 
year; I think we will have sufficient money to complete these contracts: 
if so, this $1.4 million is for new work, assuming we would get a re- 
payment contract. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. Mr. Chairman, might I add that with respect to 
these contracts underway, we might need a little money on the Corn- 
ing Canal for negotiation purposes and things of that kind. 

Mr. Razavr. You will let the committee know at that time about it. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. I would also like to point out that the money we 
have in this year’s budget proposed for 1958 is not sufficient to meet 
the payments that the contractors have asked us to set wp under the 
contracts already awarded on the Trinity River. 
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Mr. Rasaut. You will need this $1.4 million ? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. On the Trinity River division. 

Mr. Rapavur. You had better put a statement in the record. 
(The information follows :) 


CORNING CANAL FuNpbs, FiscaL YEAR 1958 


Of the $1,407,000 requested for Corning Canal construction in fiscal year 1958 
a minor amount, some $30,000, may be required to take care of the completed 
portions of the canal and to handle any further contract discussions. The 
balance, if the Congress so permits, could then become available for increased 
requests by the contractors on the Trinity division. The contractors on Trinity 
Dam and Clear Creek tunnel have estimated that their earnings will be con- 
siderably more than is included in the fiscal year 1958 request to cover these 
contract payments, 


WATER RIGHTS STUDY IN SACRAMENTO RIVER 


Explain the request for $261,367 to study the problem of water 
rights on the Sacramento-San Joaquin River. 

“Mr. Spencer. Sir, we have been coopel rating with the State for 
years on this water rights for the Sacramento Canal. We and the 
State together have spent a consider able amount of money for these 
determinations of water rights. The Federal Government has money 
invested in water conservation facilities in the big basin in the Central 
Valley, and we are very much interested in getting a solution of the 
water-right situation so that we will not find ourselves in a court case 
like the one on the San Joaquin River. 


FRIANT-KERN DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 


Mr. Rasavr. $5,567,800 is requested for additional construction of 
the Friant-Kern distribution system. Do you now have repayment 
contracts to cover all of this new work? 

Mr. Spencer. All except the supplemental or amendatory contract 
for the Southern San Joaquin Municipal Utility District. 


SPECIAL AUTHORITY NEEDED FOR LAND OF DOUBTFUL IRRIGABILITY 


Mr. Rasavt. Officials of the Bureau of Reclamation have indicated 
to Congressman Hagen their willingness to proceed with this exten- 
sion, if authority is forthcoming from the Congress under applicable 
statutes which require such authority when there is a question as to 
the irrigability of the land. 

Mr. Dominy. Our problem arises from the language in the 1953 
Department of Interior Appropriation Act which limited the Secre- 
tary’s authority to spend any money appropriated in that or sub- 
sequent acts until a land certification had been made by the Secretary, 
in other words, the Secretary was able to certify to the Congress that 
the lands to be served by the expenditure of this money were in fact 
irrigable, 

In this case, although the lands to be served, a little over 4,100 acres, 
were included in the district and a water supply for that area was set 
aside, and capacity was provided in the primary works for those lands, 
we are now of the opinion that about 47 percent of those lands are of 
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doubtful irrigability, and therefore we are unable to recommend that 
the Secretary certify the lands as all irrigable. 

District. officials do not agree with our land technicians. They 
believe that with the use of soil amendments, and proper irrigation 
practices, the lands will be irrigable. They are agreeable to commit- 
ting the rest of the district to pay the bill, even if these lands should 
go bad, but since we are not able to certify to the irrigahility, we 
doubt there is .uthority to spend money, even though appropriated. 

Mr. Ranaut. You kind of agree with me, then, that this is an odd 
thing to ask the Congress to appropriate money for if you can’t certify 
within your own Department that you think it is the proper thing. 

Mr. Dominy. Well, it is one of those things where the practical 
farmer and the district people do not agree with the technicians and 
soil scientists of the Bureau. 

Mr. Rapavut. We have here the class of the land, classes 1 down to 6. 
I don’t know what the ordinary class 1 would be, but 0.2 is one, 2 is 18.4, 
3 is 10.0, No. 4 is 24.0, and No. 6 is 47.4. 

Now, in area they run from 1 to 6—11, 760, 412, 988, and 1,953 acres 
in No. 6, so it is about half of the whole area. 

Mr. Dominy. That is right; we find that 47 percent of the lands 
are questionable. 

Mr. Rasaut. The question before us is, Should we be putting up 
money for irrigating such lands? 

Mr. Dominy. The answer of the irrigation district is, Mr. Chairman, 
that they believe firmly the lands will prove to be profitable under 
irrigation agriculture, and they are willing to commit the rest of the 
lands of the district to pay the bill even should these go bad. 

Mr. Rasavur. And how does the Department feel about it ? 

Mr. Dominy. Well, the Department, as I say 

Mr. Raspavut. The Department is in between me and the district. 

Mr. Dominy. As I understand it, the Department is unable to certify 
to the irrigability of this 47 percent. We find there are some alkali 
deposits. 

Mr. Razavut. How much is in this request of $5 million plus, for 
this poor land, and in what category do you classify the poor land? 

Mr. Deminy. The questionable land, sir, is the amount listed under 
class 6 in'the tabulation you just referred to. 

Mr. Rapzavt. That is half of it, then. How much is in here for that 
area ? 

Mr. Spencer. The amount is $888,000, sir. 

Mr. Razavr. For half of it, or all of it? 

Mr. Srencer. For all of it. 

Mr. Rasavt. For the distribution system and one-half would be 
applied to this category 6. 

Mr. Spencer. No, sir; not necessarily. You have to build a certain 
number of conduits in the way of pipes or ditches. 

Mr. Rapaut. What would you say would be applied to this category 
6 here which is practically one-half of the area ¢ 

Mr. Dominy. Well, the problem breaks down, Mr. Chairman, in 
that the class 6 is interspersed with the good land: it is not in a solid 
block. That is half good and half bad, in terms of being able to 
block it out. 

Mr. Rasaut. How much of it is in one area? 
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Mr. Dexuemer. Mr. Chairman, I might suggest 

Mr. Rapavrt. Let’s have it this way. How much is in the figure you 
didn’t recommend as being irrigable ¢ 

Mr. Dexueimer. The amount of money involved in building that 
distribution system for the total area was the $880,000. I think that 
under practical considerations we must either build all of it or none. 

Mr. Dominy. I think I should comment for the benefit of the com- 
mittee, Mr. Chairman, that the history behind this limitation in the 
appropriation act arose as a result of a project where the lands did 
prove to be unsuitable, and therefore there was a writeoff requested, 
and that was the reason the committee of Congress decided they should 
have the protection cf the land certification from the Department 
before construction would be undertaken. 

Mr. Razavut. Which the Department hasn’t given them ? 

Mr. Domuny. In this case the risk is removed in that the district 
does have some 50,000 or 60,000 acres of excellent land already under 
production, and they say we are willing to commit the total capabili- 
ties of the district to repay this amount, and not just limit it to these— 
to this 4,100 acres. 

Mr. Rasaur. Have you got that commitment in writing? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes; the regional director has a resolution from the 
district to that effect. 

Mr. Raxsavut. You might either supply it for the record, or supply 
it to the committee. 

One-half of this land, then, will bear the entire cost, roughly ? 

(The information follows :) 


EXTENSION OF DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM, SOUTHERN SAN JOAQUIN MUNICIPAL UTILITY 
DISTRICT, CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT 


sy letter of July 27, 1956, Regional Director Spencer of the Bureau of Recla- 
mation informed the Southern San Joaquin Municipal Utility District that pay- 
ment of obligations under a proposed supplemental repayment contract covering 
the extension of the distribution system to lands of doubtful irrigability would 
be the responsibility of the entire district. 

By letter of August 9, 1956, the manager of the Southern San Joaquin District 
replied : 

“We are in receipt of your letter of July 27 in regard to the extensions of 
laterals 119.6W and 122.5W. The board of directors have taken into considera- 
tion the various questions regarding irrigability of certain lands within the area 
to be serviced by the extensions. They are convinced that these lands will be 
developed, provided surface water becomes available. Also, acreages are being 
developed now with the expectation of receiving project water. 

“Therefore, in answer to your request, the board in their regular meeting of 
August 8, 1956, authorized me to inform you that it is their desire to proceed with 
the execution of the proposed supplemental contract and construction of the 
extensions as planned.” 


Mr. Dominy. Not one-half of the 4,900 acres, but the entire dis- 
trict of some 50,000 or 60,000 acres would be committed to pay not only 
their present obligation, but the $800,000 attributable to this 4,100 
acres. 

Mr. Rasautr. What gives land the classification of 6 ¢ 

Mr. Dominy. Nonirrigability in our judgment. 

Mr. Razavut. That is just saying black is black. What kind of land 
is it, full of salt ? 

Mr. Domriny. It might be so impermeable that it won’t take water 
fast enough, or you can’t drain it. Once water is applied it would 
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be waterlogged, or it might have deposits of sodium salt or other 
harmful salts which would destroy the productivity of the land. A 
number of things would put it into that class. 

Mr. Rawavr. Here is what the Bureau says about it, that at cur- 
rent prices the cost of amendments and quantities necessary to remove 
sufficient salts to assure satisfactory growth of shallow rooted alkali- 
tolerant plants would appear to be in the neighborhood of $200 per 
acre. 

Furthermore, careful irrigation management would be essential to 
keep salts below the root zone. Accordingly the lands are not con- 
sidered to be practicably suitable for irrigated crops. 

Mr. Dominy. That 1s correct, sir, and the only reason this matter 
is before you is because the irrigation district is not willing to accept 
that determination on the part of our technicians, and they feel that 
this will be good irrigable land once subjugated and properly managed. 

Mr. Rasaut. Now, I note here further it says: 

Under the proposed supplemental contract, however, the entire district will 
be obligated to pay construction charges including the cost of the proposed 
extension to serve the somewhat questionable lands which comprise 4,124 
acres. 

Mr. Domrny. That is the resolution I referred to a moment ago. 

Mr. Rasaut. The wording is: 

Under the proposed supplemental contract the entire district will be obligated 
to pay. 

Now, are they saying, “we are accepting” ? 

Mr. Dominy. They are agreeable to signing such a contract. The 
only reason such a contract 1s not now in existence is because we have 
been unwilling to negotiate it until the matter had been presented 
to your committee, because of the limitation appearing in the previous 
act. 

Mr. Rapsavut. Might we walk into some additional costs in the future 
on account of drainage, and things like that ? 

Mr. Dominy. That possibly could be the case. If it is, this district 
could well afford to pick up the check. ‘This is not one of the districts 
that is being heavily subsidized. 

Mr. Razaut. Do you get such a commitment from the district. 
That if this happens they are going to take the rap ? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir; we can. 

Mr. Rapavt. I think it is a questionable thing, and if they are strong 
for having it, I think they will have to take the responsibility for it. 

Mr. Dexnermer. We agree with you entirely, Mr. Chairman. That 
is why we refused to go ahead until we had clarified and “at pagme it 
to Congress to get a clear-cut understanding of the authority to spend 
the money. We canso provide in the contract. 


SIZE AND COST OF CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT 


Mr. Kirwan. The Central Valley project is about the biggest recla- 
mation project you have in the country, is it not ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. With the exe eption, perhaps, of the Missouri Basin 
project which covers 10 States, I think it is, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. In asingle State, it takes it all the way from northern 
California down to Bakersfield, or that neighborhood, about 500 miles. 


Te 
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How much was authorized in the beginning and how much have you 
got in it now? 

Mr. Spencer. The total estimated project cost is $761,627,085. 

Mr. Kirwan. And is Trinity in that? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. Considering pending investigations on other units, it 
would take the total cost up to over a billion. 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. We are investigating enough additions to 
the project to take the cost to more than $1 billion. 

Mr. Krmwan. And you are meeting these payments on the water and 
the power ? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. Everything is coming along in good shape? 

Mr. Spencer. We are ahead of the estimated pay-out schedule. 

Mr. Krrwan. Showing that what I said here vesterday, when you 
spend a dollar on a good project in America, it is going to come back 
a hundred fold. 

Now, this is a good project. You say it will reclaim the whole Cen- 
tral Valley of California. Before they opened up the Tracy pumping 
plant they said they were pumping salt water. Hundreds of orchards 
were saved when they released the water from the Tracy pumps. 

I, for one, have been sitting on this committee from the time that 
project was just getting underway and have seen what it has done 
for the State of California and for this country. 

I don’t know of anywhere in the country, where they have done a 
job like has been done here. When you look from northwest Califor- 
nia, all the way down to Bakersfield, you have made a State out of it. 


When they couldn’t carry it on themselves, the Federal Government 
did it, and you are the agency that has done it. I want to congratulate 
the Reclamation Bureau and the Interior Department for a job well 
done. 

Mr. Spencer. Thank you, sir. 


SHASTA PROJECT 


Mr. Evins. I noticed by the press last fall that the people in that 
area are so delighted and pleased with this great Shasta project that 
the counties want to separate and form a new State, and call it the 
State of Shasta. They must be highly pleased with the project the 
gentleman speaks about. 

Mr. Dexuermer. I might say, Mr. Evins, that when we first started 
this project in the early thirties there was a move on to separate Shasta 
County from the rest of the State because they thought they were not 
getting State support for the Shasta project, so we have been in pretty 
good graces in northern California for 25 years. 

Mr. Botanp. It has been on both sides. 

Mr. Rapavt. Are there further questions ? 


CORNING CANAL 


Mr. JENsEN. Well, just a general statement that I think should go 
in the record. 
On August 2, 1954, the Department of the Interior issued a press 
release No. 4642 relative to the construction of the Sacramento Valley 
91488—57——_29 
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Canal project which includes the Corning Canal and the Red Bluff 
Dam. Attached to the press release was a letter outlining the De- 
partment’s departmental policy and congressional expressions on not 
beginning construction until repayment contracts had been executed. 

The letter went on to say that in regard to need for the Department 
obtaining contracts before start of construction : 

This is particularly so in the area of the proposed Sacramento Canal, an area 
of medium rainfall, large landholdings, and a relatively prosperous dry land 
farming economy. Here the product we have to offer is water, and is not as 
available as in less prosperous and more arid regions. Consequently, past 
experience tells us that more difficulty will be experienced in obtaining satis- 
factory repayment contracts. 

Yet, several days later, or August 9, the Bureau of Reclamation said, 
“Construction is to begin on the Corning Canal.” 

Can you explain why the sudden change in policy and action, why 
was it so necessary to go ahead with the construction before repay- 
ment was assured ¢ 

Mr. Dexuermer. Mr. Jensen, it has been the Bureau policy, and 
still is, not to start construction until repayment contracts are as- 
sured. The law, however, didn’t limit us to that, they just limit us to 
delivery of water. 

As you will note from the dates which you read in the summer of 
1954 there was considerable pressure brought on the Department to 
start some of those canals because of the dry weather they were having, 
and for other reasons, and they did order us to start work on those 

canals with the hope and the expectation that that would spur—— 

Mr. JeNsEN. When you say “they ordered,” who do you mean? 

Mr. Dexnermer. The Department. 

Mr. Jensen. The Secretary of the Interior ? 

Mr. DexHeIMer. Yes, sir, with the hope and expectation that that 
would spur the farmers in the area to get behind these repayment 
contracts and fully expecting that to happen. 

Subsequent events, however, show that has not happened. When 
it did not happen, after we started the first part of it, we stopped con- 
struction and refused to go ahead. 

We opened bids on a further contract, which we rejected because the 
farmers had not shown the support that we anticipated at the time. 

If I may go off the record for a moment 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


REPAYMENT PRIOR TO MAXIMUM 10-YEAR DEVELOPMENT PERIOD 


Mr. JenseN. Most of these irrigation reclamation projects have a 
10-year development period, during which time the users of water 
are not required to pay any construction charges; is that right? 

Mr. Dexuermer. No, sir; the maximum the law allows is 10 
years. We usually set a development period lower than that, if it 
is possible to develop the lands and be ready for full irrigation in 
less than 10 years. During that 10-year period, they are obligated 
to pay the operation and maintenance costs. 

Mr. Jensen. Are you then at this time urging and have you in 
the past urged the water users to start payment as soon as they are 
financially able to do so? 
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Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, and that is the process we go through in de- 
termining the length of the repayment period, when this ability to 
repay would start. 

Mr. Jensen. I may say that about 10 or 12 years ago there was 
very few payments made until after the 10-year construction period 
had elapsed, and the committee directed the Department to urge the 
water users to begin payment as soon as the production on the land 
was at a point where returns were coming in sufficient in amount to 
justify payments. 

Now you could go back and look up the record of that time and 
you would find that from that time on that payments have been 
made at the earliest possible time, and I was wondering if you were 
still working on that same basis. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir, we are, and especially where so many 
of our projects are for supplemental water in an alder established 
community, we try to keep that development period down. 

Mr. Jensen. What is the average development period now ? 

Mr. Dominy. In the Central Valley project we have very rarely 
used the maximum of 10 years. A lot of the project we used only 2 
and 3-year development periods, because they were shifting from a 
less intensive irrigated agriculture to a more intensive, and they 
didn’t need very long. 

Mr. JeNsEN. Do you permit the water user, then, on one of these 
federally financed projects to not only pay the annual charge, or do 
you permit him to pay as much as he cares to pay in advance pay- 
ments ? 

Mr. DexHetmer. Of course those payments are made by the irriga- 
tion district. The farmer makes his payment to them. Certainly he 
ean pay as much as he likes. 

Mr. JENSEN. There is no limit on the amount that an irrigator can 
pay on his bill for irrigation then ? 

Mr. Dexuetmmer. No, sir. You can understand, of course, if he has 
other things to pay, he might use his money in some other way. 

Mr. JENSEN. Oh, I realize that, but as I went around the 17 Western 
States a number of times and talked to water users, I found that there 
were many of them that wanted to pay faster than they were required 
to pay. I had one fellow tell me that he was discouraged in making 
advance payments, and I said, “Well, you had better tell the man 
that runs this district irrigation program that he had better let you 
pay all you want to pay and anybody else wants to pay, because the 
quicker you pay off, the better off you are, and the more money that 
comes into the reclamation fund from which we can appropriate money 
and help someone else in some other area that needs irrigation.” I 
think it has been working out very good, and like Mr. Kirwan, I am 
very proud to have had a part in this great land-development pro- 
gram that has been carried on under the Bureau of Reclamation. 


NEED FOR ECONOMY 


I know thet it is a very important program, and without it, many 
people who y, vuld like to farm would not have had the opportunity. 
As I said the other day, if it was not for the fact that vegetables are 
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grown in great quantities on these irrigated lands, our vegetable costg 
today would be much higher than they are. 

It is a big program, a difficult program to handle; you deal with 
so many people and you have so many problems. We on this com- 
mittee want to help you all we can while at the same time, as the chair- 
man says, we are spending John Doe’s money, and right now John Doe 
is watching us pretty closely, as I am glad he is. 

We are trying our level best, and I am sure you folks are going to 
cooperate with us in telling us where we can save a dollar here and a 
dollar there. If you don’t want to talk on the record—then off the 
record—because we don’t want to spend a dollar that we shouldn’t 
spend in order to get this very important job done which you folks 
have the responsibility todo. So I hope that any time that you gentle- 
men feel that you have some information for us that will save some 
money and not hurt any project, then you can be assured that not 
only I and the chairman, but every other member of the committee, 
will receive that information with welcome. 

Mr. Dexnermer. Mr. Chairman, I firmly believe that our budget 
has been pared of all the dollars that we could possibly pare from it 
before it was presented. 

In addition to that, I have purposely delayed awarding contracts, 
and advertising for major contracts during this present fiscal year 
in order to provide money out of fiscal 1957 funds to help us in 1958, 
I have delayed quite a few, and we have made estimated savings of 
over 10 percent by that already this fiscal year. 

However, we do feel this way. This is an important program. It 
is an investment. We have revenues that are almost 50 percent of 
the amount we are asking you to appropriate, which is quite different 
than most other Government agencies, and certainly any others in the 
resource-development field. 

I feel very strongly that our work, if we are going to continue to 
feed our population, is very essential, and at the same time I recognize, 
as a taxpayer, the necessity for keeping expenditures down. We have 

done that this fiscal year by cutting expenditures, and we will do the 
same next year. We have stopped immediately on work, as we had an 
example where the State said they were going to undertake it, and 

we were not going to duplicate the work of other people, nor spend 
money where they are willing to spend it. We have insisted on their 
contributions and their keeping up their contracts. 

Our repayment contracts are right up to date on repayment. Our 
power revenues are showing more surplus than we anticipated when 
we presented the programs all over the country, so I think, to that 
extent, the Bureau’s program is very worthwhile, and deserve the 
support of your committee. 


PROJECT COST INCREASES 


Mr. Jensen. Do you think you will have many repetitions of the 
Hungry Horse project that Mr. Spencer finished ahe: aud of time with 
less money than estimated? Do you think we are going to have any 
other project that will make quite as good a record ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. We made substantial savings, of course, on Hun- 
ery Horse, but I would like to call to your attention that we have 
completed every job since 1949 within the escalated amount that we 
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estimated when it was started. We have not overrun on these jobs. 

Mr. JeNsEN. Escalated, did you say ¢ 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir; for price increases, those things we can’t 
avoid when materials and labor go up. Within that limitation, we 
have completed all of them within our estimated costs, and we have 
made substantial savings. 

Mr. Jensen. Commensurate with the rising cost of construction, 
material, and labor? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. Yes, sir, and the Palisades Reservoir in Idaho, 
which we are just finishing now, has been completed at less than the 
estimated cost, also. 

Mr. Jensen. Well, you know, some of these estimates that you have 
furnished here on the cost of the various projects in relation to the 
original estimated costs, it would appear that your estimate now is 
greater than the normal increase in the cost of labor and materials. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Not if you figure the things added by the Congress 
that were not figured in the original estimate, Mr. Jensen, the other 
features that have been added on after the project was originally 
started. You will recall, probably, the Colorado-Big Thompson pro}- 
ect, which is an entirely different project than when it was authorized. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes, indeed. I realize that. 

Mr. Dexuermer. The Central Valley project, where we are adding 
another $225 million for the Trinity division, and the proposal before 
Congress to add another $229 million for the San Luis unit is quite 
different than the estimated cost of the Central Valley project. 

Mr. Jensen. Of course, that is one of the shortcomings of Congress. 
We will authorize a project, pass legislation for this and that and the 
other thing, and the Congressmen that are in favor of the proposals 
stand up on the floor and say, “Of course, you must understand this 
is just an authorization. The Appropriations Committee still has 
the chance to operate on this amount.” But we find that about 99 
percent of the time an authorization finally ends up in Appropriations 
with the full amount, or generally more. 

Mr. Boranp. If the gentleman will yield, I am wondering, in refer- 
ence to estimations, you know the Bureau has been severely criticized 
by those in the Government and those outside the Government who say 
they are notoriously famous for underestimating their project, and, 
by the time we wind up with the project, it becomes much more costly 
than the original estimate. Now, is that due, as you indicated a mo- 
ment ago, to the fact that there have been changes in the project and 
you have been given added responsibilities and duties and added area, 
or what have you, to increase the cost ? . 

Mr. Dexuetmer. That is almost entirely the reason for increases in 
the authorized original expenditure. 

For a in the Missouri Basin, which was authorized in 1944, 
the Bureau had a billion and a half or something like that of author- 
ized projects. We are adding to those; Congress is authorizing new 
additions in the hundreds of millions right along for the Corps of 
Engineers and ourselves which were not anticipated at the time. 

The Colorado-Big Thompson is a good example of that, where the 
estimate for the works we were proposing to build at the time it was 
authorized was about $44 million. By the additions and changes that 
were authorized subsequently, the costs went up to around $150 million. 

That is one example they give of our poor estimating. 
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CRITICISM BY HOOVER COMMISSION 


Mr. Boxtanp. I would say that your public relations with rela- 
tion to this question haven’t been too good, because that is a criticism 
that has been leveled time and again against the Bureau, and specifi- 
cally by the Hoover Commission, which picks out the Bureau of 
Reclamation for its greatest criticism. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. I had an opportunity to appear before 
the Task Force on the Bureau of Reclamation, Hoover Commission, 
for 2 hours. It is the only time they contacted any Bureau of Recla- 
mation people, so far as I know, and yet they made their judgments, 
and most of the talking was done by members of the Commission, and 
I had no opportunity ‘to say anything about our estimating, or any- 
thing else. 

That is about the consideration we received from that Task Force, 
They had their minds made up long before they even called us into 
hearings. 

Mr. Botanp. Iam awfully glad you got that into the record, because 
that is a point that has been harped upon by a number of individuals, 
and specifically the Hoover Commission. Those who have read it say 
this is the place where you can save a lot of money; this is an agency 
continually underestimating its projects, so I am delighted you got 
that in the record. I think you are entitled to say it, “and say it as 
freely as you wish. 

Mr. Dexuermenr. I have sent facts and information to members of 
that Task Force. I have sent them to publishers of Newsweek and 
to other magazines where Governor Miller and others have criticized 
our work, without even an acknowledgement that they had received 
them. They don’t choose to use those facts. 

Mr. Botanp. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Jensen. Of course, many of these additions to projects, in 
fact most of them, I presume, have been recommended and proposed 
by the Department of Interior and by the Army engineers in the first 
instance; is that not a fact? 

Mr. Dexnermer. That is correct; and that is what we visualize as 
our job, to investigate the needed development of the country. 

Mr. Rapavt. Are there any further questions ? 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Chairman, I have an observation or two I would 
like to make. 

I certainly want to applaud what my colleague, Mr. Jensen, has 
said, that we are anxious to find where proper economies can be made 
without i impairing the efficiency of any worthy project, and I endorse 
what he says. I hope that the committee mt the members of the 
Department will supply that information on the record or otherwise. 


RECLAMATION BENEFITS 


I want to applaud Commissioner Dexheimer for standing up and 
supporting his agency, a very important one that does a most useful 
service, not to my area but for 17 States in this Nation. Most of 
these projects pay out. 

I have been very much interested in some of the statements in justi- 
fication already in the record, and therefore I think I am permitted 
to refer to them,,since they are in the record; pages BR-12 lists, in 
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the middle of the page, $384 million reimbursable funds for irriga- 
tion; $292 million reimbursable from power from these projects; $17,- 
419,000 for municipal and industrial water use, and ste activities ; 
$2.5 million—$2,738,000, a total of $696,798,000. 

I think the work of the Bureau is very important, and it performs 
a very useful service for certain areas of our country, and I would 
like to commend the Commissioner for standing up for his Depart- 
ment. 

HOOVER COMMISSION 


I would like to make another observation with reference to the 
prejudiced attitude of certain of the task force commissioners. He 
indicated that he had submitted certain information to them and they 
had chosen not to use it. 

The same thing has happened with respect to some other projects 
with which I happen to be familiar. They have got their ax out 
against them and made loud and strong statements in an adverse 
nature, and, in addition to that, held hearings in my area of the coun- 
try in Chattanooga, Tenn., the water resources task commission, 
with a closed mind. They knew what they were going for before they 
had the hearings, with an effort to propagandize. 

I think in fairness, the other side of these things should sometimes 
be brought out and made a matter of record. 


ACREAGE UNDER IRRIGATION IN CENTRAL VALLEY 


Mr. Commissioner, on page BR-5 you indicate that approximately 
6.5 million acres of farmlands are now under irrigation in this State, 
and with another 4 million acres susceptible of irrigation develop- 
ment. How long have you been in the process of completing this irri- 
gation of 6.5 million acres of land ? 

Mr. DexHermer. In the Central Valley, it has been since 1935. 

Mr. Evins. This states in the State of California. You say since 
1935 ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir. A great part of that acreage that you 
are reading there in California was sbeeie irrigated, or has been 
developed privately. That is not the total served by the Bureau of 
Reclamation projects. 

Mr. Evins. 6.5 million represents the Bureau, private, State, and 
other acreage under irrigation. 

Mr. DexHeIMeER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. How many acres have been made irrigable by the activi- 
ties of the Bureau of Reclamation since its beginning? 

Mr. Domrny. In the whole 17 States? 

Mr. Evins. No; just California. 

Mr. Dexuermer. I don’t think we have that broken down, because 
a large part of the water we supply is supplemental irrigation, where 
wells have gone dry, or they needed more water. 

Mr. Evins. 6.5 million acres have taken 22 years. to bring under 
cultivation. The 4 million additional acres susceptible to irrigation, 
dloes the Bureau have an estimate of the time required to bring about 
this accomplishment ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Well, it would be very difficult to estimate. We 
have had a project that would irrigate an additional half-million acres 





in the San Luis area under consideration for the last 2 or 3 years, 
ready to go if the Congress authorized it, but being delayed because 
of the State’s interest. 

Mr. Evins. Of the funds requested in this budget for 1958, how 
many additional acres would be brought under irrigation if the full 
fund is approved; how much of a bite out of the 4 million do you 
expect to make next year? 

Mr. Srencer. We would not have any additional new land next 
year. The distribution system, when completed, will add 50,000 acres 
of supplemental water, and part of that goes in operation this year. 
The remainder of it will go in next year, the Shafter-Wasco distribu- 
tion system. 

We are finishing up two other irrigation districts, and if I might 
be permitted, I would like to put it in the record. 

Mr. Evins. I wish you would supply that for the record. 

(The information follows :) 


AcrREAGE To Be BroucHt UNpDER IRRIGATION Fiscat YEARS 1958 AND 1959 


Addition acreage to be served with supplemental water in fiscal year 1958 
is 29,600 acres. A similar amount is scheduled for fiiscal year 1959. These 
acres are to be served by completion of units of the Shafter-Wasco distribution 
system now under construction. 


BUDGET REVIEW OF PROJECTS 


Mr. Evins. The Bureau of the Budget -has called upon the Corps 
of Engineers to make a resurvey of projects which can be slowed 
down or postponed in order to effect economies. 


Did the Bureau contact you in this area of activity since the budget 
was submitted to the Congress ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir; we have gone through that same type 
of review and found we had already pared below what we thought 
was a proper program for the next vear, and could make no addi- 
tional reductions. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


LOANS TO PORTERVILLE AND SAUCELITO DISTRICTS 


Mr. Rasavt. $5,200,000 is proposed for loans to Porterville and 
Saucelito districts for construction of distribution systems under 
Public Law 130. 

What is the status of these contracts ? 

Mr. Spencer. We have had negotiations with the districts and 
have them pretty well in agreement. 


Since Public Law 130 is a new law, it took considerable time to. 


develop the format of the first contract, which happened to be with 
the Solano Irrigation District. That is complete and agreed upon. 

We now have pretty much an agreement with the districts on what 
will go into these contracts. 
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EFFECT OF CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT DECISION 





Mr. Rasaut. Will there be any holdup because of the Supreme 
‘Court decision ? 

Mr. Spencer. Possibly there will be. 

Mr. Razavt. Well, you might elaborate a little on it. What will 
be the effect on the appropriations ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. The California Supreme Court ruled an acreage 
limitation invalid in our contracts with these irrigation districts. 
The loan applies the same acreage limitations, of course. We antici- 
pate that these contracts, when we come before the California Securi- 
ties Commission for approval, would meet the same objection that was 
met in the case of the Corning district, that they would not be in a 
position to ratify them at this time. 

However, the Attorney General of California is preparing an ap- 
peal to the Supreme Court of the United States in that case, those 
cases that were decided by the California Supreme Court, and we 
anticipate that that will be filed very shortly. If the Supreme Court 
should undertake the review of those cases, and I feel very strongly 
that it will, because the opinion was so divided, even in the California 
Supreme Court, a 4-to-3 decision, that it is almost essential to the 
United States investments in California that this be reviewed by the 
Supreme Court. If they undertake that, then for all practical pur- 
poses, the supreme court decision in California is suspended, and our 
contracts remain valid until otherwise decided by the Supreme Court 
of the United States, and with that being very imminent within the 
next few weeks, the filing of that suit and the determination of the 
Court to undertake the hearing of it, we are in a very full position 
as regards the requirements for budget estimates. 

In the case of the Corning district, and in the case of these loans, 
we are committed that as soon as they have a contract vali- 
dated by the courts, we would proceed to deliver them water just as 
quickly as it would be practicable to do so, 

We feel it is mate that this money be provided on a contingent 
basis, that those contracts will be validated, so that we can proceed 
with construction as soon as that is determined, and even though the 
Supreme Court might be several months in making its determination, 
we feel that there is a very good possibility that they will, during the 
fiscal year, and we think these moneys should be available to meet 
the commitments that we have already made with the various irri- 
gation districts in California.. 

Mr. Rasavt. Well, suppose you put in the record the effect, the 
possible effect of this decision of the Supreme Court on all of the 
funds requested for the Central Valley project for 1958. 

Mr. Dexnermer. All, right, sir. 

(The information follows :) 











































EFFECT OF CALIFORNIA STATE SUPREME CourT DECISION 





The California State Supreme Court decision in the Ivanhoe and Madera case 
specifically excluded from its effect contracts which have already been vali- 
‘dated by a superior court. Some 25 such irrigation-district contracts have 
already been validated. Service to these areas is unaffected by the decision. 
An appeal to the United States Supreme Court by the California State at- 
itorney general, joined in by Madera, Ivanhoe, and Santa Barbara County Water 








456 


Agency would put the situation in the status as when the appeal was before the 
State supreme court. 

Funds requested in fiscal year 1958 for work to serve irrigation districts whose 
contracts have not been validated are as follows: 


Corning Canal $1, 407, 000 
Saucelito * 5, 400, 000 
Porterville * __ 2,300, 000 

2 Under Public Law 130. 

Funds for loan to irrigation districts for distribution systems must be avail- 
able in the full amount of the proposed loan. Loans will not be made until con- 
tracts are executed. 

Mr. Dexuermer. I feel, Mr. Chairman, that these funds need to be 
appropriated. We don’t anticipate spending them, however, until 
the contracts are in proper form and approved. 

Mr. Rasavt. The committee is trying to hold down appropriations, 
and, if there is going to be a real delay, there doesn’t seem to be much 
need to make the appropriation. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Of course, appropriations are the means by which 
expenditures can be held down. 

Mr. Rasaut. We are here, you know, if a supplemental appropria- 
tion should be necessary. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Chairman, if I might put a question at this point. 

Mr. Razavrt. All right. 

Mr. Evins. What is the reasonable limitation on acreage that the 
Bureau of Reclamation puts on the use of land that the court ruled 
out ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. 160 acres in 1 ownership. In community States, 
that would be 320 acres, a man and wife. 

Mr. Razavt. I want to pinpoint this. 


NEED FOR DISTRIBUTION LOAN FUNDS 


What is the urgency for making these loans in 1958 under the 
circumstances that we have just been talking about here? 

Mr. Dexuermer. We would not make the loans until these contracts 
are found valid, in any event. 

Mr. Rasavur. And unless they are found valid, we won’t go ahead ? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. Correct. We have commitments, however, to pro- 
ceed as expeditiously as possible when these contracts are validated, 
and, without funds available, of course, we could not do so. 


HIGH CONTRACT BIDS ON TRINITY PROJECT 


Mr. Rasavut. What experience are you having on construction con- 
tracts you are letting on the Trinity project? What is the cost, as you 
find it today ? ' 

Mr. Dexnermer. On the two major contracts that we have let on 
the Trinity project, one for the Clear Creek Tunnel, and one for Trin- 
ity Dam, the costs have gone considerably above our estimated costs. 

Mr. Razactr. By how much? 

Mr. Dexuermer. About 30 percent. Other contracts that we have 
opened bids on, both before and after that—for example, on the 
Anchor Dam—have been very consistent with our estimates; however. 

Mr. Razavt, What is the reason for the difference? 
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Mr. Dexuermer. I think there are several. First, there is a ques- 
tion of difference of opinion between the contractors and our esti- 
mators as to how much costs for labor, material, equipment, and other 
things are going to rise in the long period required for the comple- 
tion of those 2 jobs, over 4 to 5 years. 

In the case of the tunnel, of ¢ ourse—the 11-mile tunnel under those 
mountains where they have no previous experience with that long a 
tunnel under that particular range of mountains—they are antici- 
pating troubles, and protecting themselves for it. 

Further than that, new labor agreements negotiated between labor 
unions and the contractors in various Western States have provided 
substantially increased costs over the next 2 or 3 years—wage rates, 
fringe benefits, isolation factors for working away from homes, and 
so on—that add mater ially to the labor costs. 

Another factor, I think, which is playing an important part in it, 
is the tremendous highway program which these same contractors are 
either engaged in or hope to be engaged in, where they can, with a 
comparatively small amount of equipment and labor, and, over a 1- 
or 2-year period, can estimate more firmly the costs and can make a 
turnover, and perhaps a little more percentage of profit than they can 
in a long-term project of this kind. 

Mr. Rapavt. Could the actual costs, compared with the original, 
be submitted ¢ 

Mr. Dexnermer. We can supply those, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Do I understand the Department has let no contracts 
in the category in which you speak where the bid price was so high ? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. We have let these two contracts, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. The two contracts ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapavt. On the tunnel. 

Mr. JeNsEN. Just on the tunnel ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. One for the tunnel and one for Trinity Dam itself, 
and I can give you those right now. 

Mr. Jensen. Were those- 

Mr. Rapavut. They were up , 30 percent, he said. One is up 30 per- 
cent and the other is pretty close. 

Mr. JensEN. Above your estimate ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. And you let the contracts the first shot, did you, or 
did you receive bids and then turn them down ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. No, sir; we didn’t think we could get better bids 
by readvertising. As a matter of fact, we felt they might well go up. 

Mr. Jensen. How mi ny bidders did you have? 

Mr. Dexuermer. In the case of Clear Creek tunnel, awarded Febru- 
ary 12, 1957, the low bid, consisting of a combination of 5 very large 
and well-known companies, was $36. 644,556. 

Mr. JenseEN. What was the high bid? 

Mr. Dexuermer. A little over $54 million. 

We had a second bid of $37,882,385, which is a very small percentage 
above the low bid; a third bid of $41,517,180; and 2 fourth bid, $48,- 

967,710. Another one was over $54 million, with an engineer’s estimate 
of $95,559, 569. 
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Mr. Razavt. The other contract was for the dam. Now, did any 
of these contractors bid on the dam project ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir; they did. 

Mr. Razavr. Did any of them win? 

Mr. Crostuwait. They were different firms that got the contracts. 

Mr. Spencer. The low bidder on the dam was not the same. 

Mr. Rapavt. He hadn’t bid at all on the other one? 

Mr. Srencer. No, sir. 

Mr. Dexuermer. The group that were successful on the dam did 
not offer a bid on the tunnel. 

In the case of the Trinity Dam, the contract awarded on March 8 
was on a low bid of $48,928,100. The next low bid was $49,309,117. 
The third low bid was $49,414,723. A fourth was $52,800,498. The 
next bid was $54,929,631, and the bids went on up to more in the 
neighborhood of $55 million. 

The engineer’s estimate was $37,570,870. 

Mr. Raravrt. On that $54 million bid, has that person been success- 
ful on any other bids that you have asked them to make? 

Mr. Drxuetmer. Yes, sir; he does a great deal of work for the 
Bureau of Reclamation and has for many years. 

Mr. Razavrt. And he is that high now? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir; and I talked with him a few weeks ago 
at the contractors’ convention—the president of the firm—and he told 
me that, because of the high cost of money, his bankers and bondsmen 
advised him to raise his bid a little bit. Otherwise, he would have 
been right in the neighborhood, or might have been in the neighbor- 
hood, of the low bidder. 

Mr. Jensen. Of course there are a number of things that enter into 
bids. It is possible that a man that had the high bid had other con- 
tracts that were taking at the present time most of his machinery and 
experienced help. That always enters into a bid. 

Mr. Rasavt. Do you find in a way we are frustrating ourselves with 
our road program, where contractors say they are going into road con- 
struction instead of large, difficult undertakings such as this dam or 
tunnel ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Well, I don’t think that is the case. Of course for 
the limited amount of capital, equipment, and experienced people 
available, combining the tremendous highway program with other 
works being built privately and otherwise, will tend to make them a 
little more cautious about bidding, shall we say, and trying to insure 
a profit. 

Now, there have been many unprofitable jobs awarded both by the 
Bureau and others recently, too. 

Mr. Rasaut. That is a risky business. 

That figure of $54 million is how much higher than the low bid? 

Mr. Dexuermer. In the case of the Trinity Dam, the bid was just 
under $49 million—$48,928,000. 

Mr. Ranaut. The successful bidder ? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. Yes, sir. Then we had two bids that were just 
over $49 million—$49,309,000, and $49,414,000, and then another bid 
that was $52,800,000, then one $54,929,000, and $55,056,000. 
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AFFECT OF TIGHT MONEY MARKET ON BIDS 


Mr. Ranaut. The $54 million, that is the man that was advised by 
his bankers to raise his estimate because of the tight money market? 

Mr. Dexuermer. No, sir; I said one of those in that range told 
me that. sai , 

Mr. Ranaut. I don’t want to pinpoint it, but the difference in that 
man’s bid was $6 million more, for no other reason than that he got 
bankers’ advice that “You had better watch out for your bid because 
of the tight money market.” So there is a reflection of what this 
money market is costing the Government and what it is costing every- 
body else, and on top of that, it is costing 2 million dollars because of 
interest. 

Mr. Dexuermer. I didn’t mean, Mr. Chairman, to infer that it was 
entirely because of the money market. Other factors are the rising 
costs, the cost of financing, the cost of bonding, and other things. 

Mr. Rasavut. The other fellow has all the same costs, and he is $6 
million under it. Something frightened this man to say he was going 
to play it safe, and that was money, and the rate. 

Mr. Dexnetmer. I only told that to show how closely together a 
group of the best contractors we know of in the United States bid 
on this job. 

Mr. Rasaut. On $50 million, $6 million is 12 percent. 

Mr. Dexnermer. You will notice that the three lowest bids are 
within less than half a million of each other, and they are groups of 
responsible contractors. 

Mr. Ranaut. I am not questioning the responsibility of the con- 
tractors, or anything. I am just saying they are all under the same 
situation, making a bid for the job. If 1 or 2 of them got advised, 
and they were in this bracket that you referred to, $54 and $55 million, 
the difference is $6 or $7 million. It was said they were alerted upon 
advice from their bankers, which is really something to think about. 
Of the money in this bill, how much really is this tight-money 
situation costing us ? 

Mr. Dexuetrmer. I didn’t mean to infer 

Mr. Raravrt. I am not saying you meant to infer, but the facts are 
the facts, anyhow. 

What is the present unobligated balance of funds available for the 
Central Valley project ? 

Mr. Spencer. Dated February 28, $4,399,045. 

= Rasavut. What do you estimate it will be at the end of the fiscal 
year ¢ 

Mr. Spencer. About zero. Wecan obligate the rest of it with going 
contracts. 

Mr. Razavt. Zero. Boy, that is really hitting the bottom. 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. With all of the construction contracts that 
will be in operation on June 30, we will need to obligate all remain- 
ing funds. 

Mr. Rasavt. Do you really think you are going to use this money 
up before the end of the fiscal year ? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. 
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SOLANO PROJECT, CALIFORNTA 







Mr. Ranaut. The Solano project, $3,675,000. 
We will put in pages 22 to 26 of the record. 
(The pages follow :) 








SOLANO PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 





Location.—In Solano County, Calif., adjacent to the northeast extremity of 
San Francisco Bay, Monticello Reservoir area extends northwest into portion of 
Napa County, Calif. 

Authorization.—By Secretary of the Interior, November 11, 1948, by approval 
of a project feasibility report under provision of section 9 (a) of the Reglama- 
tion Project Act of 1939 (H. Doe. 65, 81st Cong.). 

Description.—The purpose of the project is to provide irrigation water in a 
service area with a rapidly decreasing supply, and to provide municipal and 
industiral water to cities and Federal installations facing an equally serious 
shortage. The project provides for a storage reservoir of approximately 1,600,000 
acre-feet created by the construction of a concrete arch dam with a crest length 
of 1,017 feet and 276 feet high, located on Putah Creek below Monticello; a small 
conerete and earth-fill diversion dam downstream; a 3s-mile main canal with a 
small terminal reservoir, and the necessary wasteways, laterals, and drainage 
works. The distribution system may be constructed by the water users through 
a loan from the United States under Public Law 130, 84th Congress, as amended. 
Benefit-cost ratio 3.8 to 1—Based on DPR, approved February 24, 1953. 





















Summarized financial data 


Matimbtfel tote) cbliastionas. ons. o ence lech .. $39, 109, 000 








Total obligations to June 30, 1956____.._________ Be 21, 709, 794 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1957__.___- sianteaas ices ca dieearet eae 10, 759, 508 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1958__._._.___-____-_-__- ee ek LE 3, 714, 000 
Frpiemes: 60 eprete ci cu li leu, hhh ehhh Bs ron 2, 925, GOS 






On a cost basis, the fiscal year 1958 program will total $3,732,000. The narra- 
tive justification which follows explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program and 
the relation of costs to obligations. 






Change in total project costs and obligations 














Costs Obligations 



















1957 congressional justification en ieghiggnt ads date aun $51, 611, 000 $51, 011, 000 
1958 congressional justification ___-.- s aielialalinsa teste ieisiniicn aa a yaaa 52, 410, 000 39, 109, 000 
WE acaeks Wthnni widen atncbeen bbsPasbbennin se = ain 799, 000 —11, 902, 000 





The total estimated cost change is the result of the following increases: 
$240,000 for foundation excavation and concrete in Monticello Dam, $240,000 for 
clearing of Monticello Reservoir, $270,000 for fencing of Monticello Reservoir, 
$395,000 for Putah diversion dam based on final design, $134,000 for construction 
of low-level bridge across the Putah diversion dam pool. These increases are 
in part offset by decrease of $250,000 in final costs of State highway relocation 
and decrease of $230,000 in estimate for Putah south canal due to favorable 
contract amount on the first contract. The decrease in total estimated obligna- 
tions is due primarily to financing distribution system with funds included in 
loan program under Public Law 130. 

Status.—Construction began in August 1958. As of June 30, 1957, the project 
will be approximately 63 percent complete. As of June 30, 1957, Monticello Dam 
and Reservoir will be completed and storage of water started. Highway re- 
location will be compelted as well as the first reach of the Putah south canal. 
Construction of the second and third reaches will be underway and the con- 
struction of the Putah diversion dam will be nearing compeltion. It is expected 
that a contract will be executed with the water users under Public Law 1230 for 
construction of irrigation distribution system. 
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Allocation of estimated total project costs 








Reimbursable : 







NN iii ses halt lanai ethene elas 332, 902, 300 
BEUMICI DR) ONG INGUSETIAL WAG ic ie tei nnaenion 3, 098, 700 
CUE TRE a SER ec Real 2 tea * 113, 000 

os ca a ili ave linac alkane anac etiat 15, 164, 000 






sii icc a alba al sacs dec i ann iia ee 51, 278, 000 
Noareimbursabie: Flood Gontrol io. 1, 132, 000 
WORSL. 22000 Us sl le ee oe 52, 410, 000 

‘If Monticello powerplant is authorized and constructed, power revenues will repay 


$113,000 with interest, otherwise the costs incurred will be amortized by the irrigation and 
municipal water revenues after repayment of their allocated cost. 









Repayment of reimbursable costs 








By irrigation water users through water rates____-_______________ $22, 018, 000 







By irrigation water users for distribution and drainage_.__________ 15, 164, 000 
Sar AISI: SOE OUI inc csintacisainesdhidien Ssplicseonncas bicczandainee aiehiaeeiiailannssaibdiieallbee ee 13, 983, 000 
i IT aa hitch Aili bpsigs Se Seclaoates acini aapacceaeiamnaecdana aaoaeuamied *113, 000 

aah nitat tt ciinialbbeenes ani ice apes tin in Si it Recta 51, 278, 000 






‘If Monticello powerplant is authorized and constructed, power revenues will repay 
$113,000 with interest, otherwise the costs incurred will be amortized by the irrigation and 
municipal water revenues after repayment of their allocated cost. 






Repayment costs per acre 






Federal investment per acre: 
PO BORO TUGU: WRGOE TN nosis sires inp eri sins $299 
To be repaid from municipal water___________-_____ kscteijaaiintibaapeastatedadla 







meaner es ; is a al oa a sci neni eneen shea ch tae Nios 


Annual water user charges 






Water GEETICS COREE CD VORDIG Y ccs ccinei cetacean dee 
Distribution systems: 

II VON I ss aise ope Rei acc whnieisistecan sehdcecnsn ge 4.31 
CPSrGtio® GNG MAMCRANCE..2. 230 lich. icone wccesmcuen dee 









TN cs i eianteen dietician visi nia iit isceinaen bla TT lara hls ie eee 





Repayment contracts.—A contract for furnishing the entire project water sup- 
ply was executed March 7, 1955, with the Solano County Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District. Member unit contracts with the Solano Irrigation District 
and the cities of Vallejo, Fairfield, and Suisun, all in Solano County, were exe- 
cuted on June 28, 1955. Repayment contract negotiations are well advanced 
with the Solano Irrigation District in connection with the proposed loan to 
the district for construction of the distribution and drainage systems to serve 
the district. 








Physical data 













Height Length 


1,017 feet 
750 feet 


Feature Type Capacity 
























Monticello Dam - - Concrete arch 1,600,000 acre-feet 302 feet (estimate) 
Putah diversion dam_..| Gated concrete weir | 350 acre-feet 26 feet_. 
with earth fill non- 
overflow section. 
Putah south canal... Concrete lined 956 to 115 cubie 38 miles. 
feet per second 










Distribution system !_._, Open lateral and con- 
crete pipe. 









1 Serves 71,881 acres full supply, 24,187 acres supplemental supply; and 27,200 acre-feet municipal and 
industria] water. 
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Acres to be served 






a ali ernie cnr lenses anit 6 tata eres ees on 
ee a ee cocusnccccnsunenganncncentoenneutewentitiiii 


WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


Monticello Dam and facilities, $70,000.—The program provides for minor con- 
tingent items of completion work on Monticello Dam and Reservoir. 

Putah diversion dam and South Canal, $3,621,000.—Provides for completion of’ 
Putah diversion dam and clearing of the diversion dam pool area; for continua- 
tion and completion of construction of reaches 2 and 3 of Putah South Canal; and' 
for initial construction and major progress on construction of reach 4 of Putah 
South Canal. 

Distribution system, $5 million.—These costs represent initiation of construc- 
tion of the distribution system by the water users under Public Law 130. This 
work will be financed with funds appropriated under the loan program distribu- 
tion systems activity. 

Contribution to civil-service retirement fund, $41,100.—Initial year contribu- 
tion to civil-service retirement fund. 

Adjustments, —$5,000,100.—Represents costs applicable to distribution systems 
which are financed by funds appropriated under the loan program and other an- 
ticipated cost adjustments. 

Other expenditures and credits, —$18,000.—Cost of service facilities accrued 
in prior years which will be distributed to permanent property in fiscal year 1958. 


Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1957 and 1958 








| | | 
Estimated | Total to Program, Program, | Balance to 
total | June 30, current | budget complete 
Program item | 1956 year 1957 | year 1958 





(1) (2) (3) (4) | (5) (6) 





Construction program: 

















Monticello Dam and facilities - ...|$26, 964, 000 |$17, 372, 841 | $9, 521, 159 SE ha cceemaeuun 
Putah diversion dam and South Canal_| 10, 239,000 | 1,388,308 | 4,798,549 | 3,621, 000 $431, 143 
Distribution systems. --_...........---- Edy IO Noon n wenn enen 700,000 | 5,000, 000 7, 000, 000 
Drainage system... _._.--- 5 acl ileal | 2,439,000 |___- etal tithe hanics wel amidst a 2, 439, 000 
Total construction costs. -__--- 52, 342,000 | 18, 761,149 | 15, 019, 708 8, 691, 000 9, 870, 143 
Contribution to civil-service retirement 
dca tsiabhcneteaseanheae keeaeil I lg sichatin Scecink ekiviebieidisis iis 41, 100 26, 900 











































Total project costs............-.....- 52,410,000 | 18,761,149 | 15,019, 708 8,732,100 | 9, 897,043 
I hati as ecenreghnnr acne —13,301,000 —680, 841 —761, 857 |—5, 000,100 | —6, 858, 202 
Total cost to appropriation. _.__.._.. 39, 109, 000 | 18,080,308 | 14, 257, 851 3, 732, 000 3, 038, 841 
Other expenditures and credits_-.-......-..].....-.----- 147, 160 —16, 017 —18, 000 —113, 143 
Tota] expenditures. --_-....-....-.--- 39, 109, 000 | 18, 227,468 | 14, 241, 834 3, 714, 000 2, 925, 698 
TD GN os cn oth eb elon cisikn ieesin sk chsh | Ey GRD Ge eis oon sind. ci isniccccn once 
Total obligations. - ___- --------------| 89, 109, 000 | 21, 709,794 | 10,759,508 | 3,714,000 2, 925, 698 
Method of financing: | 
Allocation of appropriation, fiscal year 
EE ES RS OS ee ee Se ee, | 10, 801, 508 |.....-- ~a =| cubes 
Application of prior year funds. ---.-- dbivtinamtiniadhtsncendea Mel tehe aban GE foese nace 
pees SVG ms Goeenuent Feer..|............|..........--] “43,000 |...........-.].........-.. 
Se UO Selig bh Sind db de bitins lo odie n-anestitons nhanbaud 3, 672, 000 2, 925, 700 





Mr. Rasavt. Briefly describe the status of this project and what is 
planned with the $3,672,000, requested for 1958. 

Mr. Spencer. The Solano project is located in the bay area, east 
of the San Francisco Bay, approximately 50 miles. 


as 


Ann teh ok an 
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It consists of a storage dam at Monticello. This storage dam 
is now complete and we are storing water behind the dam. The con- 
tractor is doing cleanup work. The diversion dam will be completed 
during the fiscal year. The Putah main canal is under construction, 
and is expected to be completed in the fiscal year 1959. 

Mr. Jensen. That canal takes water down to an area there to be 
irrigated ? 

Mr. Spencer. All of the yellow area shown on the map in Solano 
County is a part of the conservation district. This district has a 
repayment contract with the Government, and this contract has been 
validated by the court and is not affected by the Supreme Court deci- 
sion. The district has agreed to pay the entire cost. 


STATUS OF DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM LOAN 


Mr. Razsavut. What is the status of the contract to loan funds to 
the water users under Public Law 130 for construction of the distribu- 
tion system ? 

Mr. Spencer. Sir, we have agreed upon a contract and it has been 
agreed upon by the irrigation districts. It has been before the State 
securities commission, and the commission has given the go-ahead 
to the Solano irrigation districts to execute it, providing there is a 
slight change in one of the articles. We are expecting that suggested 
language to be forwarded to Washington. The decision occurred 
since I came to Washington, so I do not know just what the change is. 
We think we can live with it, but we want to look at it first. 

Mr. Fenton. On the Solano project are you now storing water in 
the reservoir ? 

Mr. Spencer. We are storing water in the reservoir. 

Mr. Fenton. Have you relocated the road yet? 

Mr. Srencer. The road is under construction under a contract with 
the county. 

Mr. JENSEN. I believe you were there; were you not? 

Mr. Fenton. I was. How about the town you going to drown out? 

Mr. Srencer. Monticello. We purchased all the land and improve- 
ments, and moved them out, including the cemetery. 

Mr. Fenton. What was the population of Monticello? 

Mr. Srencer. About 120, or something like that. 

Mr. Fenton. I thought it was more than 120. 

Mr. Spencer. Monticello, an unincorporated community, had a pop- 
wlation of 125 and the total population of the Berryessa Valley was 
300. 

There are numerous farms, several thousand acres of farms and 
farm improvements, farmsteads. 

Mr. Fenton. I recall going on a back road from one side up to 
the other side of the valley. You moved that; is that right? 

Mr. Srencer. We moved it from the north side of Putah Creek at 
the dam to the south side. Through the reservoir area, the road was 
in the valley, and we moved it up on the hill slope, west of the res- 
ervoir, and made a connecting road at the upper end to an existing 
mountain road not shown on the map. 

Mr. Fenton. All right, Mr. Chairman. 


91488—57- 
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REHABILITATION AND BeTreRMENT oF Existine Prosecrs, 
Bureau or RecLAMATION 


Mr. Razsavut. Rehabilitation and betterment, $75,000. 
We will put page BR-29 in the record. 
(The page follows:) 


REHABILITATION AND BETTERMENT OF EXISTING PROJECTS—CENTRAL VALLEY BASIN 
Fiscal year 1958 


$75, 000 


Obligations program _- oid si canciniiecdiiceaia ini : esa iaanebe dn 
75, 000 


Funds required vas SE ee 

Description.—On older projects which have been in operation for many years, 
it has been found that many structures have far exceeded their useful life and 
are requiring an excessive maintenance program to continue operations. The 
deteriorated facilities also often result in inefficient use or loss of irrigation 
water. The needed repairs are in most instances beyond the ability of the 
water users to finance on a current basis. In addition, there have been many 
changes in land use, methods or irrigation, and types of crops raised and, to 
place these older projects on a basis comparable to those now being constructed, 
the facilities must not only be rehabilitated but also improved. 

During fiscal year 1958 work under the rehabilitation and betterment activity 
in the Central Valley Basin will be confined to one project. 


WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


Orland project, California, $75,000.—These funds will be used to continue the 
extensive program of lateral relining begun in fiscal year 1957. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, BureEAu oF RECLAMATION 


992 


Mr. Rapavut. Operation and maintenance, $5,323,100. Put pages 
l ; f 


BR-30 to 41 in the record. 
(The pages follow :) 


CENTRAL VALLEY ProJeEcT, CALIFORNIA 


Summarized financial data 


Total. obligations, fiscal year 1956__..._____.____-_- ode ee ee OG 


Fiscal year 1957 allotment $5, 125, 000 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1957 a eee a ee 


Seeeal year 7968 allotment.....+ 2 ee -----= $0,325; 800 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1958__...-................-_._-.._-.- 5, 325, 300 
On a cost basis the 1958 program will total $5,300,300. The narrative justifi- 
cation, which follows, explains the 1958 cost program and the relation of costs 
to obligations. 
JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


Location.—In the central area of California, embracing 3 river valleys—Sac- 
ramento and San Joaquin; approximately 500 miles long, 100 miles wide, and 
containing 27 percent of the land area of the State. 

Description.—Project primarily consists of an integrated system of water 
conveyance from northern portion of the valley to the southern portion, together 
with a network of power production and transmission. Shasta and Keswick 
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Dams and powerplants control the Sacramento River in the north, Friant Dam 
controls the San Joaquin River in the south. Folsom Dam and powerplant 
control the American River—a tributary of the Sacramento River. Trinity 
features are on the Trinity River northwest of Shasta with water conveyance 
to the Sacramento River. Tracy pumping piant lifts water from sea level up to 
Delta-Mendota Canal. Project contains approximately 400 miles of canals, 750 
miles of transmission lines, reservoirs with capacity of 8 million acre-feet, and 
powerplants with a nameplate rating of 629,500 kilowatts. 

Operation.—With one exception all completed features of the project are 
operated and maintained by the Bureau of Reclamation with appropriated 
funds. 

The El Dorado Irrigation District operates and maintains the Sly Park fea- 
tures which consist of Sly Park Dam and Reservoir (41,000 acre-feet capacity), 
Camp Creek diversion dam and tunnel, and the 7-mile Sly Park-Camino conduit. 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1958, cost program 


Difference, 
increase (+ 


Program, or de- 
fiscal year crease (—), 
1958 1958 com- 
pared with 

1957 


Shasta operations field branch 

Shasta powerplant: For continued normal operation and maintenance. 

Increase due to generator repair which has been rescheduled to permit 

completion of tests on unit 1 on which critical problems have developed $291, 350 $85, 350 
Keswick powerplant: For normal operation and maintenance. Decrease 

due primarily to completion of certain generator repairs including re- 

pair of ring bus S82. 100 13, 50K 
Keswick Dam and Reservoir: For the continued normal operation and 

maintenance of the dam and reservoir. Decrease represents unusual 

flood debris removal in ifiseal year: 1957.which is not programed in fiscal 

year 1958 16, 200 2h. 000 
Shasta switchyard: For the continued normal operation of the switch- 

yard. Increased by amount required to provide normal maintenance 

Fiscal year 1957 program is below normal due to lack of availability of 

maintenance personnel. -- 59, 000 +14, 000 
lrransmission-west side lines Nos, 1 and 2: For the normal operation and 

maintenance of the west side lines. Decrease due to return to normal 

operation and maintenance level 27, 000 — 23, 432 
Keswick switchyard: For the continued normal operation and main- 

tenance. Increase due to anticipated minor increases in cost of labor 

and materials 33, 000 +5, 000 
rransmission-east side line No. 3: For the continued normal operation 

and maintenance of the east side line. Decrease represents return to 

normal program after unusual maintenance was required in fiscal year 





1957 as a result of flood damage to transmission towers 453, 600 17, 000 
Power accounting and collecting: For the cost of billing and collecting 
for electrical energy furnished under power contracts 800 —150 


Shasta Dam and Reservoir: For the normal operation and maintenance 

and nonoperating expense. Decrease reflects return to normal pro- 

gram after fiscal year 1957 program which provided riprap work on 

right ebtiment of the dam 207, 022 —27, 978 
Sacramento River: For the continued operations of activities relating to 

river control. Increase provides for anticipated flood-warning require- 

ments and activities 30, 000 +13, 200 
Toyon pipeline: For the continued normal operation and maintenance _- 2, 600 —2, 400 
General expense: For the normal administrative costs of the field branch. 

Increase due primarily to requirement for additional staff necessary 


for operation of the project 91, 500 | +21, 000 
Replacements: For the replacement of certain wood poles with steel 

towers on east side line and automotive equipment 123, 855 —115, 900 

Subtotal, Shasta operations field branch 1, 018, 027 —82, 810 


Folsom operations field branch 
Folsom powerplant: For the normal operation and maintenance of the 
powerplant including nonoperating expense | 136, 000 | +424 
Nimbus powerplant: For the normal operation and maintenance of the | 


powerplant 55, 050 —3, 278 
Elverta substation: For the operation and maintenance of the substation 20, 000 +2, 640 
Folsom switchyard: For the normal operation and maintenance of the | 

switchyard 15, 000 | +2, 687 
Transmission— Folsom lines: For the operation and maintenance of the 

transmission lines 10, 000 | 
Ninibus.switchyard:*For the operation and maintenance of the switch- | 

yard 1, 500 |_- sina 
l'ransmission—Nimbus lines: For the operation and maintenance of the | | 


transmission lines 500 |. 








Fresno operations field branch: 





Project general activities: 
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Folsom operations field branch:—Continued 

Power accounting and collecting: For the cost of billing and collecting 
for electrical energy furnished under power contracts__.............-- 

Felsom Dam and Reservoir: For the normal operation and maintenance 


of the reservoir. Increase due to anticipated minor increases in cost of 


labor and materials_-_-_____ 


Nimbus Dam and Reservoir: For the ‘operation ‘and maintenance of the 


dam and reservoir 


Nimbus fish protection facilities: To cover the contract amount with 


the State of California for the operation of the fish hatchery by the 
SE ec etan is 
Folsom pumping plant: “For the normal ‘operation ‘and maintenance of. 
the pumping plant_._...._____- 
American River: For the regulation and control of the river - 
— For the normal administrative expense of the field 
ranc’ 


Subtotal, Folsom operations field branch. .____- 


Tracy operations field branch: 


Tracy switchyard: For the normal operation and maintenance of the 
switchyard___- 


Transmission-Tracy lines: For the operation ‘and maintenance of the 
IS. 5 ook ee eR 08 i 

Tracy pumping plant: For the normal operation of the plant. ‘Increase 
due to increase in pumping requirements. -- 

Delta fish screen operations: For the first full year of ‘operation of the 
fish screens from operation and maintenance funds-___.___.____.-- 

Delta-Mendota Canal system: For the operation and maintenance of the 
canal. Increase to cover cost of resurfacing operating roads__...._____- 

oe Costa pumping plant: For the normal operation of the pumping 


ant 
Delta Cross Channel: For the normal operation and maintenance of 
SN sk asco nga eee edbunt céstb >is Rbcbaicccubaiockiuan 
Contra Costa Canal system: For the normal operation and maintenance 
BSR TST ee ee ee ee 
General expense: For the administrative expenses of the field branch _- 
Water marketing: For the cost of water marketing _-___-_-..____-__---_- 
Power accounting and collecting: For the cost of billing and collecting 
for electrical energy furnished under power contracts......_.......--.-- 
Replacements: For the replacement of minor structures, vnenas cattle 
guards and automotive equipment... -..- 


Subtotal, Tracy operations field branch-------._-- 





Madera Canal: For the normal operation and maintenance of the canal 
Friant-Kern Canal: For the normal operation of the canal. Increase 


represents return to normal operating level based on fiscal year 1956 


costs 
Friant Dam and Reservoir: For the normal operation and maintenance 
of the dam and reservoir-_.-.........-----...------- ah 
San Joaquin River: For the control and regulation of the river.____- 
Columbia-Mowry system: For the operation of the pump and canal 
i eda een ctian chinks 4td cahnkewens since 
General expense: For the administrative expenses of the field branch... 
Replacements: For the replacement of minor structures and wheel and 
ee 
Water marketing expense: For the cost of water marketing, including 


customer service, water p aietments, hon a ' and contract ad- 
ministration _------- 






Subtotal, Fresno operations field branch 


rchase power: For the purchase of power to support the project’s 
energy output, based on estimate of available water 
Power-factor studies: For the study of power factors of Bureau customers. | 
Preference customer metering facilities: No program in budget year-- ----| 
Rents, wheeling expense: For the cost of wheeling Bureau power over | 
private utility lines. Reduction results from current estimate of cus- | 
tomer requirements ap ijinletninaweses | 
Rents, meter rentals: For the rental of meters and related ‘equipment at 
approximately 27 metering installations ___- 
Power accounting and collecting: For the cost of billing and collecting. 
for the electrical energy furnished under power contracts. - - - - - iathoat 








| 


Work preeeees. fiscal or 1958, cost eee 









| Difference, 
| increase (+) 
Program, or de- 
fiscal year | crease (—), 
1958 | 1958 com- 
| pared with 
1957 
$3, 000 | 
70, 000 | +$5, 750 
10, 000 
95, 000 | 
20, 000 | —450 
5, 000 | fe 
70, 000 | +4, 431 
511,050 - +H, 204 
98, 000 | 
41,000 | +2, 000 
873, 150 | +6, 000 
85, 000 +42, 500 
370, 000 | +12, 000 
66, 700 | 
7, 700 |... 
145, 500 | +2, 000 
145, 400 | +3, 000 
19, 500 | +1, 000 
Been hiveciss.... 
100, 000 —389, 600 


437, 220 | 


97, 000 | 
30, 000 


6, 000 | 
130, 000 | 


108, 600 | 


122, 476 | 


43, 800 | 
15, 000 | 


646, 000 | 
} 

35, 000 

26, 000 





+23, 245 


+2, 000 
+1, 000 


+1, 000 
+5, 000 
— 123, 600 


+4, 800 
+43, 800 
"5, 000 
— 110, 950 


—4, 000 
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Work proposed, fiscal year 1958, cost program—Continued 


Project general activities— Continued : 
Power-marketing expense: For the cost of power marketing--- 


Difference, 
increase (-+-) 
Program, or de- 
fiscal year crease (—), 
1958 1958 com- 
pared with 


Water-marketing expense: For the cost of water marketing, including | 


customer service, water allotments, legal compliance and contract ad- 
ministration. Increase due to estimating on basis of previous years’ 
experience. 

General expense: For the administrative expense, ‘including Denver 
advance, centralized project activities, and Irrigation and Power Divi- 
sion staff. Increase due primarily to requirement for additional staff 
necessary for operation of project _-- ° 

Replacements: For the replacements of electrical testing e quipment. 

Subtotal, projéct ceneral activities ‘ ‘ 

Contribution to civil service retirement fund: Initial year contribution to 

civil service retirement fund... -..---.. 


Total, operation and maintenance cost____- 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures: Project power costs, rental deduc- 
tions, and other costs not requiring funding---- : ane 


Total cost to appropriation _-____- 


Reconciliation to total obligations: Cost adjustments: Estimated net change 


in the stores account__.__.....-- 


Total obligations. - 


Irrigation - 

Municipal and industrial water 

Contribution to civil service retirement fund_ ae 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures 


Total cost to appropriation __- 


+25, 000 


364, 029 | +99, 100 
15, 600 _ —30, 500 


1, 198, 429 | +20, 450 


5, 805, 252 | 256, 811 
— 5044, 952 | +154, 933 
—100, 878 

25, 000 +301, 178 


| 5,325,300 | +200, 300 


| | 


~—-nain a=: $8,008, 898 


2, 416, 200 
275, 726 
200, 000 

—594, 952 


.... 5,300,300 
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CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


Project statistics 












































Estimated 

Actual, fiscal 
Feature or item Unit year 1956 | 
Fiseal ‘year Fiscal'year 
1957 1958 





Facilities operated by Bureau: 
Irrigation system: | 


Storage dams and reservoirs Number 6 6 t 
Canals. .-| Miles-. j 4il 411 411 
Drains. Mii wa ‘ 30 30 30 
Telephone lines glad do . 5 5 5, 
Operating roads do 402 402 2 
Power system: 
Annual sales | Dollars .--| 2, 708, 621, 791 2, 805, 000, 000 | 2, 718, 000, 000 
Total power revenues. - : Ship3 ck 9, 682, 211 11, 464, 000 | 11, 177, 000 
Powerplants | Number. _.--- 4 4 1 
Plant capacity (nameplate ca- | Kilowatts 629, 500 629, 500 | 629, 500 
pacity). 
Patrol roads Miles 40) 40 | 40) 
Patrol trails : 525 525 525 
Transmission lines: | 
Circuit . do__. 765 765 | 765 
Structural do... 570 570 S70 
Substations - - Number 14 14 14 
Substations, capacity Kilovolt- 881, 195 881, 195 | 881, 105 
amperes. 
Municipal and industrial devel- | Acre-feet- 39, 969 44, 569 48, 619 
opment. 


Facilities operated by water users: 
Irrigation system: 
Irrigable acreage for service: | 


Irrigation service land, full. Acres... 33, 500 33, 00 


33, 500 
Irrigation service land, sup- | .do ‘ 769, 550 773, 550 | 803, 150 
plemental. 
Total... : 803, 050 807, 050 836, 650 
Irrigated area -. --- i ‘ i ccccnen 654, 425 665, 000 690, 000 
Gross crop value - - Dollars.....-- 165, 965, 000 164), 250,000 | 172, 500, 000 
Average gross crop value per .do J 254 250 | 25) 
acre. | 
Sly Park features: ! 
Storage dams and reservoirs......| Number -. ] 1 | l 
Canals (conduits) -__-- ci henn dant eee 7 7 7 
Diversion dams a oe.-s-| Number.... 1 1 | l 


! Statistics on local distribution. facilities of otter agencies and districts not available. 





NIMBUS DAM. FISH 





HATCHERY 


Mr. Razavut. Now, $95,000 is requested to continue contract pay- 
ments to the State of California for operation of the fish hatchery at 
Nimbus Dam. 

Has consideration been given to requesting the State to at least share 
i portion of these costs ? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir, it has, but so far we have been unable to 
get consent by the State to so do. 

Mr. Rapavut. Well, just one little word—why ‘ 

Mr. Spencer. The construction of the Nimbus Dam cut off spawn- 
ing on the American River below Folsom. Both the Fish and Wild- 
life Service and the State of California insisted we were responsible 
for replacing this spawning area and the only way to replace it was 
by a fish hatchery. 

Since the Federal construction was responsible for it, they insisted 
the Bureau of Reclamation operate and maintain it. 


469 


Mr. Rasavut. Has the fish hatchery been very successful? 

Mr. Spencer. It was the first year. This last year I understand 
for some unknown reason the State operators have not explained, 
they have not been so successful getting fish from which to take the 
eggs. 

Mr. Rasavut. Are these places where the fish return at certain 
periods ¢ 

Mr. Spencer. They return every fall; yes, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. Every year ? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. And there was a poor crop this year? 

Mr. Spencer. That is right. 

Mr. Rasavut. Do you know where these fish go that they are taking ? 

Mr. Spencer. They have tagged some, salmon and steelhead, who 
go out into the ocean and spend their adult life and then come back to 
the place of birth. 

Mr. Ranaut. You mean some come back every year? ‘There is a 
relation of the comeback period to the hatching period some years 
before, so they can tell roughly ahead of time what the return will 
be by the hatch of a certain year. 

Mr. Spencer. This was the second year that this hatchery has been 
in operation, and I am not a fish specialist, sir. I don’t know just 
exactly what forecast they made. 

Mr. Rasavt. I don’t, either, but there has been a lot of testimony 
about it in this room. 

Mr. Dominy. We have a contract with the State on the operation 
of this facility. We would be glad to put a digest of that in the 


record so you will have a complete story on this. 


NO STATE COST SHARING 


Mr. Rapavut. Now, that contract runs to 1960, and before it is re- 
newed there ought to be some studies made on this thing. We should 
do something to help out John Doe, the taxpayer. 

Mr. Dexuermer. In this connection, the contract Mr. Dominy men- 
tioned provides that we will review the results of the hatchery, and 
the run of salmon and other fish in that river, and that we will termi- 
nate this support by the Federal Government as soon as it can be 
shown that the salmon run is properly sustained below the Nimbus 
Dam. We have done everything we could to eliminate this as soon as 
possible. 

Mr. Rapaur. Now, this is an odd situation. This dam is in Cali- 
fornia for the benefit of the people there, and we have put up this 
hatchery in California for the benefit of preserving a natural food 
product, but here we are saddled with a bill here for $100,000, roughly, 
every year. 


INCREASE REQUESTED FOR ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 


Although the costs in general for this item in 1958 are less, an in- 
crease of $99,100 or 37 percent is requested for administrative ex- 
penses including Denver advance, centralized project activities, etc. 

Why is this necessary ? 
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Mr. Spencer. Sir, we have operation costs for the first full year 
on the Folsom and Nimbus powerplants, along with the operation of 
Folsom Dam. They are tied in with the Shasta-Keswick. We also 
have the first full year of direct delivery of power to Sacramento 
Municipal Utility District. We need additional employees to handle 
the additional load, and for additional activities which we have 
frankly not been properly taking care of in the last year. 

Mr. Rasavut. What is this Denver advance? 

Mr. Spencer. The Assistant Commissioner and the Chief Engi- 
neer’s office in Denver are our technical advisers on electrical prob- 
lems and hydrology, and all the other problems of operation and 
maintenance. 

Mr. Dexuermer. These moneys, Mr. Chairman, are appropriated 
to the project and then reallocated for support of the work that is 
done in our Denver technical office. 

Mr. Rasaut. How many new employees would be added in 1958 ? 

Mr. Srencer. I can’t tell. In our regional office, we need about 
seven. 

Mr. Razavt. Is that all of them ? 

Mr. Spencer. I do not know just how many additional, if any, will 
be added for Denver. 

Mr. Rasavt. Can that information be supplied for the record é 

Mr. Dexnetmer. Yes, sir; we will get that. 

M.r Ragavrt. All right, you will supply the information for the 
record. 

(The information follows :) 


INCREASE IN GENERAL EXPENSE IN CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT OPERATION AND 
MAINTENANCE 


Repayment and contract negotiations have become increasingly time-consum- 
ing and we have been short-handed recently. There is an increase in requirements 
for general administration with the full integration of Folsom power facilities, 
direct service to SMUD and complete metering with all customers an increase 
of about seven employees is required in the central office. The funds to be 
advanced to the Denver office are for technical work to be performed by the 
Chief Engineer’s staff and may not have a direct effect on personnel requirements 
of the Denver office. 


CENTRAL AND SOUTH PACIFIC BASIN 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, BuREAU OF RECLAMATION 


Mr. Razavt. We have the Central and South Pacific Basin, Bureau 
of Reclamation, general investigations, $215,100 for seven projects. 

We will put pages BR 1 to 8 in the record. 

(The pages referred to follow :) 
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CENTRAL AND SoutH PActFic BASIN 


General investigations 


Allocation of appropration, fiscal year 1957 $448, 683 
Prior year balance available 9, 480 
Se Insts cn enetjecneen-naabiseeiinaeestrenstinarenedn tied ame hiahdess lipiadecuialaaieia 117, 117 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1957 
Estimated allocation of appropriation, fiscal year 1958 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1958 


Description 


The appropriation of general investigation funds for the Central and South 
Pacific Basin provides for the planning of the basin and project developments of 
the Bureau of Reclamation for the utilization of the water resources of that 
basin. 

The program of general investigations may include: 

(1) Engineering and economic investigations to determine the feasibility of 
potential reclamation projects. These investigations may consist of recon- 
naissance surveys to establish with a minimum of time and funds, the justifica- 
tion for further detailed study; basing surveys to establish wide plans, or de- 
tailed studies of the feasibility of specific projects. 

(2) Advance planning to prepare newly authorized projects for construction. 

(3) Investigations of existing projects necessary for rehabilitation, financial 
adjustments, or water conservation. 

The general investigations program includes, where appropriate, small allow- 
ances for necessary transfers of funds or reimbursements to other agencies, such 
as the Geological Survey, Fish and Wildlife Service, National Park Service, 
Weather Bureau, Coast and Geodetic Survey, Department of Agriculture, etc., 
for work over and above their regular programs which those agencies perform 
in connection with the Bureau’s investigations of specific potential projects 
and which these other agencies are better equipped to do. 


Work underway and proposed 


The general investigation obligation program for the current fiscal year in the 
Central and South Pacific Basin is $575,280, which is financed with appropriated 
funds in the amount of $458,163 and contributions of $117,117. With these funds, 
planning activities will be underway on a total of eight investigations, all of 
which will be a continuation of studies underway at the beginning of the fiscal 
year. One of these investigations wil be completed in fiscal year 1957. 

The request of $251,000 for fiscal year 1958 for this basin will be utilized for 
planning activities on a total of 7 investigations, all of which will be continua- 
tions of prior year investigations. Four will be completed in fiscal year 1958. 
The activity breakdown of work proposed in fiscal year 1958 compared with the 
program for fiscal year 1957 is shown in the following “Summary by activities,” 
and the details of the cost of appropriation program proposed is presented in 
the accompanying tabulation entitled “Schedule of general investigations pro- 
gram. fiscal vears 1957 and 1958.” 





472 


Summary by activities 


Estimated costs of investigations in the current program 


Activity 
| Total esti- Total, Program, | Program, | Balance to 
| mated cost} June 30, | fiscal year | fiscal year | complete 
1956 1957 1958 





Engineering and economic investigations__| $2, 516,867 | $1, 552, 627 $582, 383 $249, 100 $132, 757 
Advance planning Z 260, 000 222, 345 2, 000 2, 000 33, 655 


Total cost to appropriations 2, 776, 867 584, 383 251, 100 166, 412 
Distributive costs: Service facilities, un- 
liquidated obligations, ete : 9, 10% sta bedesnil oh te uiniatensde 





———| ns 


Total obligation program . 575,280} 251,100 |....-.--.- ; 
Less unobligated carryover and funds 
—126, 597 


Allocation of estimate 448,683 | 251, 100 |......-....- 








ENGINEERING AND EcoNomic INVESTIGATIONS 


Detail by activity 


/ Total esti- | Total to Program | Program Balance to 
Subactivity | mated | June 30, | fiscal year fiscal year | complete 
cost | 1956 | 1957 1958 


Basin surveys---.------ .| $1, 400, 782 $1,001,309 | $142,373 | $144, 800 $112, 300 
Project investigations. _...........-.......| 1,116, 085 | 551, 318 | 440, 010 | 


582, 383 | 249, 100 | 132, 757 


104, 300 20, 457 


Total cost to appropriations_- -_- ae 2, 516, 867 1, 552, 627 


9) ans 


Basin surveys.—With a cost to appropriation program of $142,373 in fiscal 
year 1957 basin surveys will be continued in the upper Klamath River and lower 
Klamath River Basins. In fiscal year 1958, the cost to appropriation program 
of $144,800 will provide for completion of the upper Klamath River Basin study 
and continuation of the lower Klamath River Basin study. 

Project investigations.—During fiscal year 1957, the cost to appropriation pro- 
gram of $440,010 will be used to complete feasibility studies of the potential 
Cachuma project extensions and to continue similar studies on the Klamath 
project extensions, the Calleguas project, and the Butte division and Lost River 
storage unit of the Klamath project. Of the above studies, those on the Butte 
Valley project and the Calleguas project are being partially financed with funds 
advanced by local agencies. 

During; fiscal year 1958, feasibility studies will be completed on the Butte 
division of the Klamath project, Calleguas project, and the Klamath project 
extensions. The study of the upper Lost River division of the Klamath project 
will be continued. This work will require a cost to appropriation program of 
$104,300. 

Advance planning 


ae ~; i 
i 
Total esti- | Total to Program Program Balance to 
| mated | June 30, fiscal year | fiscal year | complete 
cost 1955 1956 1957 


| 


ane icinianaieappactelicgipnnlseseteectnnisnsasanstinaatiaini il ctnaiitmaediiianetial cat ane - 


Total cost to appropriation—advance 
planning - --- 5 | 222, 345 | $2, 000 | $2, 000 


$33, 655 


During fiscal years 1957 and 1958, a cost to appropriation programs of $2,000 
will be used to continue any necessary studies arising from the current litiga- 
tion of the water rights of the Santa Margarita project. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The rapid population growth that has taken place in the State of Cali- 
fornia in the past decade has created a demand for production of food and 
fiber that has far outstripped the available local supply. Future expansion 
and economic growth is dependent to a great extent upon the availability of 
additional water to bring increased acreage into production. Because of the 
ready market and the extremely favorable climate for farming, there is a 
great demand for additional irrigation development. 

This situation is as equally characteristic of the southern portion of the Cen- 
tral and Pacific Basins as it is of the State. However, in this area the present 
supplies of practically all the major streams are being overdrawn. In many 
instances the demand on underground water aquifiers is exceeding the re- 
plenishment of that supply and the ground-water tables are being lowered at 
an alarming rate. As a result there is a pressing need for conservation and 
control developments in this area and the only practical means of meeting this 
demand is an adequate planning program. 

In the northern portion of the Central and South Pacific Basins the extensive 
water and land resources are relatively undeveloped and many opportunities 
exist for further expansion. In this area the future destiny of the basin’s 
economic expansion is largely dependent upon the development of its water and 
land resources. Present developments have fully demonstrated the suitability 
of climate and terrain for irrigated crop production and planning studies should 
be continued to insure full utilization of these valuable resources. 
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SHIFT OF FUNDS TO CALLEGUAS PROJECT 


Mr. Razavt. Last year $150,000 was requested for this year for a 
study on the Calleguas project. 

I note that $2: 24.000 is actually being spent this year, or $74,000 
more than budgeted. 

How do you explain this 50 percent increase / 

Mr. Bennett. A substantial part of that increase, Mr. Chairman, 
was due to increased costs and the doing of additional driliing work 
on the dam sites which we are inv estig: iting there. We thought it 
essential in this instance, where the local ‘people are contributing 
financial assistance, that that work be expedited, so we put additional 
funds on it to keep the program on schedule. 

Mr. Rapavt. Did this money come from one of those other urgent 
projects in the Central Valley on which you appealed to the Senate 
to restore the House cut and made us capitulate to the other body ‘ 

Mr. Bennerr. I am sure part of the money came from part of the 
work we did not do in the Central Valley. 

Mr. Rasavut. I hope that will not be happening in the future. | 
would hate to tell the Senate the situation that actually exists. 

Mr. Dexuermer. We were happy to have the State pick up that 
fund we didn’t have to spend, the reduction we made in some of the 
work we planned to do that we supported before the committee last 
year. 

Mr. Razavut. That is fine, but what about all the money you asked 
us for? You see, you don’t have a very good understanding with 
the State. It is nice that you got the money from the State, but it 
is very bad that we are so disillusioned about the money you asked us 
for. 

It would be very nice if you were making the statement before the 
committee that this money we gave you, and you didn’t need, was 
finding its way gracefully back into the Treasury. 

Mr. Dexueimer. The sav ings we have made overall in the program 
will amount to something like $20 million for the fiscal year 1957 
which is available to help finance, and therefore reduce the amount 
of new money required for 1958 fiscal year. 

Mr. Rasavr. That is right, but nevertheless the money that was 
justified before us last year and not used for the project, to be serious 
about it, comes always a a surprise to the committee. 


CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION, BuREAU OF RECLAMATION 


SANTA MARIA PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Rapaur. A total of $6,150,100 is requested for Construction 
and Rehabilitation. 
We will put pages BR 9 to 13 in the record. 


(The pages follow :) 


SANTA MARIA ProvJEcT, CALIFORNIA 


Location.—Northern Santa Barbara County and southern San Luis Obispo 
County. Vaquero Dam and Reservoir, the only physical features of the project, 
are located about 10 miles northeast of the city of Santa Maria, Calif. 

Authorization.—By the act of September 3, 1954 (68 Stat. 1190). 
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Description.—The primary purpose of the project is to recharge the ground- 
‘water of the Santa Maria Valley. To do this an earth-filled dam 1,775 feet 
long and 186 feet high with a reservoir of 239,000 acre-feet is being constructed 
on Cuyama River. Essentially the plan of operation is to release the stored 
water into the riverbed at a rate equal to or less than the percolation capacity 
of the Santa Maria River Channel. Thus all holdover would be maintained 
in groundwater reservoir and no surface water delivery to irrigation will be 
made. 

Benefit-cost ratio 3.7 to 1—Based on DPR approved April 20, 1956. 


Summarized financial data 





EN oe i a ee $14, 754, 2 

pg SO OE cE , I Ee ee 531, 511 
Totel obligations, fecal year 9067.02 21. 1s cc. 5, 170, 183 
Totek obligations, Gack] YOR? TP iiise ecg sss weissanpeninnes 6, 150, 100 
tT aes crme cdcdeinseemneirerbebephinboendiomes 2, 902, 469 


On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program will total $6,169,765. The narra- 
tive justification, which follows, explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program and 
the relation of costs to obligations. 


Change in total project costs and obligations 








Costs | Obligations 
1957 congressional justification_._....................-...--------..-.-------- $16, 982,000 | $16, 684, 665 
1968 congressional justification... ...........................-..--.----- angen 15, 058, 000 14, 754, 263 
Decrease - - - - --- 


obngiee speaincoi . oman 1, 924, 000 1, 930, 402 










The decrease in total estimated cost from $16,982,000 to $15,058,000 is due 
primarily to refinement of the estimate based on favorable contract prices and 
reduced requirement for land and land rights. 

Status.—The contract for construction of the dam was awarded June 14, 1956, 
and work was initiated shortly thereafter. As of June 30, 1957, the project will 
be approximately 40 percent complete. 


Allocation of estimated total project cost 














Reimbursable: Irrigation _____~ acetanilide bey ce ots tinealdl ataubicat Sates $12, 045, 000 
Nonreimbureaable: Wiood :controluows ou 8, 013, 000 








PIO ts cisco cael dpc ca eh i A i ais a 15, 058, 000 





Repayment of reimbursable costs 
By irrigation water users (Santa Barbara County Water Agency) ~— $12, 045, 000 


Repayment costs per acre 





Federal investment per acre: To be repaid by the ad valorem tax______ $311 


Annual water user charges: These costs are to be repaid through tax assess- 
ments on all taxable property in Santa Maria Water Conservation District. 


Repayment contracts.—A repayment contract covering all reimbursable costs 
has been executed. This contract, with the Santa Barbara County Water 
Agency, requires the payment of $13,969,000 over a 40-year period following a 
2-year development period which will begin after the project is complete and 
water storage begins. The Santa Barbara County Water Agency has in turn 
contracted with the Santa Maria Valley Water Conservation District for the 
repayment of all costs except for $50,000 annually which will be raised by a 
countywide ad valorem tax collected by the agency. 


Th et 
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Thustogs data 





Feature Type Seepetty Height Length 





























Vaquero Dam..-...........-....-..--.....| Earth fill_.._| 239,000 acre-feet ___| 186 feet....._| 1,775 feet. 






















Acres to be served 


I ctu aca eal al eae 3, 000 
IRIN hs: MINI cass chncsaisbachinnsinmisiensebnenoiatemtaiirntmbardiaiedeeinciaa 










+The canals and distribution works for these lands are now in existence or will be con- 
structed by local interests and are not a part of the authorized project. 






WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 







Vaquero Dam and facilities, $6,142,665.—This amount will be required for 
earnings on the dam construction contract, right-of-way acquisition, and reser- 
voir clearing. Also funds are required for the contract with the State of 
California covering highway relocation being performed by the State. 

Contribution to civil-service retirement fund, $26,700.—Initial year contribution 
to civil-service retirement fund. 

Adjustments, $400.—Anticipated minor cost adjustments. 

Other expenditures and credits, $19,665 ice facilities accrued in 
prior years which will be distributed to permanent property in the budget year. 

















SANTA MARIA PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


Schedule of construction program fiscal years 1957 and 1958 





Estimated Total to Program, | Program, | Balance to 













| 
Program item total |} June 30, current budget complete 
| | 1956 | year 1957 | year 1958 
| | 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
| 
Construction oe es Dam and | | | 
Dc cdénkc: tb ticnicbiceduis |$15, 011, 300 | 29, 551 | EK 333, 887 | $6, 142, 665 $2, 805, 137 
Total construction costs- : | 15, 011, 300 729, 551 5, 333, ‘887 | 6, 142, 665 2, 805, 197 






Contribution to civil-service retirement | 


AR OE DE Tee eee 46, 700 |-....-------|------------ | 26, 700° 20, 000 


Total project costs.............-.- | 15, 058, ‘000 | 729, ‘551 5, 333, 887 6, 169, 365. a 825, 197 
RMP. < on ccadicdiccndcines | —303,737 | —303,737 | —108, 696 | 400 108, 206 































Total cost to appropriation. ....__- | 14, 754, 263 425,814 | 5,225, 191 | 6, 169, 765 | 2,933, 493 
Other expenditures and credits-.......--- | és 9, 689 41, 000 —19, 665 | —31, 024 
Total expenditures.......... . - - -| 14,754, 263 | 435, 503 | 5, 266, 191 | 6,150,100 | 2, 902, 469 
Undelivered orders... -...-.-- 96, 008 —96, MEE hc. canno-osncaleeaee 

















631,511 | 5,170,183 | 6,150,100 | 2, 902, 469 


Total obligations............-.------| 14, 754, 263 
Method of financing: 
Allocation of appropriation, fiscal year | | 




















De ctstass nace hetadbied : naadésecsiefebde --| 5,693, 283 | ------------|------------ 
Application of prior year funds-. alta iinbk Gian Sind | DOR DOP Biss. ctcdsocte 
Balance availible in mapeeanent year. te adil ; --| 523, 100 Ri sel laa alee a 
Funds required-_...-.---- aaeea see a aaseae |” 5, 627,000 | 2, 902, 469 









91488—57——31 
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VENTURA RIVER PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 





Mr. Rasavut. Ventura River project, California, $12 million. Put 
pages BR 14 to 20 in the record. 
(The pages follow :) 


VENTURA RIVER PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


Location.—The Ventura River project area is on California’s southern coast 
in Ventura County about 60 miles northwest of Los Angeles. The area is com- 
posed of mountains of the coastal range and the valley of Ventura River and its 
tributaries. 

Authorization.—Authorized for construction by the act of March 1, 1956 (70 
Stat. 32). 

Description.—The primary purpose of the project is to provide a full water 
supply for the irrigation of 10,700 acres of land, supplemental service to 2,500 
acres, and an annual supply of 15,600 acre-feet of water for municipal and indus- 
trial purposes. Facilities of the project include Casitas Dam and Reservoir on 
Coyote Creek, with a storage capacity of 250,000 acre-feet, Robles diversion dam 
on the Ventura River and the Robles-Casitas canal to divert and convey Ventura 
River water to the Casitas Reservoir, and conveyance systems consisting of about 


on 


35 miles of pipeline, 5 pumping plants, and 5 balancing reservoirs. 













Summarized financial data 


a eyes iat were uta eee ae eee $26, 800, 000 





Estimated total obligations___ 



















Total obligations to June 30, 1956_____- . inaitiieumtet (*) 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1957__._-------~~-- eaisiiaeneamusiiiaees Salhi tal _ 522, 884 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1958 in herp ep. LF _.__. 12,000, 000 
Balance to complete_________--_- ee ete ahaa anys oaaahan aotearoa A cee 8, 277, 116 


1 Preconstruction work financed from contributions by local interests and small amount 
of general investigations funds. 
2 Includes $122,884 contributed by local interest. 





On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program will total $11,976,000. The narra- 
tive justification which follows explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program and its 
relation to obligations. 

Status: Construction was begun on August 25, 1956. As of June 30, 1957, the 
project will be approximately 25 percent complete. Construction will be under- 
way on Casitas Dam and Reservoir, Robles-Casitas diversion canal. Accumula- 
tion of detailed data preparatory to initiating construction will be underway 
for the Robles diversion dam and the Rincon and Ojai Valley and Ventura 
facilities. 

Allocation of estimated total project cost 
Reimbursable : 
I le re ee a el a baits dieatentcnnarnanberunied _... $15, 823, 000 
Municipal and industrial water supply___.----------~- ald’ Se, Pies eee 


isis ait to lea iat rte ects reimecincmenetll 27, 600, 000 



















Subtotal, 












~ 400, 000 
100, 000 


Nonreimbursable : Recreation___~-- us Seis dastiiba nth slalom idalast tamer saes 
Subtotal, nonreimbursable___. 





Total Siaeeabuiengacblanea an adeiiaenwiciceton Selous acer pa nen ay 27, 700, 000 


Repayment of reimbursable costs 










By irrigation water users..is.............. ities tBae aia se ... $11, 320, 000 
By municipal and industrial water supply users__ Permey 


Total Sek ji Pi athisti diet dhisiihidmnn gin iui 27, 600, 000 
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Repayment costs per acre 






Federal investment per acre: 






"TO-DO TERI ALO WEtOr UNOTE nd po oe} oowednos sass dneeanabe $858 
To be repaid from municipal and industrial water supply users____--~ 






I a a ae 












Repayment contracts.—A contract has been executed with the Ventura River 
Municipal Water District for the repayment of all reimbursable costs for con- 
structing the project. 

Physical data.— 


















Feature Type Capacity Height, | Length 
feet | 


















Casitas Dam and Reservoir-.--.--.- Earth fill_...._| 250,000 acre-feet __.._~-- 275 | 2,050 feet. 
Robles diversion dam -- Rock fill 7 8 | 520 feet. 
Canals: Robles-Casitas diversion | Concrete lines_| 500 cubic feet per second_|.........--- | 5.25 miles. 
canal. | 
Conveyance systems: | 
Ventura River. -- .------.| Pressure pipe_| 135 cubic feet per second_|.........--- | 
SPIE WOOD cciniitnewanne Tis oaats 64 cubie feet per second__|_.........-- | 
PO boo ntat ue -do.......--| 9.5 ecubie feet per eens.) aeenmpitaaman | 










Acres to be served 
Full supply___---- sessile ocd aiedeodican ede aaa sa a te ae 
Supplemental supply_--—-_- dui desnaetaaee is scocistip deaths ae Ueap tena ane . 2,000 


an as ee Datta dm clin lies be hs mmm 13, 200 
















Benefit-cost ratio.—4.25 to 1. 













WORK FISCAL YEAR 1958 





PROPOSED, 






Casitas Dam and Reservoir, $6,117,000.—Work will be continued on the prime 
contract awarded in fiscal year 1957. Acquisition of land rights and relocation 
of utilities will continue as well as the purchase of materials. Award of con- 
tracts for clearing the reservoir area and relocation of State Highway No. 151, 
Sign Route 150 will be made early in the fiscal year. Work to be performed by 
the Park Service for recreation facilities will continue during the year. 

Robles diversion dam, $321,000.—Construction will continue during the fiscal 
year. These funds are required for contract earnings. 

Robles-Casitas diversion canal, $870,000.—Acquisition of rights-of-way and 
work under the prime contract awarded in fiscal year 1957 will continue during 
the year. 

Ventura River facilities, $1,960,000—Acquisition of rights-of-way on the Oak 
View and Casitas pressure-belt system will continue. Award of contracts for 
construction of the pressure-belt systems, Ventura Avenue pumping plants, Oak 
View balancing reservoir and control and chlorination stations, will be made 
early in the fiscal year. 

Ojai Valley facilities, $2,054,000.—Acquisition of rights-of-way will continue 
during the year. Award of contracts for construction of Villanova and Ojai 
pressure-belt systems, upper Ojai mains, pumping plants, balancing reservoirs 
and chlorination stations will be made early in the fiscal year. 

Rincon facilities, $646,900.—Acquisition of rights-of-way will continue during 
the year. Award of contracts for Rincon conduits, pumping plant, balancing 
reservoir and chlorinating stations will be made early in the year. 

Contribution to civil service retirement fund, $60,100.—Initial year contribu- 
tion to civil service retirement fund. 

Adjustments, $53,000.—Represents expenditures from contributed funds not 
requiring appropriation and other minor adjustments. 

Other expenditures and credits, $24,000—\Represents expenditures for stores 
and service facilities which will be charged to permanent project features in 
future years. 































Estimated 
Program item total 









(1) 










(2) 








Construction program: 





Casitas Dam and Reservoir _ ..-._-.-_- {908 102, 000 
Robles diversion dam _ __.-_. sas 545, 000 
Robles-Casitas diversion canal_______- 1, 539, 000 
Ventura River facilities__ Soweecas 3, 723, 000 
Ojai Valley facilities...._...__. _...----] 3,989, 000 
I i in ninss diss: ddtindinneend ode 1, 702, 000 















Other expenditures and credits. ....._._-- 































Total obligations.........-- — "26, 800, 000 


Method of financing: 
Allocation of appropriation, fiscal year 
DU sascSescccek in 6 ce rwaasdessece 
Application of prior year f funds ad 
Contributions _- dawbbied 
Funds required. Leip iil tacts S aonesiginiteaie sai s 





status of construction ? 


for both irrigation and municipal. 


which is here being requested. 


is all white ? 


Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. 


recreation spot. 


obligated by June 30? 


sir. 
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Total expenditures. .............--..| 26, 800, 000 | -- 





Total to 
June 30, 
1956 


(3) 


$413, 631 
33, 282 
68, 521 
86, 606 
50, 520 
38, 899 


691, 459 


691, 459 


—691, 459 


Total construction costs. ........--- 27, 600, 000. 
Contribution to civil service retirement 
A cheba ducapeenbanes ocula dese MOOT tat. «c.0 
Total poe aotte.. ss sasco soos carlin coves, 
MI Gitdnn cates Bi vcdeddceeivnnss — 900, 000 
Total cost to appropriation_..._.__..| 26, 800, 000 


—— 


We have under construction Casitas Dam. 
right-of-way in Casitas Reservoir, and we have the Robles diversion 
dam and canal which are to be under construction by the end of the 
fiscal year 1957, and will be finished in fiscal year 1958 with the money 


Mr. Rapavut. I would imagine it might be. 
Will there be any slippage this year, or will the entire amount be 


Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1957 and 1958 














Program, | Program, 
current budget 
year 1957 year 1958 


(4) (5) 





$5, 562, 000 | $6, 117, 000 
87, 000 321, 000 
180, 800 870, 000 
207,000 | 1, 960, 000 
166, 700 | 2, 054, 000 
75, 500 646, 900 


6, 279, 000 | 11, 968, 900 


6 279, 000 12, 029, 000 
—91, 000 — 53, 000 
6, 188, 000 

334, 884 


6, 522, 884 | 12, 000, 000 


11, 976, 000 
24, 000 





“6, 522, 884 [3 12, 000, 000 


| 


2, 250, 000 | 





4, 150, 000 | bnekaee | 
122, 884 


12, 000 000 | hee 


Mr. Rapavt. Here we have $6,400,000 provided to begin construc- 
tion this year, and $12 million is requested for 1958. 


Mr. Spencer. The construction of the main dam—first I should start 
out by saying the Ventura project is in California, along the coastline 
in Ventura County. It consists of a project designed to conserve water 


We are purchasing the 


Mr. Rapsavtr. What is that central spot in that reservoir there that 


Mr. Spencer. That is an island, sir, it is a high hill. 
Mr. Razpavut. How much acreage is in that island ? 

Mr. Spencer. It is approximately 200 acres. 
Mr. Rasavt. Would that be owned by the Government ? 


Mr. Rasavut. What are you going to do, make a park out of it? 

Mr. Srencer. We will turn this project over to the district to oper- 
ate and maintain as soon as we get it completed, and we expect that 
they will probably take over the recreation. 


I am sure it w 


Mr. Spencer. We will have all the money obligated by June 30, 


What is the 





Balance to 
complete 


(6) 





$4, 009, 369 
103, 718 
419, 679 

1, 469, 394 
1, 717, 780 
940, 701 


8, 660, 641 
39, 900 


8, 700, 541 
— 64, 541 








8, 636, 000 
— 358, B84 


8, 277, 7, TH6 


8, 277, 100 


ill be a 


rom, 
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Mr. Rasavt. Not just to spend it, but because of need ? 

Mr. Srencer. We have a contractor now at work on the Casitas 
Dam, and also have negotiations on for right-of-way. You never 
know when someone is going to accept an offer for right-of way, and 
when they do—— 

Mr. Rapsavut. You want this as standby because you think you are 
going to need it. 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. 


REDUCED PER ACRE REPAYMENT COSTS 


Mr. Rasavut. The repayment costs per acre have been reduced from 
$1,935 to $1,200 since last year. What is the reason for this change— 
it is beneficial, but we like to get surprised. 

Mr. Domrny. I can’t give you that detail. The project is 100 per- 
cent. reimbursable except for that very small nonreimbursable recrea- 
tion. It must be merely a shift in the acreage that is gong to be in 
there for irrigation as compared to the amount for municipal and 
industrial water, because the municipal-industrial rate is the higher 
of the two rates, and it is likely they discovered a larger share of the 
water is going for municipal and industrial and therefore reduced it 
a bit. 

Mr. Ranaut. That goes from $1,204 to $848 per acre, and the in- 
dustrial water is down from $731 to $342. 

Mr. Domriny. It is really difficult to reduce this project to repay- 
ment cost per acre, because it is largely municipal and industrial, and 
very small suburban farms. 

Mr. Rasavt. I thought that this $1,935 figure, set last year and now 
reduced this year to $1,200, was a saving in money to us of the dif- 
ference in the figures. 

Mr. Spencer. The total estimated cost is the same, $7,700,000. 

Mr. Rasaut. What does this refer to, then ? 

Mr. Domrny. I think the explanation—and we will be glad to 
check this for the record, but I believe the explanation is that last 
year we considered only the acres in there for full supply, and this 
year we have thrown in the acres that also are getting a supplemental 
supply, so it reduces it on a per-acre basis, but actually the costs are 
the same, Mr. Chairman, and the reimbursement is the same. It is 
still almost 100 percent reimbursable, minus the small allocation for 
recreation. 

Mr. Rapavut. Well, if there is any further explanation, put it in 
the record. 

(Further explanation follows :) 


ADJUSTMENT IN VENTURA PER-ACRE INVESTMENT 


The figure of Federal investment per acre presented in last year’s justifica- 
tion was based upon the total reimbursable cost. This has been adjusted ap- 
propriately to show an investment per acre based solely on the irrigation 
allocation. 


DratINAGk AND Minor Cosrruction, Bureau or RecLAMATION 
Drainage and minor construction program, $180,000 for 1 project. 


We will put in the record BR-21 and BR-22. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 





484 


DRAINAGE AND MINOR CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM—CENTRAL AND SoutTH PAcitFic 
BASIN 


Fiscal year 1958 
Obligations program $209, 753 
Funds required 
1 Includes $9,900 contribution to civil-service retirement fund. 


Description.—The drainage and minor construction program consists of proj- 
ects on which all major construction has been completed, except for facilities 
which are temporarily deferred, and relatively small amounts of funds are being 
requested in the budget year for drainage work, minor repair or replacement 
work, miscellaneous finishing activities, or preconstruction work on the tempo- 
rarily deferred facilities. 

During fiscal year 1958 work under the drainage and minor construction ac- 
tivity in the Central and South Pacific Basins will be confined to the Klamath 
project. 

WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


Klamath project, Oregon-California, $193,753 

Description.—The primary storage facilities for the Klamath project consists 
of the upper Klamath Lake on Klamath River, Clear Lake Reservoir on Lost 
River, and Gerber Reservoir on a tributary of Lost River. These reservoirs serve 
over 217,000 acres of land, control the water level of lower Klamath and Tule 
Lakes, and control floodwaters in Klamath and Lost Rivers. The releases from 
the upper Klamath Lake are diverted by the Link River Dam to serve the main 
division, lower Klamath Lake division, and a substantial acreage under Warren 
Act or special contracts or under lease or water rental. The releases of the 
Gerber Reservoir and the Clear Lake Reservoir are used for irrigation of land 
in the Langell division by diversion at the Malone and Miller diversion dams. 
Downstream from Langell Valley the Lost River diversion dam serves to divert 
excess water into Klamath River and controls the water level in Tule Lake and 
thus reclaims substantial acreage in the bed of Tule Lake. This reclaimed land 
is served by the lower Lost River diversion dam. Return flows from irrigation 
are gathered in the Tule Lake sump and the excess is pumped into the lower 
Klamath Lake and alternately into the Klamath River. 

Coppock Bay pumping facilities will be installed as specified in the contract 
with Tule Lake Irrigation District and preliminary design data will be secured 
for drainage and pumping facilities in sump area G. Design data for the 
Klamath Straits unit drainage system will be completed. Contract negotiations 
with the Tule Lake Irrigation District and the transfer of operating facilities 
will be completed during the fiscal year. 

Other expenditures and credits, $16,000.—Service facilities and stores to be 
acquired in fiscal year 1958, the cost of which will be distributed to permanent 
property in subsequent years. 


KLAMATH PROJECT, OREGON-CALIFORNTA 


wee 


Mr. Rapwavutr. Here we have $193,753 requested for work on the 
Klamath project, Oregon and California. What will be the total 
cost of drainage and minor construction work on this project, and 
what will it consist of ? 

Mr. Spencer. The relatively small amounts scheduled are re- 
quested for drainage work. The major portion of the funds requested 
is needed for pumping facilities in Coppock Bay and Sunys area G. 
Design data for Klamath Straits unit drainage area will be com- 
pleted. 

Mr. Raravut. Is this all the money, or is this just getting the 
camel’s nose under the tent ? 

Mr. Srencer. This is all we need this year. 
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Mr. Rasaut. But what about 1959? Is it right that you are esti- 
mating $508,100 in 1959, $696,000 in 1960 and some more in 1961 
making a total of over a million and this is all they need ¢ 

Mr. Srencer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasautr. You have $193,753 requested for Klamath project, 
Oregon and California, and am I to understand that that is all the 
money you are going to need / 

Mr. Dexuerer. No, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. How much more will you need ¢ 

Mr. Dexuemer. The money we need for fiscal year 1958 is 
$180,000. The $193,000 you refer to is a cost figure. We will need, 
in addition to that for fiscal 1959 about $408,000, for 1960 we will 
need $696,000, and complete with $7,000 in 1961, according to our 
present estimates. That 1s roughly 1.5 million. 

Mr. Rasavur. So the camel’s nose got under the tent with this 
$193,000. 

Mr. Crosruwarr. It got under last year. 

Mr. Ranaut. Do you have any repayment contracts covering this? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasaur. Covering the whole thing? 

Mr. eR r. Yes, sir, san full amount. 

Mr. Ranavr. What will be the total cost of drainage and minor 
construction ae on this project and what will it consist of ¢ 

Mr. Crostiwarr. Of the $180,000 we are asking for fiscal year 1958, 
there will be $2,193 spent on planning work on the Tule Lake divi- 
sion, $4,000 will be spent on planning work on the lower Klamath 
Lake division, there will be $158,000 spent on the Modoe unit, and 
there is $9,900 for civil-service retirement, our contribution to civil- 
service retirement fund. 

Mr. Rasaur. You can’t avoid that / 

Mr. Crosruwarr. There is another $20,000 in development costs. 


OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE, Bureatu or RECLAMATION 


Mr. Rapavr. Operations and maintenance, $58,100, 2 projects. 
Put pages BR-23 to BR—-4 in the record. 
(The pages follow :) 


CACHUMA PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 
Summarized financial data 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1956 ___—~- eee $21, 967 

Fiscal year 1957 allotment_ iain cea 

Total obligations, fiscal year 1957 __~__- es 70, 000 

Fiscal year 1958 allotment ‘ ares ; 

Total obligations, fiscal year 195S8____-_-___-- mee 58, 100 
On a cost basis, the 1958 program will total $58,100. The narrative justifica- 

tion, which follows, explains the 1958 cost program. 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


Location.—In the southern coastal area of California. The city of Santa 
Barbara, with a population of 50,000 inhabitants, is situated within the project 
area. 
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Description—The principal features consist of Cachuma Dam on the Santa 
Ynez River, creating a reservoir having a capacity of 210,000 acre-feet, the 
Tecolote tunnel, 6.4 miles long, and a main buried pipe conduit 27.1 miles long 
extending from the tunnel outlet to the east end of the irrigable area, with 4 
regulating reservoirs en route. The project provides a supplemental water supply 
for 26,400 acres of irrigable land, a full supply for 500 acres, and will furnish 
10,300 acre-feet of water annually for municipal and industrial purposes. 

The land of the project is extremely fertile and, due to the equable climate, 
produces large quantities of semitropical fruits, nuts, and vegetables. 

Recoupment of the cost of the project, exclusive of the cost of the distribution 
systems, which were constructed under three separate 9 (d) type contracts, 
will be accomplished under a 9 (e) contract for water service with the Santa 
Barbara County Water Agency. This agency in turn delivers water to six 
member units, including the city of Santa Barbara. 

Operation.—Operation of the project, exclusive of Cachuma Dam and Reser- 
voir and the three distribution systems, will be performed by the Cachuma 
Operations Board, an organization composed of a representative of each of the 
member units of the county water agency. Operation of Cachuma Dam and 
Reservoir is retained by the Government pending completion of studies required 
under a contract with lower river interests pertaining to the protection of those 
interest’s water rights. Operation of the distribution systems is being performed 
by the respective county water districts for which they were constructed. 


Work proposes, fiscal year 1958, cost program 


| 
Difference, 
increase (+-) 
Program, or de- 
fiseal year crease (—), 
| 1958 1958 com- 
pared with 
| 1957 


Cachuma Dam and Reservoir: For the normal 5 prea and maintenance 00 | 


of the dam and reservoir -_.------ -- ee 
Tecolote tunnel__._--___- 
General expense: For the normal administrative expense of the program... -__| 
Water rights: For the continuation of river-flow studies 
Additions... .___- ae 
Contribution to Civil service retirement fund: Initial year contribution to | j 
civil service retirement fund 


Total operation and maintenance cost. ...............------.---------- 





Total cost to appropriation 
RECONCILIATION TO TOTAL OBLIGATIONS 
Cost adjustments 
Total obligations 


Costs by functions, fiscal year 1958 


Reimbursable water-service contracts 
Contribution to civil service retirement fund 


Total cost to appropriation 
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CacHuMA Prosect, CALIFORNIA 


Project statistics 


| Estimated 
Actual ee 
fiscal year | 
1956 Fiscal year | Fiseal year 
1957 1958 


Feature or item 


| 


Facilities operated by Bureau: 
Irrigation system: Storage dams 
Facilities operated by water users: 
Irrigation system: 
Irrigable acreage for service: 
Irrigation service land, full_ 2 Acres 
Irrigation service land, supplement.|___..do__._-- 
Irrigated area Meee ase 
OS eee fe 
Average crop value per irrigated |.....do......._-. 
acre. 
SR et en ca ey ce See es 
Conduit cas ; - tlic tecnccas 
Municipal system: Initial use_- Acre-feet 


Number 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


! Not available. 
KLAMATH PROJECT, OREGON-CALIFORNIA 
Summarized financial data 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1956 
Fiscal year 1957: 

Allotment 

Funds advanced by water users 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1957 
Fiscal year 1958: 
Allotment 
Funds advanced by water users 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1958 


On a cost basis the 1958 program will total $151,700 which includes cost 
financed with funds advanced by water users. The narrative justification, which 
follows, explains the 1958 cost program. 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


Location.—Central southern Oregon in Klamath County and central northern 
California in Modoc and Sisikivou Counties. 

Description—rThe primary storage facilities for the Klamath project consist 
of Upper Klamath Lake on Klamath River, Clear Lake Reservoir on Lost River, 
and Gerber Reservoir on a tributary of Lost River. These reservoirs control the 
water level in Lower Klamath and Tule Lakes, and control floodwaters in 
Klamath and Lost Rivers. The releases from the Upper Kalmath Lake are 
diverted by the Link River Dam to serve the main division, Lower Klamath 
Lake Division, and a substantial acreage under Warren Act or special contracts 
or under lease or water rental. The releases of the Gerber Reservoir and the 
Clear Lake Reservoir are used for irrigation of the land in the Langell Valley by 
diversion at the Malone and Miller diversion dams. Downstream from Langell 
Valley the Lost River diversion dam serves to divert any excess water into the 
Klamath River and controls the water level in Tule Lake and thus reclaims sub- 
stantial acreage in the bed of Tule Lake. This reclaimed land is served by the 
Lower Lost River diversion dam. Return flows from irrigation are gathered 
in the Tule Lake sump and the excess is pumped into the Lower Klamath Lake 
and ultimately back into the Klamath River. 

Operation.—All primary storage and diversion structures are complete and in 
operation. By the end of fiscal year 1956, a total of approximately 217,000 
acres were receiving water from project facilities. The Bureau of Reclamation 
operates and maintains all project storage and related major water control facili- 
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ties. The Klamath Irrigation District is the operating agency for the project 
lands in the main division located entirely in the State of Oregon and is also 
the contracting agency for the collection of construction and operation and 
maintenance charges for that part of the Tule Lake division lying in the State 
of Oregon. Districts operating under provisions of the Warren Act are also 
their own operating agencies. The areas located within the state of California 
are included in the Tule Lake Irrigation District, which has negotiated a con- 
tract covering repayment of construction costs and will be the operating agency 
for the area within their boundaries and the Tule Lake Division lands in 
Oregon as of January 1, 1957. 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1958, cost program 


| Difference, 
} increase (+) 
| Program, or de- 
| fiscal year crease (—), 
1958 | 1958 com- 
| pared with 
| 1957 


















Main division: 
Storage system: For continued operation and maintenance of upper 

Klamath Lake measurement devices $1, 220 
Drainage system: For continued servicing and operations of reserved 
works (proportion of diversion channel), decrease due to Tule Lake 


Irrigation District contract ; 1, 700 — $3, 900 
General expense: For normal administration of reserved works and 
district operations 5, 580 | —200 





Subtotal, main division___. 8, 500 —4, 100 


























Tule Lake division: 

Storage system: Continuance of operation and maintenance of division's 

proportionate share of Clear Lake Dam and Reservoir 6, 593 
Distribution system: Continuing operation and maintenance of canals 
and laterals for distribution of waters to division lands. Difference 


brought about by Tule Lake Irrigation District contract 11, 500 ~ 128, 500 
Drainage system: Tule Lake Irrigation District will operate. : — 26, 500 


General expense: For normal administration expenses chargeable to the 
division on a proportionate basis in accordance with the Tule Lake 


Irrigation District contract - 6, 207 —~ 42, 400 
Replacements: Continuance of repair program on storage dams—pumps 
will be maintained by Tule Lake Irrigation District 1, 000 10, 500 





Subtotal, Tule Lake division sews 25, 300 207, 900 


Tule Lake division No. 3: 


Distribution system: To be operated by Tule Lake Irrigation District ___} 26, 500 
Drainage system: Continuance of normal operation and maintenance 

work on drainage pumps and drainage facilities for part of year _- 40, 000 13, 500 
Dike maintenance: To be performed by Tule Lake Irrigation District 32, 860 
Seepage control and lining: Discontinuance of program_-___-.._....-- ee —5, 000 
General expense: For normal administration expenses chargeable to the | 


unit on a proportionate basis ___._-_- 10, 000 —21, 000 










Subtotal, Tule Lake division No. 3 50, 000 






Modoc unit: 
Drainage system: Continuance of operation and maintenance of Klamath | 


| 
Straits drain and pumping plants E and F ee ae nail 24, 000 | 

General expense: For normal administration expenses chargeable to the | 
unit on a proportionate basis _- 7,000 | 

Replacements: Continuance of replacement program of pumping plant } 
structures. .._-- ’ ‘ _ 1, 000 










Subtotal, Modoc unit 32, 000 









Langel! Valley Division: 

Storage system: Proportionate share of operating and maintaining Clear 

Lake and Gerber Dams and Reservoirs 3, 150 
General expense: For normal administration expenses chargeable to the | 


division on a proportionate basis 750 
Replacements: Continuance of program on Gerber Dam and Clear Lake | 
Dam on a proportionate cost basis 500 


Subtotal, Langell Valley division niente ad ‘ 4, 400 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1958, cost program—Continued 


| Difference, 


increase (+) 
Program, | or de- 
fiscal year | crease (—), 
1958 | 1958 com- 
pared with 
1957 


Project, general division: 
Operate Newell water system: Operation of water system at Newell | 
town site, pending its transfer. Has been included in general expense 
in past years ; 5 $1, 000 +-$1, 000 
Replacements: Replacement of motor vehicles, heavy equipment, and 
small tools in accordance with an established program. Decrease in | 
year’s program due to obligations brought forward from fiscal year 1956 3, 800 | — 24, 892 
Surplus Nod disposal: Continuance of land disposal program with an 
increase of activities - 10, 000 +8, 000 
White top and quack grass control: Continuance and completion of a 
predetermined control program 1,000 | —5, 560 
Lease land administration: For normal expenses chargeable to admin- 
istering the leased land areas of the project 10, 000 
Subtotal, project general 25, 800 —21, 452 
Contribution to civil-service retirement fund -- 5, 700 +5, 700 


Total operation and maintenance cost. -- : 151, 700 —326, 612 

Total cost to appropriation and funds advanced 151, 700 —326, 612 
RECONCILIATION TO TOTAL OBLIGATIONS 

Cost adjustments +26, 312 


Total obligations 151, 700 — 300, 300 


Costs by functions, fiscal year 1958 
Irrigation 5d ae sSadhd ok ch eedieatnanaas eames __. $146, 000 
Contribution to civil-service retirement fund Pe ee id 5, 700 


Total cost to appropriation and funds advanced______~- 151, 700 
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KLAMATH ProJecT, OREGON-CALIFORNIA 


Project statistics 





























































Estimated 
ee he ett = 
Feature or item Unit fiscal year | 
| 1956 Fiscal year | Fiscal year 
1957 1958 
Facilities operated by Bureau: | 
Irrigation system: | 
Irrigable area for service: Irrigation | 
service land, full. .___- . Acres 153, 677 153, 677 
Cultivated area (total) ........._-....--]..---do._-_......._| 141, 021 140, 000 
Gross crop value__.........-.-- Dollars...... ..| 12,015, 000 | 12, 600,000 |___- 
Average gross crop value per cul- do. ' 85. 20 OF t.Gn5 
tivated acre. 
Storage dams and reservoirs__ | Number 2 } 3 | 3 | 3 
Diversion dams-_....____-- ask ineene do : 4 | 1 1 
Pumping ee: | .do 29 | 26 3 
Canals _____ | Miles 120 | 48 | : 
DD on occa | _do J 477 320 |. 
Drains |.....do 644 | 465 29 
Facilities operated by water users: | | 
Irrigation system: | 
Irrigable area for service: Irrigation Acres 63, 573 63, 573 | 217, 250 
land, full. | 
Cultivated area (total) _- - cea Saad 57, 000 57, 000 198, 000 
Gross crop value ____- } Dollars... 4,856,400 | 5,130,000 | 17, 820,000 
Average gross crop value per cul- ..do .: | 85. 20 | 90 | 90 
tivated acre. | | 
Pumping plants...... Number. _........| 3 | 3 | 26 
Oanals......... Miles _ _ _- a 72 | 72 120 
nica cason Snead po 157 157 | 477 
Drains. __- atneeeail ali cea eh 179 179 | 615 
Diversion dams....-....-..----.--. RNP ccs anak adtcdstencie: 3 








Bo 3 | 


DISTINCTION BETWEEN DRAINAGE AND MINOR CONSTRUCTION AND REHA- 


BILITATION AND BETTERMENT 



















Mr. Fenton. Mr. Chairman, may I just ask whether this item we 
just left, drainage and minor construction program, is that the same 
thing as ‘rehabilitation and betterment—is that another term for that? 
Mr. Dexuermer. No, sir; it is not, Dr. Fenton. This is money that 
over a period of years is found necessary for drainage or for minor 
work that develops after a project has been in operation for some 
time, while rehabilitation and betterment anticipates an overhaul 
of a project, generally. 
Mr. Fenton. All right. 
Mr. Rapavutr. The committee is adjourned. 










Tuurspay, Aprin 4, 1957 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, Corps OF ENGINEERS 









Mr. Razaur. The committee will come to order. 
We are going to take up this morning the Central and South Pacific 
Basin. We have General Cassidy before us again this morning. 
Under “General investigations,” $101,500 is requested for seven 
projects. 
We will insert pages 3 and 4 of the justifications in the record at 
this point. 
(The pages referred to are as follows :) 
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JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


1. Examinations and surveys 


(2) Navigation studies.—The amount of $24,000 is requested for completion 
of 2 reports during fiscal year 1958. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 





é. 
Total | Allocation | Tentative | Additional to 
Study | estimated | prior to | allocation jcomplete after 
Federal cost | fiscal year | fiscal year fiscal year 
| 1958 | 


California: 
Camp Pendleton Harbor-.----_-. 5 $47, 000 $30, 000 
Les Angeles-Long Beach Breakwater--.-_-_| 25,000 | 18,000 | 


Lak 72, 000 | 48, 000 | 


(b) Flood control studies.—The amount of $70,000 is requested for prosecution 
of 4 studies during fiscal year 1958. This amount will permit progress on + 
reports. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 


om 
Allocation Tentative | , ditional to 
prior to allocation jcomplete after 
fiscal year | fiscal year fiscal year 
fF 


| Total 
Study estimated 
Federal cost | 


California: 
Eel River - - ChLRiR sondok ‘ $200, 000 $108, 000 $20, 000 $72, 000 
NE Sin cst thE ab ban Sh consti dhemteelaws 80, 000 5, 000 10, 000 65, 000 
Redwood Creek Humboldt County... 48, 000 | 13, 000 25, 000 10, 000 
Santa Ynez River... Soi 167, 200 147, 200 15, 000 5, 000 


495, 200 | 273, 200 | 70, 000 | 152, 000 


(c) Beach erosion cooperative studies —The amount of $7,500 is requested for 
completion of 1 report during fiscal year 1958. 


| 
Potal | Allocation | Tentative |Additiona] to 
Study estimated prior to allocation (complete after 
Federal cost fiscal year fiscal year | fiscal year 
1958 1958 1958 


California; Orange County, appendix V, phase | 
2. ceed i $15, 000 | $7, 500 | 


Total - . “a seuaedaeen 15, 000 | 7, 500 


Grand total As eet 582, 200 328, 700 
| 


EEL RIVER FLOOD-CON TROL STUDY, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Rapaut. Last year we were told the total cost for the Eel 
River flood-control study would be $143,200. Now I see it is up to 
$200,000. What causes this big increase ? 

Where is that Eel River ? 

General Cassipy. It runs generally parallel to the coast to the north. 

That isa eee survey, sir, and a reexamination of what is 
necessary to make a survey of that large river, it was found necessary 
to increase the estimate for the comprehensive survey to complete it. 
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RESUMPTION OF SANTA YNEZ RIVER STUDY 


Mr. Razavut. Why is the study of the Santa Ynez River being 
resumed in 1958 ? : 

General Cassipy. The local people have been increasing their inter- 
est in securing flood protection in the Lompoc Valley, where they do 
have severe flood damage from that stream. The storms of a year 
ago have increased the interest in all those streams where they have 
suffered damage during that period. 

Mr. Rapavt. It is a small amount, $15,000, for 1958; is that right? 

General Cassipy. Yes, we are requesting $15,000. 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND Design, Corps or ENGINEERS 


Mr. Rapavut. “Advance engineering and design,” $125,000 for two 
projects. We will put pages 6 to 10 in the record. 
(The pages referred to are as follows :) 


LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
SANTA CLARA RIVER LEVEE, CALIFORNIA 
(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description—tThe project is located in Ventura County, Calif., 
about 50 miles northwest of Los Angeles, along the Santa Clara River. The 
plan of improvement provides for an earthfill levee along the left bank of the 
Santa Clara River. 

Authorization.—1948 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.4 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Penne | DIN IG Sea a as ke pioneers ee ee _... $3, 570, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 121, 000 

Cash contributions : 0 

Other costs 121, 000 
Total estimated project cost 3, 691, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate 160, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957 50, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1958 50, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1958_ 60, 000 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide protection for an overflow area of about 53,000 acres 
with a total value of about $128 million and a population of about 45,000. This 
rapidly developing area subject to overflow includes the city of Oxnard, the 
Naval Construction Battalion Center at Port Hueneme, and part of the Oxnard 
Air Force Base. In one flood alone, that of March 1938, total damages in this 
area were estimated at $409,000, of which an estimated $260,000 would have 
been prevented by the project. Under present conditions of development, pre- 
ventable damages resulting from a flood of that magnitude are estimated at 
$1,800,000. The improvement is justified by the tangible benefits alone. How- 
ever, the intangible benefits, including the prevention of loss of life and of traffic 
interruptions and prevention of delays in or interference with the activities of 
the Port Hueneme Naval Base and the Oxnard Air Force Base are added 
justification for the improvement. 
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Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $121,000, broken down as follows: 


Lands and damages___-___________ iunenoadgihisen clientele incase aa oi $106, 000 
Relocations of utilities___._._.______ 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance 
and operation will total $16,000. 

Status of local cooperation—The board of supervisors of Ventura County 
Flood Control District has passed a resolution indicating their willingness to 
cooperate in the project. The chief engineer, Ventura County Flood Control 
District, has informed the Los Angeles district engineer that the responsible 
local agency (1) has the authority to provide the required items of local coopera- 
tion whenever these are definitely determined and as they are needed for the 
prosecution of the work and (2) is assured of financial resources sufficient to 
provide those items. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—No change from the latest estimate 
submitted to Congress. 


Santa Marita VALLEY Levers, CALIFORNIA 


(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—The project is located about 60 miles northwest of 
Santa Barbara, Calif., in the Santa Maria Valley. The plan of improvement 
provides for levees along the Santa Maria River and for a levee and channel 
improvement to divert floodflows from Bradley Canyon to the Santa Maria River. 
This project is 1 of 2 units in the overall plan for flood control and water con- 
servation in the Santa Maria Valley, the other unit being Vaquero Reservoir, a 
multiple-purpose reservoir under construction by the Un'ted States Bureau of 
Reclamation on the Cuyama River, upstream from the Sania Maria Valley levees 
project. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio—1.40 to 1 for Santa Maria Valley levees and Vaquero 
Reservoir combined. 

Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost_- ad ‘i . : ict $10,2005000 
Estimated non-Federal cost . oe antt 1, 216, 000 

Cash contributions , “ia ete : ie 0 

Other costs_____-- : a : ame ‘ : , 216, 000 
Total estimated project cost deed . , 516, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate : eae : — 240, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957 eeieuake iat ieee Kediten 50, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1958 “é ; ; 75, B00 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after 1958_ ! 115, 000 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project, together with Vaquero Reservoir, will provide protection for an 
overtiow area of about 32,400 acres, with a total estimated value of $77,700,000 
and a population of about 10,000. Damage would be prevented to the city of 
Santa Maria, including the main business district; to many rural residences 
and industrial properties ; to about 19,000 acres of land planted to valuable truck 
and field crops; to the United States Highway No. 101 bridge; to the main-line 
railroad bridge of the Southern Pacific Co.; and to various utilities. A minor 
flood occurring in January 1952 caused damages of about $250,000 and stressed 
the extremely hazardous flood condition existing in the lower end of Santa Maria 
Valley. In July 1953, a large fire in the drainage area of the Santa Maria River 
further aggravated, for many years to come, the flood problem in this valley, 
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Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $1,216,000, broken down as follows: 


I a NS alc ws shinee chewlersatns Soas en egeasdoh $e bcab thbie $508, 000 
Relocation of highways, utilities, and railroads_._._..........-._---_ 708, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance and 
operation will total $52,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Board of Supervisors of Santa Barbara 
County, the board of directors of the Santa Barbara County Water Agency and 
the board of directors of the Santa Maria Valley Water Conservation District 
have passed resolutions expressing their willingness to cooperate in the project. 
The Santa Barbara County Flood Control District has initiated surveys to monu- 
ment the property lines of the lands to be acquired. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—No change from the latest estimate 
submitted to Congress. 


SANTA CLARA RIVER LEVEE, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Rasaut. $50,000 is requested to continue planning for the 
Santa Clara River Levee, which will cost $3,570,000. Considering the 

eat value of this to Ventura County, including the city of Oxnard, 
om an effort been made to obtain a greater local contribution than 
the $121,000 shown in the justifications ? 

General Casstpy. No effort has been made since the project was 
authorized, sir. 

Mr. Rasavt. It was authorized in 1948. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavr. Now there is certainly a difference in cost and every- 
thing else since 1948, and if that was their intention then, they should 
be able to up their share a little bit the same as we have. Do you not 
think so? 

General Casstwy. The local interests are required to furnish the 
standard A B C provisions in this case : lands, easements, right-of-way, 
and utilities; maintain and operate the project after completion; and 
hold and save the United States free from damages due to the 
construction. 

Mr. Ranaut. Then this figure does not fairly represent what their 
cooperation is. Was this the figure originally? Was the original esti- 
mate of cooperation less than this? 

General Cassipy. We do not have that information here. 

Mr. Rasavur. Suppose you supply it for the record. 

General Casstpy. Yes, sir. 

(The information follows :) 

At the time of authorization of this project the estimated cost to local 
interests was $70,000. 

VALUE OF PROJECT 


Mr. Rasavutr. What will the value of this project be to the people 
in this county ¢ 

General Casstpy. It provides flood protection to urban and suburban 
areas and to agricultural lands, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. How many people live there ? 

General Casstpy. 45,000 reside in the flood area, sir. 

Mr. Rapavut. And the area has a value of $128 million ? 
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, General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Razavut. Any questions? 

) Mr. Botann. Was the Santa Clara River levee budgeted in 1957? 
Colonel Datrymp.e. It was an unbudgeted planning start in 1957. 
Mr. Bouanp. It was unbudgeted, you say? Was it inserted by the 

House or Senate ? 

Colonel Datryme.e. We will have to supply that, sir. 

Mr. Bouanp. Will you supply it for the record ¢ 

Colonel Datrymep.e. Yes, sir. 

(The information follows ) 

No funds were allocated to the Santa Clara River project in the President’s 
budget recommendation for fiscal year 1957. The amount of $50,000 for initiation 


of planning was added in the public works appropriation bill as passed by the 
House of Representatives. 


FLOOD RECORD 


Mr. Bo.tanp. What is the cubic-foot-per-second flow in the Santa 
Clara River / 

General Casstpy. The peak discharge at maximum flow of record 
was 2,900 cubic feet per second. 

Mr. Botanp. When was the maximum flow of record ¢ 

General Cassipy. 1932. 

Mr. Bouanp. And in 1938 your justifications show there was damage 
to the area by floods of $409,000. Since 1938 have there been any 
floods which have occasioned any damage to this area ? 

General Cassiwy. No, sir. There has not been extensive flooding in 
this area since 1938. 

Mr. Botanp. That is all. 

Mr. Rapact. As I understand, these funds are all for planning ¢ 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Raspaut. And you will still need $60,000 after this to complete 
the planning ¢ 

General Cassipy. That is correct, sir. 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL, Corps OF ENGINEERS 
Mr. Rapavr. Construction, $35,700,000 for 10 projects. 


PLAYA DEL REY INLET AND BASIN, CALIF. 
Mr. Rsaut. Playa Del Rey Inlet and Basin, Calif., $600,000. 


We will put pages 12 to 14 in the record. 
(The pages referred to are as follows :) 


CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 


PLAYA Det Rey INLET AND BASIN, CALIF. 
(Continuing ) 


Locations.—On the coast of California, 20 miles northwest of Los Angeles 
Harbor. 

Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—3.1 to 1. 


91488—57 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 














Estimated ]ederal cost__-__- 4 ae 9; ORB, 000.1. o.cn Ja005.50-0. 
Estimated non-Federal cost---.-_. iat um ee NO STA Ubiniiis eipdarieintas 
Cash contribution_________- : : SD Lac Abbot ne 
Other costs- sia d 5 . : ; cee soe yf ee eee ae 


Total estimated cost__- : 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956__ 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957--._- 


21, 200, 000 |....--- 
ieee , 25, 000 
Seats 355, 000 


Appropriations to date_._______- i y : 380,000} 13 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958_- ate ded. TEN abet iS | 600, 000 | 32 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958___..._.......-_-.-- i BD O6B G00 Wiicitid. desis ccn 








PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels: 
Entrance: 20 feet deep, 700 feet wide, 2,000 feet long. 
Inner: 15 feet deep, 1,000 feet wide, 8,200 feet long. 
Jetties : 
1 2,000 feet long. 
1 760 feet long. 
Revetment: Main channel: Approximately 8,000 linear feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957 


Percent Completion 
schedule 






I 6 en a ee eee Oe cas ate 0 | December 1959. 
kde fake askin lialahench prone eet A 0 | March 1958. 
Y 0 | December 1959. 


POET ce ee ; 
Revetments_-_-.-..-.-. 








JUSTIFICATION 


The metropolitan areas of Los Angeles City and County have a population of 
over 5 million. These people are in need of a small-craft harbor with large 
capacity within reasonable motoring distances from their homes. Newport Bay 
Harbor, with 4,300 small craft, is crowded. The city of Long Beach, at its own 
expense, is improving Alamitos Bay to accommodate about 1,800 shallow-draft 
boats. The Los Angeles-Long Beach commercial harbor has small boats in every 
available space, and at all places there are waiting lists for accommodations and 
tentative boat sales agreements contingent on availbility of desirable mooring 
slips. The United States Coast Guard needs protected mooring facilities in this 
vicinity for basing of rescue boats for safety of both watercraft and aircraft from 
the international airport nearby. The small-craft habor at Playa del Rey will 
satisfy these needs by providing protected berthing facilities for about 6,200 
small craft and facilities for parking 2,000 trailer-mounted craft without en- 
croaching on use of the basin as a harbor of refuge. Sport-fishing craft will base 
at this facility. 
Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $600,000 will be applied to— 

Complete construction of the entrance jetties____._._._________________- $574, 500 


ena Oe meme ol eel ewe 5, 500 
Bupervision ana Gaministration...... un. din ns eccce~....-- se 20, 000 









Total 


To provide for an orderly and economical rate of construction with completion 
in fiscal year 1960 as scheduled, $600,000 Federal funds will be required in fiseal 
year 1958 to complete construction of the jetties. 

Non-Federal costs —The authorizing legislation for this project requires that 
local interests perform work estimated to cost $18,175,000, exclusive of self-liqui- 
















rr) 


~ 


a s en Ve oh ee eee 
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dating items. This cost to loeal interests includes a cash contribution of $3,- 
025,000. This total cost is comprised of the following features: 


CM NE WOOO Oishi) st cae hh bee enti eed tae $3, 000, 000 
Relocations : 
inal ada : meee 100, 000 
Pet RII Bo cok ni had Li ciel teh magt tanned nt ‘ 300, 000 
Oil pipeline crossings___--~-~- i % 100, 000 
Construction : 
i ih a oa e 2, 859, 000 
Buimeende Gnd: were... oe a) 
Shore . improvement . 4, 377, 000 
Engineering and design 200, 000 
Supervision and administration 400, 000 
Contributions________-__ 3, 025, 000 


18, 175, 000 


Status of local cooperation—The Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors 
has adopted resolutions assuring the United States that the requirements of 
local cooperation would be fulfilled. Los Angeles County has set up local funds 
for small-boat harbors and as of November 15, 1956, had earmarked $1,373,000 
of these funds for initiation of the project. Private appraisers employed by 
the county have completed studies and determinations which will permit the 
county to proceed with the acquisition of lands necessary to develop the project. 
The Board of Supervisors of Los Angeles County on July 31, 1956 ordered the 
county council to file condemnation action on all of the private property rights 
within the project site. At a general election November 6, 1956, a proposition 
was favorably passed giving the board of supervisors the authority to issue rev- 
enue bonds for the construction of the project. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$3,025,000 is a decrease of $1,045,000 from the latest estimate ($4,070,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. Modification of the project plan increased Federal dredging 
costs by $40,000, but decreased Federal jetty construction costs by $1,048,000 and 
supervision and administration costs by $37,000. 


CONSTRUCTION NOT UNDERWAY 


Mr. Rasaur. $355,000 was appropriated this year to begin construc- 
tion. Have you actually started work ? 

General Cassipy. No, sir, we have not. The contract will be let in 
May, sir. 

Mr. Rasaur. Have you had the bids yet / 

General Casstpy. No, sir, we have not. 


REDUCTION IN COST AND LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Mr. Ranaut. Last year we were told the project would cost $33,- 
370,000, of which the local interests had agreed to pay $29,300,000. 

Now the total estimated cost is down to $21,200 ,000, of whic h local 
interests will put up only $18,175,000. So the local share is down 
over $11 million, but the cost to Uncle Sam has been reduced only 
$1,045,000. How do you explain this, General Cassidy ? 

General Cassmpx. The reduction in cost was ac complished by re- 
locating the harbor so that less acquisition of valuable land would be 
required. The harbor still provides the same facilities but the en- 
trance has been moved over. 

Mr. Rasavrt. Last year the local interests said they would put up 
$29,300,000. It is now down to $18,175,000, and the total cost is down 
to $21,200,000. Why do not the local interests pay the bill and do 
it themselves ? 
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General Cassipy. Under the authorizing act, the United States is 
to pay one-half the cost of the jetties, entrance channel, and the main 
inner harbor, and the local interests are to do the rest. By relocating 
that harbor, moving it over, we were able to reduce the Federal cost 
about $1 million and reduce the cost to the county. The plan was 
proposed by the county. In this case, for the construction of the 
jetties, entrance channel, and inner harbor, the county matches the 
Federal Government dollar for dollar and then they do all the 
remainder. 

mi Is that part of the construction included in this 

re 
Se neral Cassipy. In their figure of $18 million? Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapaur. Last year they were willing to spend $29,300,000, and 
now there have been some changes in the project, so that the total 
cost is estimated at $21,200,000, and their share is down to $18,175,000. 
They are getting a reduction of over $11 million and Uncle Sam is 
getting a reduction of only $1,045,000. 

We deal with money here in this committee, and 1 know it is predi- 
cated upon engineering and acquisition of lands and things of that 
kind, but here is a perfect example that, if there are any changes in 
anybody’s favor, it is always in favor of the local interests and not 
the Federal Government. 

We are just starting construction on this; $355,000 was appropri- 
ated this year to begin construction. Suppose we quit now; would 
the local interests build it? They had the money last year, $29 
million, to do it. Would they do it themselves ? The whole project 
is set up at $21,200,000, and last year they were willing to spend 
$29,300,000. Would they be willing to build the whole thing them- 
selves ? 

General Cassipy. In this case, the Federal cost was reduced about 
25 percent and the local cost about 33 percent under a joint plan 
worked out between the 2 agencies. 

Mr. Rapavut. Suppose we quit the whole thing. How much do 
we have in it now ? 

General Casstpy. Nothing except our studies. 

Mr. Ranavr. How much did that amount to; $25,000% 

General Cassipy. About $25,000. Our preplanning funds I do not 
have listed here, sir. 

Mr. Rapavrt. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 


LOCAL SHARE OUT OF PROPORTION TO FEDERAL COST 


Mr. Rasavutr. With the change in this setup—by that I mean the 
reduction in the total cost and the relative reductions as to the Fed- 
eral amount and the local amount—it seems to me the reduction in 
the local amount is out of proportion in view of the willingness of 
the local interests last year to put up $29 million. Now that the 
whole project is to cost. only $21 million, it seems they could do the 
whole thing themselves. 

General Casstpy. It was the local people who were trying to reduce 
the costs in this harbor. They started the proposal to move the 
harbor over and reduce the expensive lands they would have to take. 
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They came to us with the proposal, which would also reduce the Fed- 
eral cost, and we worked that proposal out with them. So, I cannot 
say at any time they were willing to put up $29 million. They were 
working to reduce the $29 million, as we were working to reduce the 
Federal cost. 

Mr. Rapavur. You still have $355,000 that was appropriated for 
1957 ¢ 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Razavt. But you have not used any of it yet for construction ? 

General Casstpy. No, sir. 

‘Mr. Razaut. What would happen if we would say the committee 
wanted to review this, as to the construction funds? 

General Cassipy. The project would just stop, sir. We have not 
started anything. It was proposed to start the entrance jetty with 
this money in May. The money would be used up very quickly on 
the construction, and we would use the money requested for fiscal year 
1958 for the continuation of that contract. 

Mr. Razavt. If we start this construction, then we are sort of 
tied up to this contract, are we not ? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. Of course, there is always a clause in a 
continuing contract which states “subject to future appropriations.” 

Mr. Rapaut. How soon do you intend to ask for bids on this? 

General Casstpy. We are to ask for bids this month, sir. 

Mr. Razavt. There is not a tremendous urgency here, is there? 

General Cassipy. No, sir. 

Mr. Razavut. Suppose we ask you to refer on this until you hear 
further from us. 

General Cassipy. Very well, sir. 


ANNUAL FEDERAL MAINTENANCE COST 


Mr. Rasaut. What will be the annual maintenance cost to be paid 
by the United SStates after this project is completed ? 

General Cassipy. $26,000 average annual. 

Mr. Rasavt. Any questions? 


COAST GUARD USE OF HARBOR 


Mr. Evins. Yes. I think the general answered in part what I 
wanted to bring out. 

Is it not a fact that the international airport is located nearby and 
a harbor would be useful in that the Coast Guard could move in to 
save lives ? 

General Casstpy. The international airport is nearby and the Coast 
Guard would move in. 

Mr. Evins. It seems to me $3 million of a $21 million project is 
pretty small considering the air traffic to the Pacific and the West and 
the saving of lives in that area. I realize we are all economy minded 
at the moment, but with the vast amount of transportation and pos- 
sible saving of lives, it is my understnding that there is a need for a 
harbor so that rescue boats could go out to save lives from the inter- 
national airport which is located nearby. I just wanted to make that 
observation. 
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It is true the international airport is located nearby and a harbor 
could be helpful i in saving lives? 

General Casstpy. It would be very helpful, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Whether the Coast Guard moved in or not? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. That is all. 

Mr. Botanp. It would not require a harbor of this kind to house the 
Coast Guard to effect safety for airline passengers, would it? 

General Cassipy. The greatest amount of money is to provide the 
jetties and entrance channels so that any large craft that ‘could go 
in from the Pacifie would not have to moor offshore. 

Mr. Botannp. What is the experience of air crashes out of this inter- 
national airport? 

General Cassipy. I am not familiar with that, sir. 


LOCAL MATCHING OF FEDERAL FUNDS 


Mr. Botanp. What will the cost of the jetties, the main channel, and 
the entrance channel, be ? 

General Cassipy. About $1,800,000, 

Mr. Botanp. For the jetties? 

General Casstpy. For the breakwater alone. 

Mr. Botanp. How about the entrance channel ? 

General Cassipy. $3,800,000, 

I might point out these figures do not match up because the Govern- 
ment is paying for only one-half of this. The remainder is matching 
money from the county. 

Mr. Boxanp. So that the cash contribution of $3 million, does that 
go to the construction of the jetties, the main « chamnel, and the entrance 
channel ? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. They match the Federal appropriation. 

Mr. Botanp. What does the non-Federal cost of $18,175,000 entail / 

General Cassipy. Relocation of sewers, oil wells, oil pipeline cross- 
ings, in the order of $500,000; lands and damages in the order of $3 
million ; channels, bulkheads, and shore improvements, about $11 mil- 
lion; engineering, design and supervision, about $600,000; and the 
cash contribution of about $3 million. 

Mr. Botanp. And the Federal cost only entails the construction of 
the jetties, main channel, and entrance channel ? 

Mr. Rapavut. And the maintenance cost every year. 

Mr. Bouanp. Has the Federal Government provided a good many 
recreational harbors around the country / 

General Person. Yes, it has. 

Mr. Bouanp. For small craft ? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Boranp. Do you regard recreational harbors as harbors of 
refuge, too? 

General Cassipy. They may or may not be, depending on location. 

Mr. Boxanp. I think that is all. 


PLANNING COSTS 


“4° Fenton. Did I understand you to say that the planning cost 
was $25,000? 
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General Cassipy. No, sir. We previously had $25,000 of construc- 
tion money appropriated in 1956. 

Mr. Fenton. For fiscal 1958 you have an amount of $600,000. For 
engineering and design you have $5,500. Is that considered planning? ¢ 

General Cassipy. That is going engineering as you work on a proj- 
ect, the production of the designs that are necessar y and the engineer- 


ing work that goes right along V with the job. 


Mr. Fenton. Then preliminary and advance planning does not take 
care of all the planning ? 

General Cassipy. No, sir. There is a good deal of field engineering 
that must be taken care of. 

Mr. Fenton. Thank you. 


NO FIRM COMMITMENT OF USE BY COAST GUARD 


Mr. Botanp. In relation to the Coast Guard, one of the justifications 
for this harbor is that it will be used as a base for the Coast Guard 
because it is closer to the Los Angeles International Airport. Is that 
right ? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Boxtanp. Do we have a firm commitment that the Coast Guard 
will move in and that it can be utilized by the Coast Guard? The 
local authorities are going to operate this harbor after it is constructed ; 
are they not? Do we have a firm commitment that the Coast Guard 
ran utilize it / 

General Cassipy. One of the basins is being prepared at sufficient 
depth to permit Coast Guard vessels to go in there, but as far as a 
firm commitment I do not have such a commitment. 

Mr. Botanp. Would it not be wise for the Government to get a firm 
commitment on basing Coast Guard craft in this harbor now before 
we expend money on the harbor ? 

General Cassipy. I think we can get a statement from the Coast 
Guard very quickly. 

Mr. Boranp. Not only from the Coast Guard but after this is built 
up I presume the loc al people will be the ones responsible for the 
supervision and operation. We are not going to supervise this area, 
are we ¢ 

General Casstpy. No, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. Do you not think we need more than just a commitment 
from the Coast Guard? That would be a commitment from a Federal 
agency to the corps. I think we should get a commitment from the 
Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors. Are they the responsible 
party ? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. The county board of supervisors. 

Mr. Boranp. Do you not think it would be wise to get a commitment 
from the local authorities that the Coast Guard will use this harbor 
and that there will be provision for them within this area ? 

General Cassipy. I can contact the county and see if we can get 
such an assurance. 

Mr. Bortanp. Would it not be wise to get such a commitment ? 

General Cassipy. As far as the county is concerned I do not believe 
there has been any case where there has been any objection on the part 
of the county to the mooring of any vessel within a county harbor. 
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Mr. Boranp. And there is no other place to your knowledge that the 
Coast Guard could base its craft ? 

General Casstpy. The Coast Guard is now based in Los Angeles 
Harbor. 

Mr. Botanp. How far is Playa del Rey from Los Angeles ? 

General Casstpy. About 50 miles. 

Mr. Botanp. And how far is this? 

General Cassipy. Just 4 or 5 miles from the line of flight. 

Mr. Botanp. Thank you. That is all. 

Mr. Razaur. Do I understand you to say the Coast Guard is now 
located 50 miles away ? 

General Casstpy. I will have to check that figure because they are 
in Los Angeles and they have to come around the point to get in that 
area. How they would have to travel to make a run there, I do not 
know. 

Mr. Ranaut. Are they going to transfer from the other location to 
this location or establish a new location here ? 

General Casstpy. Transfer from the other location to this location ? 

Mr. Ranaut. In other words, there is no new expense to the Coast 
Guard so far as boats and such things are concerned ? 

General Cassipy. No, sir. 

Mr. Raravt. Is that well understood ? 

General Casstpy. I do not know about that, sir. 

Mr. Raxsavt. You see, this all enters into the taxpayers’ expense. 
Perhaps you could find out. 

General Casstpy. I could find out. 

Mr. Rapsavut. Supply the answer for the record. 

General Casstpy. Very well. 

(The information follows :) 

The vessel-traveling distance from the Coast Guard station at Los Angeles- 
Long Beach Harbor is 30 miles. 

The 11th Coast Guard District stated that it proposes to use Plava del Rey 
Harbor as a supplementary facility similar to that at Newport Bay Harbor and 
elsewhere in that district where use is provided free of cost to the Coast Guard. 

The Los Angeles Harbor Department has stated orally that local interests will 
provide without cost and rent free to the Coast Guard the facilities they desire 
at Playa del Rey. The exact Coast Guard requirements have been resolved by 
the Engineering Section of the Harbor Department and the 11th Coast Guard 
District. 


REDONDO BEACH HARBOR, CALIF, 


Mr. Rapavur. Redondo Beach Harbor, Calif., $2,620,000. 
We will put pages 18 to 20 in the record. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION ) 
REDONDO BEACH HARBOR, CALIF. 


(Continuing) 


Location.—On the coast of California, about 18 miles northwest of Los Angeles- 
Long Beach Harbor. 

Authorization.—1950 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.1 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 
percent of esti- 
Amount | mated Federal 
| cost (Corps of 
Engineers) 
Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) - -- leet aia SS aa 
Estimated Federal cost (U. S. Coast Guard)__....-.__-_--_-___- sak 20, 000 ak 
Becumeced non-Federal cost... . .... 2. 22 o eee cct ce cccces edie ‘i 2, 030, 000 be dittise 
Cash contributions. .._......- FT ee ate as Pilséaiesasandasiote 
Other costs ___-- eaie ‘ 2, 030, 000 - 
Total estimated project cost___. - claim amaitea we oh =a 7, 680, 000 re ee 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956___.........-- Ga wskutsunwes teeonciaemaal ce bw 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957- : ass tel atte Bee ee . A DO OUR BED bediccccdsudsine 
Appropriations to date 2, 500, 000 | 44 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958. ae paral 2, 620, 000 91 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958_ __- eer waidamnednas GRO GRO Ladi cd destacewnas 


1 Includes permanent transfer to project of $265,000. 


PHYSICAL DATA 

Breakwaters: 
Reconstruction of 1,455 linear feet of existing breakwater. 
Construction of 2,830 linear feet of extension to existing breakwater. 
Construction of 600 linear feet of (south) breakwater. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


| Percent | Complete schedule 


| 
Break waters: | | 
Reconstruction of existing breakwater started... _- 100 | November 1956 
Construction of extension : 35 | June 1958. 


South breakwater. 


25 | September 1958. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Redondo Beach lies at the southerly end of Santa Monica Bay. The only 
fishing and small-craft harbor existing in this bay is at Santa Monica, where 
inadequate protection is provided by a breakwater. Many commercial and sport 
fishermen operate out of Santa Monica and Redondo Beach harbors. Each 
year several vessels are washed ashore and suffer damages ranging from minor 
to total loss of the vessel. A protected harbor is urgently needed to serve the 
commercial fishermen. Many owners of recreational craft in the area tributary 
to Redondo Beach also are in need of protected anchorage for their boats. 
Others are desirous of acquiring boats, but are prevented from doing so for 
lack of harbor facilities in the area. Due to the presence of a submarine canyon, 
wave action converges on that reach of shoreline comprising the business section 
of Redondo Beach. Serious erosion has taken place, and homes, apartments, 
streets, utilities, and shops lost. The area has been partially protected by a 
seawall constructed by local interests. This seawall is constantly overtopped by 
wave action, preventing development in this important section of the city. In 
addition, continuous maintenance is required to prevent loss of the seawall and 
further encroachment on the land area by the sea. Loss of the wall would 
result in loss of a major boulevard, sewage lines, business area, etc. Completion 
of the protective breakwater and harbor area as planned will provide a safe 
and desirable base for 1,000 small craft, not including 25 sport-fishing boats and 
50 commercial fishing boats, and will provide protection to the shoreline and en- 
able the city of Redondo Beach to develop this area presently threatened with 
destruction. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The amount of $2,620,000 will be applied as follows: 
Continue breakwater construction_____- iit pchsa aida adads $2, 470, 000 
Engineering and design as L abs’ bi fama des 7, 000 
Supervision and administration-- palbuneum neh sheiea hime wi 143, 000 


2, 620, 000 
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This amount will provide for an orderly and economical rate of construction 
with completion in fiscal year 1959 as scheduled. 

Non-Federal costs.—The authorizing legislation for this project requires that 
focal interests perform work estimated to cost $2,030,000. This total is com- 
prised of the following non-Federal costs for nonliquidating features : 


Lands and damages- 
Relocations— 


(ae seit , : $35, 000 
etn a rit hin ceties ee ints 12, 000 


Harbor dredging and fill . ici’ 7 ai 241, 000 
Dey tit. < ; see Poo = yee ere Ls Ba 390, 000 
Quay wall and. mageeee 2 oS ; es Sat aed : 814, 000 
Roads and utilities__ Laieehe = a ee 213, 000 
Buildings and miscellaneous 135, 000 
Engineering and design- Pe DO, 000 
Supervision and administration % 140, 000 








OER iene ae sole : yaa » O30 


, 000 






Self-liquidating features necessary for adequate berthing, servicing, main- 
taining, and supplying small craft will be constructed by local interests at an 
estimated cost of $3 million. In addition, local interests will maintain the 
specified depth in the harbor and maintain and operate the harbor facilities, 
at an estimated cost of $20,000 annually. 

Local interests have incurred costs of $300,000 for construction of the existing 
breakwater, which is incorporated in the authorized project Local interests 
have also expended $700,000 in construction, extension, and maintenance of 
the rock seawall. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Redondo Beach City Council on January 9, 
1956, furnished assurances of local cooperation. The city of Redondo Beach 
has turned over to the United States the existing breakwater and furnished 
perpetual easements over the lands involved. The city of Redondo Beach has 
informed the district engineer that, as soon as the Federal breakwater con 
struction has advanced far enough to create quiet water, contracts will be 
awarded for work to be performed by local interests. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—No change from the latest estimate 
($5,630,000) submitted to Congress. 


STATUS OF 





CONSTRUCTION 








Mr. Rasavur. What is the status of construction of the 
for which $2. 500,000 has been appropriated to date / 

General Casstipy. The south breakwater hus been completed and the 
north breakwater is nearing completion. 

Mr. Rasaur. Will the breakwater be extended far enough with 
present funds to provide adequate protection to the shoreline involving 
the business section of Redondo Beach ¢ 

General Cassipy. It will not be extended far enough to protect the 
harbor facilities which the city is to place inside the harbor. 

Mr. Ranaut. Have they not got a bathing beach and something else 
there, too ¢ 

General Cassipy. There is a bathing beach in the sandy area up 
to the north, but that is all to be changed. According to the plans, 
all this work inside the harbor would be done by the city. They are 
to build a bulkhead, dredge the harbor. and build a beach farther 
to the south. All the work inside the harbor is to be done by the local 
people, and the city does not feel it should start that work until they 
have full protection of the breakwater. 

Mr. Ranaut. Do you have an estimate of what the city expects to 
spend there ? 

General Casstpy. The estimated cost to the city is $2,030,000. 

Mr. Rapsaut. We have $2.5 million in it to date, and the estimated 
Federal cost is $5,630,000. 
General Cassipy. Yes, sir 


breakwaters 





















At thet 0Uo, 
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ADDITIONAL FEDERAL 











CONSTRUCTION REQUIRED 








Mr. Ranaut. The non-Federal cost would be $2,030,000. The total 
estimated project cost is $7,680,000. The reason I ask this question is: 
Suppose we were to refrain from putting additional money in this 
project; would they be able to go ahead with their improvements or 
would there be too much risk of damage ? 

General Casstwy. There is too much risk of dam: ige. They do not 
wish to go in there, and we could not urge them to go in, until the 
entrance to the harbor i is further reduced in width. 

Mr. Rapaut. The reason I ask that question, there is a terrific de- 
mand on the Congress to retrench, and any place we can defer we are 
anxious to defer this year. 

General Cassipy. This one is so near completion I believe we should 
go on because what we have now does not give the protection that is 
needed. 

Mr. Rapsavr. It is not so near completion. Your figures show 44 
percent. 













CONTRACTOR CONTINUING WORK PENDING FEDERAL FUNDS 








General Cassipy. In this partciular case we have a continuing con- 
tract, and the contractor has elected to go ahead with the work. He 
is actually working right now, and that is why the south jetty is com- 
pleted. 

Mr. Rapsaur. Is he working beyond the funds you have 4 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir, he has elected to work beyond the funds 









we have. 

Mr. Rapavr. Is he taking all the risk ? 

General Cassipy. He is taking the risk. ‘There is al clause in his 
contract which says “subject to future appropriations. 

Mr. Razavr. If we give you this appropriation does he intend to go 
further than the appropriation calls for as he is doing now? How 
much is he going to spend against this $2,620,000 ¢ 

General eet He is working very slowly. 

Mr. Ranaut. He is working slowly and he is ahead of you? 

General Casstny. After he got to the point we could pay him no 
more, in order to hold his key people he elected to work slowly. He 
has barges and towboats and cranes and key operators. He has re- 
duced to that nucleus to keep operating. 

Mr. Rapnaur. If we were to fail to proceed with this contract at this 
time, would any damage come to the work that has been done? 

General Cassipy. The end of the jetty has not been rounded off and 
there is a possibility of storm damage, but large storms in this area 
are relatively rare. 

Mr. Rapavt. The real end of the jetty is to be done in 1958? 

General Casstpy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. Both entrances? 

General Cassipy. The south jetty is now completed. 

Mr. Ranaut. What is the contractor spending this year over this 
year ’s appropri: ition, ace ‘cording to your estimate ? 

General Cassy. I will have to get that figure, sir. 

Mr. Rapavct. Suppose you supply it. 
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General Cassipy. Very well, sir. 
(The information follows :) 


The contractor will expend about $600,000 more than this year’s appropriation. 





ASSURANCE OF LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Mr. Razavt. Do you have definite assurance that local interests will 
contribute $2,030,000 to the project ? 
General Casstpy. We have, from the city of Redondo Beach. 
Mr. Kirwan. You say the north jetty is completed except for the 
rounding off ? 
General Cassipy. No, sir; it still has to be extended. 
Mr. Kirwan. Extended and rounded off ? 
General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Kirwan. But the south one has been completed ? 
General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 






































ORIGINALLY STARTED UNDER EMERGENCY RELIEF ACT IN 1939 





Mr. Kirwan. It is a good project for the people on that coast, but 
I wonder if such improvements should not be made by the local 
people, or at least if they should not bear more of the cost. 

General Cassipy. I might point out it was built originally in 1939 
with half of the money put up by the city of Redondo Beach and half 
by the Federal Government under the Emergency Relief Act at that 
time. The city did put in 2,400 feet of jetty and ran out of money. 
What we are doing is completing the work started in 1939. 

Mr. Kirwan. You are enlightening me on something I did not 
know. If that is how it got started, under the Emergency Relief 
Act, then I am convinced it is all right. 

General Casstpy. After you raised the question at your last visit 
we went back into the history of it. 

Mr. Kirwan. If that is how it got started, then IT would say yes, 
complete it. There were many projects in this country that were 
started and never completed. The war took us out of the picture 
of completing many projects. I am thoroughly satisfied with that 
explanation. 

General Casstpy. The local people asked us to complete it in 1939 
but we could not at that time. 

Mr. Krewan. That is all right. If it started out during the depres- 
sion, that is all right. That is my belief. 

Mr. Raxpavut. Mr. Evins. 

Mr. Evins. As TI recall, there are a lot of private homes and a hotel 
that have been destroved in that area because of erosion ? 

General Cassmwpy. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Evrns. There are in that immediate vicinity some private utili- 
ties and others that would be benefited by this protection as well as 
the public generally, are there not? 

General Casstpy. I cannot say definitely on that. The State of 
California and the county and city have been protecting that area 
for some time, and the area that has been eroding is now protected 
by a stone seawall put in by the local people, so that the threat of 
erosion has been removed for the time being. The problem is that 
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the old jetty that was put in in 1939 starved that beach so that the 
local people have constantly spent money to protect that shore. This 
work we are doing now will eliminate the need for further protection 
when we close that harbor and when the city builds the bulkhead 
and beach and dredges within the harbor. 

Mr. Evins. That is all. 

Mr. Rapavt. Mr. Boland. 


POSSIBLE COAST GUARD USE OF HARBOR 


Mr. Botanp. How far is Redondo Beach Harbor from the flight 
line of the Los Angeles International Airport ? 

General Cassipy. About 10 miles, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. This would not be a bad place to base the Coast Guard 
to protect lives in the event of crashes? 

General Cassipy. No, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. This is almost as good as Playa Del Rey, is it not? 

General Casstpy. The berthing area is not as deep. The entrance 
channel to the berthing area has to be dredged to 15 feet. 

Mr. Boranp. Is that for the purpose of allowing Coast Guard craft 
to go through? 

General Cassipy. The harbor is also designed as a harbor of refuge. 
At Playa Del Rey it is 20 feet deep through the jetties and 15 feet 
deep up to the first basin, which is a commercial basin. 

Mr. Bo tanp. How deep is the harbor at Redondo Beach Harbor ? 

General Casstpy. 24 feet between the ends of the breakwater; but 
it shoals rapidly then. 

Mr. Botanp. There is an estimated Federal cost for the Coast 
Guard of $20,000. What is that for? 

General Cassipy. For marking the entrance channel. 

Mr. Botanp. I have seen the project and I think it is a good project, 
judging from the great amount of damage that has been done in that 
area. As the gentleman from Tennessee indicated, there has been con- 
siderable damage in that area and I presume the Government has 
many, many times in the past provided this sort of protection. Is that 
so, jetties and breakwaters ? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. BotaNnp. That is all. 

Mr. Ranaut. One more question about that. Do they bring any 
coal barges in there? 

General Cassipy. No, sir. 

Mr. Rasaur. They do not supply the electric companies there ? 

General Casstpy. No, sir. That plant uses either natural gas or 
petroleum. 

Mr. Rapavut. They do not bring the petroleum by boat, do they ? 

General Cassipy. This particular plant; no, sir. Other plants; yes. 
They bring it in to the offshore moorings and pump the oil ashore. 
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SAN DIEGO RIVER AND MISSION BAY, CALIF. 


Mr. Razavr. “San Diego River and Mission Bay, Calif.,” $1,100,000, 
We will put pages 23 to 26 in the record. 
(The pages referred to are as follows :) 


CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION ) 
SAN Dieco RIVER AND MISSION Bay, CALIF. 


(Continuing) 


Location.—At the mouth of the San Diego River, about 6 miles northwest of the 
San Diego business district. 

Authorization.—1944 Flood Control Act and 1946 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.79 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 

estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost 600, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 17, 500, 000 
Cash contribution 0 
Other costs 7, 500, 000 | 
Total estimated cost --- 100, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 314, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 150, 000 
4 ppropriations to date , 264, 200 
4 ppropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 100, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 195s , 236, 000 


1 Includes permanent transfer to project of $950,000 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels : 
Leveed flood channel 800 feet wide, 3.5 miles long, 115,000 cubie feet per 
second capacity. 
Entrance channel 20 feet deep, 670 feet wide, and about 4,150 feet long. 
Main channel 20 feet deep, irregular shape, about 1,000 feet wide and 3,700 
feet long. 
Bridges: Alteration of railroad bridge. 
Jetties: 3 jetties 3,300, 4,270, and 1,450 feet long. 
Anchorage basins: 
Irregular shape basin 20 feet deep, and about 800 feet wide and 3,000 feet long 
Irregular shape basin 20 feet deep, and about 800 feet wide and 1,600 feet long 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Pereent Completion schedule 


Floodway for San Diego River 100 | Main channel, December 1958. 
Alteration of railroad bridge 100 | East anchorage basin, December 1957 
Jetties for floodway and entrance channel 100 | West anchorage basin, December 1958 
Entrance channel 100 | Harbor revetment, February 1959 
Main channel, and east and west anchorage basins 0 

Harbor revetment 0 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The San Diego River and Mission Bay project is a multiple-purpose project 
for flood control in the lower reach of San Diego River and for navigation of 
light-draft vessels in Mission Bay. 

The harbor is now partially usable for boats of very shallow draft. However, 
due to the shoaled main channel, adverse tidal conditions create hazards to these 
craft. These hazards will continue until the main channel construction is com- 
pleted. Repair and other facilities, to be provided by local interests, will be 
started as soon as practicable after Federal dredging is initiated and will con- 
tinue until completion of the project. 

Local interests have gone steadily forward on their share of this project and 
have spent in excess of $8 million for the dredging of interior channels and basins 
and have just recently voted a favorable bond issue in the amount of $5 million. 

Dredging the main channel will provide access to the inner bay. However, 
the harbor consists of two principal subdivisions, namely (@) the small pleasure 
craft area within the inner bay and (b) the service- and revenue-producing com- 
mercial area comprising the so-called east and west anchorages. 

Local interests already have developed one pier in east anchorage and it is 
under lease to a sport-fishing firm. They urgently desire completion of the basin 
as this area, Quivera Basin (east anchorage), will house all the servicing ele- 
ments, such as boat-repair facilities, fuel storage, and other revenue-producing 
elements of the project. Without this facility all craft must be towed through 
the open sea to San Diego Harbor. 

The revenue-producing potential of Quivera Basin, combined with its being 
the most economical source of needed additional fill material places it high in 
priority for accomplishment. 

The bay will accommodate about 3,200 small craft including 45 sport-fishing 
boats and will provide a harbor of refuge. The removal of small craft from 
San Diego Harbor will add to its usefulness as a military shipping center and 
as a base for amphibious aircraft. The activities in Mission Bay will create 
new business, additional tax income, and new opportunities for industry in the 
manufacture, repair, and servicing of small craft. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $1,100,000 will be applied to 
Complete dredging of East Anchorage Basin__- _._ $1, 023, 000 
Engineering and design : s ened 33, 000 
Supervision and administration : Au , 44, 000 


Total gaanil ' ; ___. 1,100,000 


The requested amount is required to provide access to the east basin where 
the servicing elements will be located, and to inner Mission Bay. 

Non-F'ederal cost.—The authorizing legislation for this project requires that 
local interests perform work estimated to cost $17,500,000, exclusive of self- 
liquidating items. This total is comprised of the following non-Federal costs 
for non-liquidating features : 


Lands and damages_-_-_. : $1, 384. 000 

Relocations____.__--__ ates : z ‘i cA 1, 413, 000 

Construction : 
sridges : 6, 164, 000 
Dredging and fill_____-~_- : . == t, S2OG0e 
Building and piers y x3 : 1, 100, 000 
Roads, parking __- ; Bache % 886, 000 
Landscaping : ’ . ; 344, 000 
Miscellaneous 783. 300 
Engineering and design_-- ; 115, 


Total saat a tp ning tim SERS 000 


Status of local cooperation.—The City Council of San Diego furnished a res- 
olution assuring that they would comply with all provisions of local cooperation. 
This resolution was approved by the Secretary of the Army on February 11, 1948. 
Local interests have acquired all of the rights-of-way required, contributed 
funds for side drainage structures, removed or relocated all utilities necessary, 
completed a temporary bridge over the harbor for Ventura Boulevard, completed 
3 highway bridges, dredged more than 8 million cubie yards of material and 
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have improved and are using many of the recreational areas created with dredged 
fill. Local interests have expended in excess of $8 million toward fulfillment of 
the requirements of local cooperation and they have $5 million on hand to apply 
as soon as Federal construction has advanced to the point where their con- 
struction can be continued. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$10,600,000 is an increase of $767,000 over the lacest estimate ($0,533,000, vuly 
1953 base) submitted to Congress. Additional revetment (found to be required 
along the main channel) resulted in an increuse of »293,00U and price level in- 
creases on work not completed amounted to $772,000. Estimates for engineering 
and design and supervision and administration have been reduced $298,000 
based on experienced costs. 

Mr. Rapavur. You are resuming work on this project this year 
with $950,000 transferred from other projects. Please describe this 
project, which is 78 percent complete, and explain what remains to 
be done. 

General Cassipy. Referring to the last, sir, the Federal construc- 
tion here is a flood-control project on the San Diego River, levees and 
jetties to take the San Diego River flows out to sea, and an entrance 
channel into the Mission Bay area, plus commercial boat basins, on 
each side of the entrance channel. The remainder of the project is to 
be done by the city of San Diego for a recreational area. 

Mr. Rasavut. This was a project put in last year as an unbudgeted 
item, was it not? 

General Cassipy. The continuation; yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapavt. It had been inactive for sometime, had it not? 

General Casstpy. Yes, for sometime. We had done some work a 
year or two before, sir. 

Mr. Raxgavut. It is about 78 percent complete and this 1958 request 
would bring it up to 88 percent complete. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. It would provide the basin shown in 
red to the right which is needed to handle the commercial develop- 
ment. 

Mr. Rapzavut. There was no work done on it in 1956? 

General Cassipy. I believe there was some dredging work at that 
time but I am not certain of it. 

Mr. Rasavut. Most of the annual benefits are assessed to naviga- 
tion. Please explain how these are computed. For example, the 
planning report on page 9 shows “2,425 new boats times $5,000 times 
0.09 equals $1,092,000.” What is the basis for these figures? 

General Cassipy. The small-boat formula for computing benefits 
from recreational and other small craft, sir. I believe that formula 
was presented to Congress in 1953. It involves computing the net 
return on the depreciated investment in a boat which could be used 
for hire after all expenses are deducted. That rate is applied to all 
vessels by class. It has been computed in percentages of their value. 
When the net return has been computed, half of it is taken as general 
benefits and half is taken as local benefits, and only the general benefit 
is taken into account in determining the Federal participation. 

Mr. Razavut. Why cannot local interest complete this project, which 
is entirely for their benefit ? 

General Casstpy. The part that the Federal Government is doing 
is concerned primarily with the commercial end of this harbor, the 
boat servicing facilities area, repair facilities area, sailboat facilities 
area, and the mooring area of the for-hire boats. The remainder of 
the area, the recreational area, is the responsibility of local interests. 
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CARBON CANYON DAM AND CHANNEL, CALIF, 


Mr. Rasavur. Carbon Canyon Dam and Channel, Calif., $800,000. 
We will put pages 29 to 31 in the record. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


RESERVOIR PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
CARBON CANYON DAM AND CHANNEL, CALIF. 


(New) 


Location.—On Carbon Canyon Creek, approximately 7 miles northeast of the 
city of Anaheim, Calif., and 4 miles east of Brea. 
Authorization.—1936 and 1938 Flood Control Acts. 


Benefit-cost ratio.—1.28 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 





Estimated Federal cost : 
Estimated non-Federal cost 

Cash contributions..........- 

Other costs 
Total estimated project cost 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956. 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 
Appropriations to date : 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Dam: 
Height : 90 feet (maximum above streambed). 
Length: 1,600 feet. 

Type: Earth fill. 


Reservoir capacity : 
Flood control 
Debris storage 


Total 
Area (acres) 


Channel: Rectangular (concrete-lined). 
Design capacity : 4,000 cubic feet per second. 
Approximate length: 3,500 feet. 
Spillway type: Detached, broad crested weir. 
Outlet works: Type: 2 gates (slide) (5 feet by 7 feet). 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 





Percent Completion 
schedule 


New start: 
I UI 0 ot Ha dat bein qatekniseeaueutnl August 1959. 
Relocations : Ceciampemias met Do. 
Reservoir (clearing) et | | November 1(58. 
a a aa ai a ets inci seo a ele i November 1959. 
IN a fo oa nisin is sicadanl June 1959. 
Building, grounds, and utilities__...__- ht Nove’ ber 1959. 
Dam cl] sure «aad ubmokaial widitbeccieaaies arabada ’ June 1959. 

Nove:.ber 1959. 


| 


91488—57——33 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Carbon Canyon Creek flows through the center of the city of Anaheim, Calif, 
Construction of Carbon Canyon Dam and Channel would provide protection to 
about one-half of the residential, business, and industrial property in Anaheim 
and property in or near Gardon Grove, Stanton, and Los Alamitos Naval 
Airbase against major floods. The 8,600 acres which comprise the most prob- 
able overflow area are being rapidly developed. Average annual flood-control 
benefits from construction of the improvements are estimated at $290,000. In 
addition, intangible benefits not susceptible of monetary evaluation would in- 
clude (1) the prevention of loss of life, epidemics, interruption of utility services, 
and the general disruption of normal community life; and (2) the far-reaching 
benefits from the assurance of uninterrupted traffic on vital railroad and highway 
transportation system. 
Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $800,000 will be applied to: 


Baisiate es ene Gamague. nok. edie aa ee dete ect $300, 000 
I ad came eich cand In tian ie eae 
Ig 0 i ae wt pin adatibuisidismnies 150, 000 
pasieecrag Bnd Geen... .........—.. 2 a a 30, 000 
I vr PIC USUI OUND i ee ccc mm emon 30, 000 








I UAE 8 Nee eles 800, 000 


The requested funds are required for the initiation of an orderly and eco- 
nomical construction program. Acquisition of lands should proceed as rapidly 
as possible because the area northeast of Anaheim is developing rapidly. Re- 
locations of roads and utilities are desirable prior to construction of the channel. 
With the funds requested it is contemplated that construction of the dam may 
be completed prior to the flood season 1959-60. 

Non-Federal cost.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—No change from the latest estimate 
($5,720,000) submitted to Congress. 


Mr. Rapavt. This is a new construction start for which $800,000 
is requested. Please describe this flood-control project to the com- 
mittee. 

General Casstpy. The Carbon Canyon Creek flows through the 
center of the city of Anaheim, Calif. The construction of the dam 
and the channel would provide protection to the residential, business, 
and industrial section of Anaheim and to small towns nearby and to 
the Los Alamitos Naval Air Base. This is an area of considerable 
storms and flash floods. There could be considerable loss of life as 
well as flood damage to property and interruption of utility services. 

Mr. Rasavut. The benefit-cost ratio has increased from 1.20 to 1.28 
to 1 since last year. What caused this? 

General Casstpy. That is the result of the most recent study we 
have made and results from the gain in values in the area. 

Mr. Rasavut. This project was authorized over 20 years ago, in 
1936. How do you account for the fact that there has been no urgency 
about getting it started until now? 

General Cassipy. This particular area of California has many au- 
thorized projects, and the progress for completion of those projects 
has been dependent on the rate of funding and the priority of work, 
and the priorities have changed with the developments in that area 
since that time. 

FLOOD DAMAGE HISTORY 


Mr. Rasavtr. What damage has there been and when was the last 
flood ? 

General Casstpy. The last flood was in 1952. The damage was 
- ~ 
$75,000. 
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Mr. Rasaut. When was the largest flood of record? Was that 1952? 

General Cassipy. No, sir. The records are not very good on that, 
but it appears the flood of 1927 was the largest. 

Mr. Rapaut. What was that? 

General Cassipy. About 2,500 cubic feet per second. 

Mr. Rasavut. What about the money damage? 

General Cassipy. The potential damage based on current values is 
$1,800,000. 

Mr. Rasavut. What was it based on at that time? 

General Cassipy. We have no records as of that time, sir. 

Mr. AnpersEN. Mr. Chairman, might I ask a question at this point? 

Mr. Rapaur. Yes. 

Mr. AnpeERSEN. It seems to me that is about as weak a backing up of 
a project as I have heard you gentlemen give. The 1952 flood had 
only $75,000 damage and you have to go back to 1927 to get anything 
of importance ? 

General Cassipy. No, sir. That was the flood of record. 

Mr. ANpDERSEN. How many were there between 1952 and 1927 ? 

General Casstpy. We have records of five. 

Mr. Anpersen. What was the approximate total damage through 
those years? 

General Casstpy. On those of which we have a record, the damage 
was $2.5 million from the 1938 flood. This is potential damage based 
on current prices. 

Mr. AnpERSEN. What do you mean by potential damage' Do you 
not have the actual damage? Did it not actually occur? 

General Casstpy. The dam: ige occurred at that time but the prop- 
erty then was less valuable than now. 

Mr. Anversen. If that same flood occurred today there would be 
a potential damage of $2.5 million, is that correct ? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Of the floods we have listed here, we have potential damages from 

5 of them totaling about $5.5 million. 

Mr. AnpErsEN. Then you are getting a better justification in the 
record. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


PROJECT PRIORITY 


Mr. Ranaut. What priority did you place on this project among 
the 10 projects you are requesting construction funds for in 1958 in 
the Central and South Pacifie Basin ? 

General Casstpy. Sir, in mentioning 10 projects you are comparing 
river-and-harbor projects and flood-control projects. As far as flood- 
control projects are concerned, with the exception of the Los Angeles 
County project, which is the major project of first priority in the 
area, the remainder are about the same priority. They are all the 
same type of thing which it is necessary to continue. They are to 
protect small towns or cities. 

Mr. Rasaut. Any questions? 

Mr. Anpersen. I have one question, Mr. Chairman. T want to 
get back to something similar to Mr. Kirwan’s logic. This is a very 
small project for California, but it is larger than any I know of in 
Minnesota, in my home State. I cannot he Ip but feel we are pumping 
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hundreds of millions of dollars into California. I wonder if there is 
anything to Mr. Kirwan’s contention that perhaps Minnesota and 
Ohio and some other States are not receiving our due priority as far 
as American citizens are concerned in proportion to some of the other 
States, and I have in mind the Columbia River Basin, Calif, 
and perhaps 1 or 2 other areas. What is wrong with doing something 
for the great Midwest? Are we orphan children or what? 

General Person. No, sir. It is based upon the conditions existing, 
The flood problems in Minnesota are—— 

Mr. AnperseNn. I would rather you discuss Mr. Kirwan’s projects. 
I think he has justifiable complaints, much more so than we in Min- 
nesota have. 

General Person. I am very familiar with at least one project in 
Mr. Kirwan’s State in which he is very much interested, the West 
Branch of the Mahoning. It was during my tour of duty in the Ohio 
River division that we submitted a report recommending the project. 
It is a very worthy project, and is in the omnibus bill as passed by the 
Senate. 

Mr. AnpersENn. You were talking about priority in reference to the 
State of California. Do you have a list of projects by priority, 
nationwide ? 

General Person. No, sir: we do not. 

Mr. Anprrsen. Do you not think we should have? 

General Person. It would be almost impossible to compile such a 
list. 

Mr. AnverRsEN. I am talking of priority as to their need and im- 
portance. 

General Prrson. I have to go back to my thesis that it is very 
difficult for the Corps of Eneineers to decide whether it is more 
important to protect lives and property in Massachusetts than in 
Minnesota. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Or Ohio. 

General Person. Yes,or Ohio. The priority is actually established 
by the Congress as a result, in most cases, of expressions of interest 
of the local people through their elected representatives. 

Mr. AnverseNn. It is more than an expression of opinion. there is 
auite a bit of push to it, and perhaps we in onr area or in Mr Kirwan’s 
area are too concerned about the overall welfare of the Nation, so 
that we are reluctant to ack for what we need in our area. 

Mr. Kirwan. If the gentleman will yield. 

Mr Annersen. Yes. 

Mr. Kirwan. I do not know how much is in this bill for Ohio, but 
T do not believe it is much. I do not mean the Ohio River, because 
that is interstate. 

General Person. The total for Ohio is $14 million. 

Mr. Krrwan. That takes in the Ohio River, and the Ohio River is 
interstate. That may be better for Kentucky or Indiana than for 
Ohio. I think you have 2 or 3 little items there. 

General Person. For construction, we have Ashtabula Harbor, 
Dillon Reservoir. Roseville, and Toledo Harbor. 

Mr. Kirwan. What is the total, without the Ohio River? 

General Person. For construction, the total, not including the Ohio 
River, is $6.1 million. 


Mr. AnprrsEN. Will you yield and let him place in the record the 
projects in Minnesota in the same category # 

General Person. Minnesota, for construction, $550,000. 

Mr. Fenron. You might as well get on Pennsylvania, too. 

General Person. For Pennsylvania, construction, $11,800,000. 

Mr. Kirwan. Now, we will get back toOhio. You say there is about 
$6 million ? 

General Person. Yes, sir; $6.1 million. 

Mr. Kirwan. A wonderful project is in the harbor of Toledo. I 
think Toledo handles more coal than any town in the country. It 
goes to the Northwest. There are 15 million, maybe 18 million tons. 
Yet, yg is an obstruction in the harbor for the boats. There has 
been for years. They complained through the years. Finally they 
have it. WV hat do you think one of the projects was that the President 
reduced in his recent budget revision? He took it out of his $13 million 
reduction that he published last week. 

This is one project where all the coal boats going to the Northwest 
go through. He did not know much about this rivers and harbors bill 
when he took the money out of the project. He did not have very 
rood advice on it when he took that $75,000 out for Toledo Harbor. 

t is many miles away from where I live, in the other end of the State. 
Thank you. 
Mr. Anpersen. I am finished, Mr. Chairman, temporarily. 


BUDGET ESTIMATING PROCEDURE 


Mr. Rarsavur. I want to ask a question. There are a number of 
areas that are served by the engineers. There are quite a few areas 


that are served by different district officers of the United States 
engineers under the department heads. How do each of those areas 
share before the budget as to the considerations for their requests ? 
I think some explanation of that would be very interesting to the 
committee. It is not a question I intended to ask, but it is a question 
that comes to my mind from the questions that have been put here by 
my colleagues. 

How is that done? I know you get a ceiling figure, and there are 
some requests above the ceiling. In past years the Members of Con- 
gress were notified that the engineers had asked for it, but they were 
very well aware of the fact that they were not going to get it. The 
Congressmen surely beat a path to the members of this committee, 
telling us we were the cause of their not getting their projects. Just 
what is your estimating process ¢ 

General Person. Sir, for projects already under construction, we 
base our initial budget request on the amount of money which we feel 
should be applied to continue that project at an economical and efficient 

rate. That program is received from the field, from our districts and 
divisions, and is reviewed in my office. We frequently make reduc- 
tions in order to fit the overall program into the ceiling. 

Mr. Rasavur. You must do that. 


BUDGET CRITERIA FOR SELECTION OF NEW CONSTRUCTION STARTS 


General Person. That is right, sir. The basis on which the final 
budget is submitted is the minimum amount which we feel should 
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be provided in order to continue at the minimum economic rate—not 
the optimum rate, but at the minimum economical rate. 

On new starts we are given each year criteria by the Bureau of the 
Budget for selection of the new starts, which was the case this year, 
Mr. Merriam testified before this committee, I believe, sir, on the 
criteria which were established this year. 

Mr. Razpavut. Have you got those criteria in a position that they 
could be submitted for the record ? 

General Person. Very readily, sir. 

Mr. Razavt. Are they very voluminous? 

General Person. No, sir; very brief. 

Mr. Rapnavt. Suppose you put that in the record at this point. 

General Person. Very well, sir. 

(The information follows :) 


— = 


———<— —_ - — | 


CRITERIA USED IN SELECTING 1958 NEw CONSTRUCTION STARTS 





1. Preconstruction planning will be substantially completed by the end of 1957 
(This does not apply to dredging projects, which require very little planning.) 

2. A construction contract can be awarded at least by the beginning of the 
spring working season of 1958. 

8. Careful attention has been given to an equitable geographic distribution of 
projects. 

4. Emphasis has been given to smaller projects, in view of the large increase 
in future commitments experienced in the last 2 years. (The only exception is 
Allegheny River Reservoir, which is the key reservoir in the Ohio Basin flood- 
control plan. ) 

5. First-year requirements approximating $20 million; total estimated cost 
somewhere in the neighborhood of $200 million to $250 million. 

Mr. Razavr. You may proceed. 

General Person. That is about the answer, sir. When we proposed 
the new starts, we selected for this year some 24 which met the cri- 
teria established. ; 

Mr. Rasaut. How is it decided between the various subdivisions? 
Have they anything to say as to who gets those starts, or is that a 
decision in your office ¢ 

General Person. The decision is based upon recommendations 
which we request from our field agencies, and, having received those 

recommendations, we review them and make up our final list. 

Mr. Rapavt. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 





















DEVIL, EAST TWIN, WARM, AND LYTLE CREEKS, CALIF. 


Warm, and Lytle Creek, Calif. 










Mr. Rapavt. Devil, East Twin, 
Put pages 35 to 38 in the record. 
(The justifications follow :) 









LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 














Devit, East TWIN, WARM, AND LYTLE CREEKS, CALIF. 


(Continuing ) 








Location——Along Devil, Cable, Badger, Waterman, East Twin, Warm, and 
Lytle Creeks, tributaries of the Santa Ana River. The improvement will be 
located about 55 miles east of Los Angeles, Calif. 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 
2.4 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal ocst 


Estimated Federal cost ree eae LEY Bes eee! Boe $14, 000, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost... ___- S5iLL sia J 2, 460, 000 

Cash contributions is : os sibs ule dette 200, 000 | 

Other costs eatin sel Sa eae 2 2, 260, 000 
Total estimated project cost... __- ary _..| 16,460, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 i aN 1, 000, 000 | 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957- . . ees ee 1915, 000 | 
Appropriations to date... __- . ; + 1, 915, 000 | 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 ‘ ‘ u 1, 150, 000 | 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 . : - if f ) ee 


1 Excludes permanent transfer from project of $235,000. 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Devil Creek levee (interceptor across Devil Creek) : 
Length : 6,880 feet. 
Height: 11 to 19 feet. 
East Twin levees (revetting parts of 2 levees constructed by local interests) : 
Length : 18,985 feet. 
Height: 7 feet. 
Lytle Creek levee: 
Length : 6,100 feet. 
Height: 10 feet. 
Channels: 
Devil Creek diversion channel (from Devil Creek levee to Cajon Creek) : 
Length, 2.1 miles. 
East Twin and Warm Creek Channels, improvements of 4.15 miles. 
Relocations: 
Santa Fe Railway and Union Pacific Railroad bridge (Devil Creek). 
Upper Santa Fe Railway bridge (East Twin and Warm Creeks). 
Lower Santa Fe Railway bridge (East Twin and Warm Creeks). 
Pacific Electric Railway bridge (East Twin and Warm Creeks). 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent Completion 
| schedule 


Relocations___. 0 | November 1960, 
Channels: 

Devil Creek diversion, part | . 

Devil Creek diversion, part 2 November 1957. 

East Twin and Warm Creeks November 1960. 
Levees: 

Devil Creek- ; | November 1957. 

Lytle Creek 

East Twin Creek_._- ; November 1960. 
Entire project ; Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Construction of Devil, East Twin, Warm, and Lytle Creeks channel improve- 
ments would provide protection to about three-fourths of the business and resi- 
dential sections of San Bernardino, an increasingly important southern Cali- 
fornia city with a 1956 population of 83,145. The total value of all property in 
the overflow area was estimated (April 1956) at $412 million. The growth of 
this city, an important railroad, military, and industrial center, has been ex- 
tremely rapid. Between 1940 and 1950, the population increased 45 percent, and 
between 1950 and 1956, the population increased 32 percent. During 1953 and 
1954, forest fires burned over portions of the mountainous drainage areas of 
Devil, Warm, and East Twin Creeks. These fires destroyed the natural vegeta- 
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tive cover, thereby increasing the potential flood hazard to San Bernardino. 
The burned areas have been reseeded by local interests in cooperation with the 
United States Forest Service, but it will take from 5 to 10 years to reestablish 
an effective cover. Completion of the authorized improvements would do much 
toward alleviating the flood hazard brought about by forest fires. Unless the 
Devil, East Twin, and Warm Creeks channel improvements are completed, in- 
creasingly serious damages may result to important industrial plants, to the 
main line railroad of the Santa Fe and Union Pacific Railroads, to transcon- 
tinental United States Highway No. 66, and to housing and business establish- 
ments serving employees of industrial plants and personnel of Norton Air Force 
Base. In addition, the improvements would supply a drainage outlet for the 
Norton Air Force Base. Large floods occurred in this area in 1891, 1916, and 
1938. Average annual benefits are estimated at $1,580,000. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $1,150,000 will be applied to— 


Initiate construction of lower Santa Fe Railway bridge (East Twin 


re a mesisiacnildaopequamegbebicinnmonenumaginen $10, 000 
Initiate construction of East Twin and Warm Creek channel (pt. 1)- 25, 000 
Complete construction of Santa Fe Railway and Union Pacific bridge 

Gnd trackess Ciera: Creek Grvereien) 2.0626 nsi ccncesncnesnndus 152, 000 
Complete construction of Devil Creek diverison channel____.....--__ 457, 000 
Complete construction of Devil Creek levee___.....__..____-_------- 380, 000 
Pe re In ee en wee eeseiiomepteetont 74, 500 
OE VaNsOM (GIS GETRIIAITA OR. ok oc oni iter cww cen ceenen 51, 500 






Seared apis acaiacatta tales sath ecdas saeuadiedss8 Keatanenticedisiciaiasianicsicel-mentniguniecidamgaiitandh 1, 150, 000 


Completion of the Devil Creek diversion channel and levee would provide pro- 
tection to San Bernardino from flood flows along Devil, Cable, and Badger 
Creeks. Relocation of the Santa Fe Railway and Union Pacific Railroad bridges 
is programed so as not to delay construction of the Devil Creek diversion chan- 
nel. Construction of the East Twin and Warm Creeks improvement would pro- 
vide protection to San Bernardino from flood flows along East Twin and Warm 
Creeks. Relocation of the lower Santa Fe Railway bridge is programed so as 
not to delay construction on part 1 of the East Twin and Warm Creeks improve- 
ment. It is urgent that work on this project be prosecuted, as presently 
scheduled, to alleviate the added flood menace that threatens the city of San 
Bernardino, Calif., and vicinity as a result of the denudation of the natural 
watershed vegetative cover by the forest fires of 1953 and 1954. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 


struction of the authorized project is estimated at $2,460,000, broken down as 
follows: 


Sk ad celeb bhdibinweiedsdeihkc $216, 000 
I I OI a is oes tite wit wits siete omembnasanecees 1, 466, 000 
al on ccmntninncoeicicnalc 578, 000 


Cash contributions (land enhancement) ---_-___________ 200, 000 







Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $83,000. 

In addition to the above, local interests advise that they have incurred costs 
of $325,000 for channel improvements prior to adoption of the authorized project. 
As a result of the forest fires of 1953 and 1954, local interests have expended 
over $135,000 in this area for the removal of debris, the construction of emer- 
gency debris basins, diversion channels and fencing, and the reinforcing of 
existing levees. Local interests have also completed plans for the expenditure of 
$2,150,000 (recently authorized by the San Bernardino County Board of Super- 
visors) to construct levees and channels for collecting the flows from drainage 
areas between Sycamore Creek and East Twin Creek and for diverting these 
flows to East Twin Creek. Such improvement will complement the authorized 
improvement. Construction is underway. 

Status of local cooperation.—The San Bernardino County Flood Control Dis- 
trict adopted a resolution on October 3, 1955, assuring the United States that the 
requirements of local cooperation would be supplied. Local interests have already 
acquired the necessary rights-of-way for the Devil and Lytle Creeks units of 
the project and about 70 percent of the rights-of-way required for the entire 
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project. They have completed construction of most of the levees that are to be 
revetted by the United States, and contributed in fiscal year 1956 $100,000 of a 
total of $200,000 required by the authorizing act. Local interests have also 
initiated proceedings for acquiring rights-of-way for East Twin and Warm 
Creeks. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$14 million is a decrease of $1,200,000 from the latest estimate ($15,200,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. The estimate for the Lytle Creek levee decreased by $385,000 
based on a favorable bid price. Based on this bid experience and further detailed 
design studies the estimate for the remainder of the work has been reduced 
overall by $576,000. The estimates for engineering and design and supervision 
and administration have been reduced $239,000 based on a reanalysis of require- 
ments and to reflect experienced costs. 

Mr. Ranavr. I note that you transferred this year $235,000 from 
the $1,150,000 which was appropriated for this project. What caused 
the slippage in this case? 

General Cassipy. We were able to reduce the estimate. We had 
favorable bids, sur. The net result was that we could not use all the 
money we had. 

Mr. Rapavut. Will that affect the 1958 estimate or request ? 

General Cassipy. No, sir; it does not. 

Mr. Rapaut. You still need the money ? 

General Cassipy. We still need the money; yes, sir. 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY DRAINAGE 


AREA, CALIF. 


Mr. 


pages 


Razsaut. Los Angeles County drainage area, $18,100,000. Put 
s 42 to 49 in the record. 


(The justifications referred to follow :) 


LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


Los ANGELES COUNTY DRAINAGE AREA, CALIFORNIA (EXCLUSIVE 
Narrow S RESERVOIR) 


OF WHITTIER 


(Continuing) 


Locations.-Along the Los Angeles and 

Ballona Creek, and tributaries thereof, in Los Angeles County, Calif. 
Authorization.—1936, 1937, 1938, 1941, and 1950 Flood Control Acts. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—8 to 1. 


San Gabriel Rivers, Rio Hondo, and 


Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Amount 


Estimated Federal cost... .-. 
Estimated non-Federal cost 

‘ash contributions - - 

Othe r cost 
Total estimate d projec t cost 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 
Appropriations for fis eal year 1957 
Appropriations to date : 
Appropriations re¢ que sted for fiscal year 1958_ 
Balance to complete after fiseal year 1958. - 


1 Ineludes permanent transfers to projec 


*t of $1, 


$338, 000, 000 
51, 600, 000 

0 

51, 600, 000 


GUO io oe re 


143, 626, 000 
18, 700. 000 
162, 326, 000 
18, 100, 0CO 
157, 574, 000 


200,000. 
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PHYSICAL DATA 

Reservoirs: Sepulveda, Hansen, and Lopez Reservoirs in Los Angeles River 
Basin ; and Santa Fe Reservoir in San Gabriel River Basin. 

Debris basins: Located at the mouths of tributary canyons—17 in Los Angeles 
River Basin, 7 in San Gabriel River Basin, 7 in Rio Hondo Basin, and 2 in 
Ballona Creek Basin. 

Main channels : 48 miles in Los Angeles River Basin, 30 miles in San Gabriel River 
Basin, 12.3 miles in Rio Hondo Basin, and 2.2 miles in Ballona Creek Basin. 

Tributary channels: 54.6 miles in Los Angeles River Basin, 69.2 miles in San 
Gabriel River Basin, 35.9 miles in Rio Hondo Basin, and 22.5 miles in Ballona 
Creek Basin. 

Jetties : Two jetties at mouth of Ballona Creek. 

Bridge reconstruction : 109 bridges in Los Angeles River Basin, 142 bridges in San 

Gabriel River Basin, 65 bridges in Rio Hondo Basin, and 12 bridges in Ballona 

Creek Basin. 





Status (Jan. 1, 1957)! 


|} Amount | Completion 
| schedule 





Los Angeles River Basin: 


Los Angeles River, Owensmouth Ave. to Sepulveda Reservoir; and 52 | November 1961. 
Caballero Creek. 
Los Angeles River, Sepulveda Reservoir to Pacifie Ocean, including 89 | June 1960. 
Compton Creek. 
Lopez Reservoir, Tujunga and Pacoima Washes, Lopez Canyon diver- | 70 | November 1962. 
sion, and Wilson and Mansfield Streets Channel. | | 
Burbank, western system and tributaries... ..-...-.--- Peg eee me me 18 | November 1959. 
Burbank, eastern system and tributaries- -- - | 0 | Fiscal year 1965 
Verdugo Wash and tributaries, Sycamore Wash, and Haines Canyon 23 | Fiscal year 1966. 
San Gabriel River Basin: | | 
San Gabriel River Channel_..........-.-- : 10 | Fiscal year 1964. 
San Gabriel River tributaries___- i | 1 Fiscal year 1966. 
Rio Hondo Basin: 
Rio Hondo Channel, Peck Road to Los Angeles River 79 | November 1959. 
Rio Hondo tributaries __--_.._._-. | 44 | November 1961. 
Ballona Creek Basin. -.. dthawat ‘ ; 13 | Fiscal year 1966. 






Entire project..............-.--.------- ; 47 | Fiseal year 1966. 





















1 The following items are completed: 

Reservoirs: Sepulveda, Hansen, Lopez, and Santa Fe. 

Debris basins: At mouths of Haines Canyon, Bailey, Carter, and Auburn Canyons of the Arcadia 
Wash system, and on Sawpit Wash. 

Channels (miles): 








Basin Main stream trcam | Te Tributary 
a i cl A alc ee a 
Los Angeles River__.._- ae baat @ 43.4 | o 28.6 
San Gabriel River- —_ ‘ ‘ 3.4 1.0 
Rio Hondo... 9.6 | 18.5 
Ballona Creek_- B S, 2 | 3.0 





« Completed except for repairs to sections of Los Angeles River and Compton Creek. 


JUSTIFICATION 





The Los Angeles County drainage area project is highly important for the flood 
protection of the entire metropolitan area of Los Angeles County. The parts of 
the improvement for which funds are requested for fiscal year 1958 are very 
important in the entire comprehensive plan for flood control in this area. The 
completion of these parts is essential to provide adequate protection for large 
sections of densely populated and highly industrialized areas in Los Angeles 
County. In these areas, facilities vital to mobilization and national economy are 
subject to serious damage or disruption by floods. Industrial establishments in 
the overflow area include large aircraft plants, automobile-assembly plants, ship- 
yards, food-processing plants, textile plants, oil refineries and oil-storage farms, 
oilfields, steel mills, and motion-picture studies. Many arterial highways, exten- 
sive urban and interurban transportation systems, the Santa Fe, Union Pacific, 
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and Southern Pacific railroads, which connect the Los Angeles area with the East 
and North, and large electrical-power systems are subject to inundation and dam- 
age, interrupting their essential military and domestic use. The largest concen- 
tration of aircraft industry in the United States is in Los Angeles County. The 
total area subject to overflow from a flood of design magnitude has an extent of 
about 265,000 acres, a population of about 1,200,000, and a total value of about 
$6,600 million. The lives of thousands of persons who live in the overflow area 
and who work in industrial plants that contribute directly or indirectly to the 
national economy are endangered. A single flood in March 1938 caused a loss of | 
49 lives and more than $40 million in property damage. If a similar flood should | 
now occur, without flood control and under present conditions of economic devel- 
opment in the overflow area, the damages would be more than five times as great 
as those reported for the 1938 flood. The average annual tangible benefits from 
construction of the Los Angeles County drainage area project greatly exceed 
the average annual charges. Large intangible benefits also would result from 
prevention of loss of life, interruption to traffic on transcontinental railroads 
and arterial highways, and interruptions in industrial production, all of which 
are highly important factors with respect to the national economy. 


Fiscal year 1958 
The requested amount of $18,100,000 will be applied to— 
























Initiate: 
Los Angeles River, Lankershim Blvd., to Stewart and Gray Rd.: 
Randolph St. to Atlantic Blvd., paving soft bottom____.___ $767, 500 
Atlantic Blvd. to Downey Rd., paving soft bottom. ____ 412, 500 






Walnut Creek system: 
Big Dalton Wash: 









Part 1, Walnut Creek Inlet to Azusa Canyon Rd___-_- 425, 000 

Part 2, Azusa Canyon Rd. to San Dimas Wash_____-__ 283, 000 

San Dimas Wash: Part 1, Big Dalton Wash to Grand Ave__ 270, 000 

Rio Hondo, upper: Part 2, Valley Blvd. to Lower Azusa Rd__-~ 250, 000 
Santa Anita Wash: Part 1, Rio Hondo to Santa Fe Ry______-- 220, 000 
TOG: GAO I sinker ftv ee tiger iingidnnigic idan 170, 000 






Sawtelle-Westwood system: Part 5, National Blvd. to Pico Blvd_ 






UI ict h nds oc tcninni eel Oe cewgbiidandeeeaeeia eta 
Initiate and complete: Burbank, western system, upper: Part 2 
Were: BiG. GO SORE Bitter pete adncitiubidiodins 










Complete : 







Los Angeles River, Owensmouth Ave. to Sepulveda Reservoir: 

Part 8, Corbin Ave. to Owensmouth__......--..-...-..___- 1, 894, 000 
Los Angeles River, Pacific Electric Ry. (Santa Ana branch) 

to Pacific Ocean: Parts 8 and 9, below Dominguez___________ 3, 694, 300 
Burbank, western system, upper: Part 1, Southern Pacific RR. 

00D: ENN AEB BIE iain es iesthcnc cdigucecepechtnenget alle Rieymdeaeon ann 6 amabinteiaieele 595, 000 
SIE RII | NI inset aplteincik tome ats dct eeiabiaiananile naa digeesily 2, 380, 000 






Areadia Wash system : 







Pai Jn -TaT TE TA t 455, 000 
Part 4b, East Branch below Colorado Pl__..-__.__________ 317, 000 
Eaton Wash: Part 3, Huntington Dr. to Eaton Dam__________ 1, 373, 000 





Sierra Madre Villa Channel and debris basin__...____________ 






I i i nc a ee 









Engineering and design_______.-._--_---__ sSnctiiinciheadameeteckienaa es 1, 053, 600 
Spann AAMNIOID: SA TONN  GRCUUUREEN ENCE NON OIN .5 tcecciessesscssies sien pak cstcbinse wide dctin tpimireaaaieaainns 997, 300 









POM i i Ritcen eehihich icin he heh i Ne al ced 2, 050, 900 
NE ints busi aac babi ape cca Rated a el i a ti a 18, 100, 000 





Los Angeles River, Sepulveda Reservoir to Pacific Ocean—lInitiation of the 
replacement of the soft-bottom channel along the Los Angeles River from Ran- 
dolph Street to Downey Road with a reinforced-concrete invert is required to 
protect the existing channel and levee structures. The existing soft-hottom 
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channel, which was completed in 1942 as a part of the $70 million project, was 
built because of lower first cost. As a result of the paving of the river channel 
and its tributaries upstream from Soto Street and of the phenomenal urban 
development of the drainage area, the movement of bed material to the soft- 
bottom sections has been sharply curtailed, and the resultant clear water has 
picked up its sediment load from the soft bottom of the channel. Rapid degra- 
dation has taken place, exposing the grouted toe of the rock bank protection 
in some areas and, in others, even undercutting the toe. Even normal winter 
flow may continue to undercut the existing toe and thereby jeopardize the entire 
levee structure. If these levees should be breached, private property valued at 
millions of dollars would be damaged, transportation facilities interrupted, and 
approximately 10,000 lives imperiled. 

Completion of parts 8 and 9 of the Los Angeles River Channel, Pacific Electric 
Railway (Santa Ana branch) to Pacific Ocean, is required to provide the final 
link in the lower river improvement, which would provide an outlet for com- 
pleted flood-control works with a value estimated at about $200 million and for 
additional storm drains planned by Los Angeles County as part of its $179 mil- 
lion project. The capacity of these parts of the channel, extending from below 
Dominguez Street to 63d Street, is inadequate, partly because of the small 
waterway capacities beneath the bridges and partly because of inadequate 
channel capacities provided by existing low levees. 

Walnut Creek system.—Completion of the Walnut Creek Inlet Channel and 
initiation of parts 1 and 2 of Big Dalton Wash and part 1 of San Dimas Wash 
are important steps in providing flood protection to the most rapidly growing 
section of Los Angeles County. The Walnut Creek Inlet will receive floodwaters 
from the Walnut Creek system, which will include channels on Big Dalton Wash, 
Little Dalton Wash, San Dimas Wash, and Walnut Creek, and convey these wa- 
ters to the San Gabriel River Channel. The Walnut Creek system will also pro- 
vide outlets for local storm drains. Floods in the area endanger lives and prop- 
erty in Glendora, Azusa, Covina, West Covina, and unincorporated portions of 
Los Angeles County. The population of this general area has more than doubled 
in the past 5 years, and a large proportion of this increase is in areas subject to 
flooding. The 10,000-acre overflow area has a population of about 45,000 and 
includes valuable residential, agricultural, and business property with a total 
value of about $255 million. 

Rio Hondo.—Initiation of part 2 (Valley Boulevard to lower Azusa Road) 
will provide the central portion of the upper Rio Hondo Channel, Peck Road to 
Whittier Narrows Reservoir. The upper Rio Hondo Channel improvement is 
required to provide protection to (1) valuable property, including about 90 
industrial plants and residential, business, and industrial properties in the cities 
of El Monte and Arcadia and in adjacent unincorported suburban areas; and (2) 
vital transportation routes—Southern Pacific Railroad and United States 
Highways Nos. 60, 70, and 99. In recent years, large housing developments have 
been constructed in the overflow area of the Rio Hondo. The construction of 
the Eaton, Arcadia, and Sawpit Wash hard-hottom channels, now in progress, 
will concentrate flows into and will increase the erosion of the natural channel 
of the Rio Hondo. The proposed Rio Hondo Channel would convey these in- 
ereased and concentrated flows safely to Whittier Narrows Reservoir. The 
need for this improvement has become urgent as a result of the denuding of the 
mountainous part of the drainage area of Sawpit, Arcadia, and Santa Anita 
Washes by forest fires in December 1953 and January 1954. The improvement 
will also provide an outlet for storm drains to be constructed by Los Angeles 
County as part of its $179 million project. 

Santa Anita Wash.—Initiation of part 1 (Rio Hondo to Santa Fe Railway) 
will provide the downstream part of the Santa Anita Wash Channel. The Santa 
Anita Wash Channel improvement is required to provide protection to highly 
developed residential and business property in Arcadia and Monrovia and in 
unincorporated suburban areas. The Santa Fe Railway and United States 
Highway No. 66 cross the flood plain. About 8,000 people reside in the overflow 
area. 

Faton Wash system.—Completion of part 3 (Huntington Drive to Eaton Dam) 
will provide for the upstream part of the Eaton Wash Channel, a tributary of the 
Rio Hondo. The Eaton Wash Channel is required to protect (1) parts of the 
cities of Pasadena and El Monte and adjacent unincorporated suburban areas, 
and (2) three vital transcontinental transportation routes—Santa Fe Railway, 
Southern Pacific Railroad, and United States Highway No. 66. About 30 in- 
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dustrial establishments are located in the overflow area of Eaton Wash, and 
about 11,000 people reside in the area. The improvement is also urgently needed 
to provide an outlet for the Sierra Madre Villa Channel and Rubio Canyon 
diversion (see below), and also for one of the principal storm drains to be 
constructed under Los Angeles County’s $179 million bond-issue program. 

Initiation of the Rubio Canyon diversion is required to protect highly developed 
residential and business property in Pasadena and San Marino in unincorporated 
suburban areas. The Santa Fe Railway and United States Highway No. 66 cross 
the Rubio Canyon flood plain. About 3,000 people reside in the overflow area. 

Completion of the Sierra Madre Villa Channel and debris basin will protect 
valuable business and residential property in the cities of Arcadia and Pasadena 
and in an unincorporated suburban area. Two vital transportation routes, the 
Santa Fe Railway and United States Highway No. 66, cross the flood plain. 
About 1,000 people reside in the overflow area. 

Sawtelle-Westwood system.—Initiation of part 5 (National Boulevard to Pico 
Boulevard) of the Sawtelle-Westwood system is required to protect intensively 
developed residential and business sections in the western part of the city of 
Los Angeles. This area is crossed by major traffic arteries connecting this and 
other residential areas with industrial plants, airports, beaches, and downtown 
Los Angeles. Part of the United States Veterans’ Administration Center at 
Sawtelle and part of the University of California at Los Angeles are located in 
the Sawtelle-Westwood overflow area above Charnock Road, and about 16,000 
people reside here. 

Burbank-Western system.—Completion of parts 1 and 2 of the upper Burbank- 
Western system is required to protect a highly developed residential and busi- 
ness area. Recent fires in La Tuna Canyon have increased the flood hazard. 
The California Division of Highways is starting construction of a freeway which 
parallels the proposed channel alinement and encroaches to the extent that 
simultaneous construction is the most feasible way to surmount the excavating 
and construction problems. The downstream section of channel must be com- 
pleted on schedule in order to handle the drainage which will be shunted around 
the construction area and to allow for orderly construction of our railroad 
relocation in consonance with the division of highways’ complex overpass. 

Los Angeles River, Owensmouth Avenue to Sepulveda Reservoir—Completion 
of construction of part 8 (Corbin Avenue to Owensmouth Avenue) of the upper 
Los Angeles River channel, Owensmouth Avenue to Sepulveda Reservoir, is 
required to provide protection to suburban land that has rapidly changed from 
agricultural to residential and business use. The population of this growing 
residential area includes workers in the major industries of Los Angeles and 
vicinity, especially the Lockheed Aircraft plant in Burbank, a Chevrolet plant 
in Van Nuys, and other industrial plants in San Fernando Valley. In addition 
the improvement is necessary to provide an urgently needed outlet for local 
drainage structures, and will aid in collecting and directing floodwaters into 
Sepulveda Reservoir. 

Arcadia Wash system—Completion of part 3 (Baldwin Aven ane 
part 4b (East Branch below Colorado Place) will provide Seporeay Sie ee 
the Arcadia Wash system, tributary to the Rio Hondo. The Arcadia Wash 
system will protect (1) parts of the cities of Arcadia, Sierra Madre, and El 
Monte, and nearby unincorporated areas; and (2) two vital transportation 
routes—the Santa Fe Railway and transcontinental United States Highway No 
66. The need for this improvement is urgent as a result of the denuding of the 
mountainous part of the drainage area of Arcadia Wash by forest fires in 
December 1953 and January 1954. Damaging flood and debris flow resulting 
from a minor storm in January 1954, caused damages of about $250,000 along 
Arcadia Wash system. Because new vegetal cover will require about 10 years 
for its growth, the overflow area is in a precarious condition. About 9.000 
people reside in the overflow area of Arcadia Wash system. ; m 

On the basis of $18,100,000 for fiscal year 1958, it will be possible to proceed 
with construction of these units of highest priority. The overall project is now 
about 47 percent completed, and additional funds required to complete the roj. 
ect, inclnding those requested for fiscal year 1958, total about $176 million, 
ee on: this project should proceed as scheduled. so that 

s f e or may ye completed and urgently necessary flood protection 
provided at a reasonably early date. 








024 


Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $51,600,000, broken down as 
follows: 


Highway and bridge relocations____._._.__-___- cimteoncguecnberetamesinmces satya Ee 
I ke ecb cuernidemmen aera 19, 200, 000 
TN ccna ae ae aN acai a sie Bam akan nstngisinebineoaninenigeese 51, 600, 000 


.0ocal interests are required to maintain and operate that part of the project 
authorized subsequent to 1938. The annual cost for maintenance and opera- 
tion of that portion of the project is estimated at $850,000. 

In addition, local interests advise that, prior to July 1, 1956, they have ex- 
pended an estimated $258,200,000 in constructing supplemental works, includ- 
ing dams, debris basins, minor channel improvements, storm drains, and other 
similar improvements. In November 1952, residents of Los Angeles County 
voted and approved a bond issue for the expenditure of $179 million for storm 
drains to aid in the collection and control of runoff in Los Angeles County. 
Many of the improvements under the Los Angeles County drainage area project 
will provide the required outlets for those storm drains. Local interests ten- 
tatively estimate that the total ultimate cost to them for work supplemental to 
the Los Angeles County drainage area project will amount to $733 million. 

Status of local cooperation.—Local interests have furnished assurances of re- 
quired local cooperation and have met all requirements to date. It is expected 
that future requirements will continue to be met as needed. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate 
of $338 million is a reduction of $10 million from the latest estimate ($348 
million) submitted to Congress. This decrease results from further detailed 
design studies, supplemented by adjustments resulting from overruns and un- 
derruns on construction quantiies and favorable bids. 


Mr. Rasavt. This project is 47 percent completed, and $18,100,000 
is requested to continue the work into 1958 at about the current level 
of operation. 

Please highlight the construction plans for next year. What per- 
centage willittake youto? Itis53 percent, I believe. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir, it will bring it to 53 percent completion. 

The funds for the coming fiscal year will permit us to initiate con- 
struction on the paving of additional soft bottom sections, to initiate 
construction on several sections of the Walnut Creek system, the Rio 
Hondo system, Santa Anita Wash, Rubio Canyon Wash, and to start 
a new section on the Sawtelle-Westwood system. 

We will initiate and complete a part of the Burbank-Western sys- 
tem, and we will complete certain contracts that we now have under- 
way on the lower Los Angeles River, complete the upper Los Angeles 
River sections, and to complete sections on Walnut Creek, Arcadia 
Wash, Eaton Wash, and Sierra Madra Villa, sir. 

Mr. Rapavt. The cparg- Federal cost of this project is $338 mil- 
lion; the non-Federal cost, $51,600,000. The total is $389,600,000. 

I see there are about 109 bridges. They are in the Los Angeles River 
Basin; 142 bridges in the San Gabriel River Basin; 65 br idges i in the 
Rio Hondo Basin; and 12 bridges in the Ballona Creek Basin. 

Who pays the cost of those bridges ? 

General Cassipy. All highway bridge reconstruction is paid for by 
the flood control district, not by the United States. 

Mr. Razavr. Those bridges are included in this non-Federal cost of 
$51 million ? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 
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CENTINELA CREEK 


Mr. Ranaut. That is good. 

What is the problem involving the Centinela Creek flood-control 
channel? A group from that area prefers the original route near the 
Hughes Aircraft Co., and opposes the alternate route, which they claim 
will cost more and cut through heavily populated residential areas. 

I saw that when I was out there. I would like you to tell me a 
little about it. 

General Cassipy. The channel originally proposed by the Corps 
of Engineers, with the concurrence of the flood-control district, re- 
quires less property than a plan which has been proposed by the 
Hughes Aircraft Co. 

Mr. Hughes had a study of that channel made by his engineers, 
and he submitted that study. 

Mr. Rasavt. That is Kosbig & Koebig ? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. “He submitted that study to the Board 
of Supervisors of the Los Angeles County Flood Control District. 
The board of supervisors has approved that plan. 

Mr. Rasavt. His plan? 

General Cassipy. His plan, and the Board of Supervisors has in- 
structed their chief engineer to coordinate the plan with the Cali- 
fornia Highway Department, since that plan involves a freeway and 
the channel being built concurrently. 

The freeway is not yet authorized, so the Highway Department of 
California cannot discuss it. The net effect is to delay the construc- 
tion of this project for probably 3 to 5 years. 

Mr. Razavt. Will you need all this money, then ? 

General Cassipy. This is not programed at all, sir. 

Mr. Razavt. It is not programed? 

General Casstpy. No, sir. 

Mr. Rasavut. Will you supply for the record the effect of the plan 
recommended by Koebig & Koebig, who have been referred to as the 
engineers for the Hughes Aircraft Co., and make known to the com- 
mittee and to the people thereon the thoughts that the engineers have 
on this proposed plan ? 

General Casstpy. Very well, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. And who should share any added costs and what they 
might be, or if those costs are not yet known, your thoughts about 
any costs that would become involv ed as a result of this. change. 

General Cassipy. Very well, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. And further, what delay would result from the 
change. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. Let that include the agencies of the State that are 
cooperating to the point of affecting either plan. 

General Casstpy. Very well, sir. 

(The information follows:) 

The problems of Centinela Creek are concerned with its location and design. 
Originally the Los Angeles district of the Corps of Engineers and the Los Angeles 
County Flood Control District had worked out a location and design most suitable 


from the viewpoint of drainage and economy of construction. The Hughes Air- 
eraft Co. was not satisfied with the location since there were possible conflicts 
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with its plans for expansion. The company hired a firm of engineers to prepare 
a plan to locate a channel more suitable to its desires and which could be combined 
with a freeway which is to go through the area in the future. I have been 
informed by the chief engineer of the Los Angeles County Flood Control District 
that his board of supervisors has approved the companys plan and has instructed 
him to work with the California Department of Highways in planning for location 
and design of the Centinela Creek flood-control channel. The freeway is not yet 
authorized and consequently no planning for its final location can be undertaken 
at the present time. The net effect then is to delay construction of the Centinela 
Creek for about 5 years. 

Since Los Angeles County Flood Control District is a State agency which pro- 
vides lands and easements for flood-control channels and works with the local 
agencies in the routing of such channels, it will be necessary for the Corps of 
Engineers to follow the location decided upon by the flood-control district. How- 
ever, the position of the corps is that costs over and above those for the channel 
originally planned by the flood-control district and the Corps of Engineers must 
be borne by some agency other than the Federal Government since the relocation 
is to provide benefits in addition to those for flood control. Our general estimates 
on only very preliminary planning would indicate that the flood-control works at 
the new location would cost $4,258,000, as compared to $3,880,000 for the old 
location. The additional cost of real estate and highway modifications to the Los 
Angeles County Flood Control District would be $131,000. There will be a savings 
to the department of highways as a result of the combination with the flood- 
control channel, but no estimate thereof can be made at this time. 

Mr. Krrwan. I would like to ask a question, Mr. Chairman. 

IT would like to say to the general—and again, he is not to blame— 
that although I think the project in the Los Angeles drainage area is 
a very good | project I wonder if we are paying too much money, as was 
true on Florida project until they increased the local contribution up 
to 31 percent of the cost. It shows in the justification here that the 
Federal cost is $338 million and the local cost is only $51.6 million. 

General Casstpy. May I point out one thing on ths at projec t? The 
$51 million is their participation with us directly in what they are 
required to do by the : authorizing act. Their estimated cost for other 
things they must do is $733 million. They are presently working on 
that. They have a bond issue of $179 million on which they are now 
working. Their total cost, when this project is complete. will be twice 
that of the Federal Government. 

Mr. Kirwan. Figures like that should be put in—summary figures 
here in the justification—so any member of the committee can see the 
full story. 

General Casstpy. It is a parallel problem. 

Mr. Kirwan. It does not tell the whole story. It would be better for 
the Congress and the engineers and all concerned if it were clearly 
stated here that they are paying $733 million for other things. 

General Cassipy. It is on page 49 of the justification data. The 
paragraph on non-Federal costs on page 49 has the $733 million figure, 
sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is all right. I would say they are doing their 
part. I will not have any more to say on the Los Angeles project. 
It is a good project. 

Mr. Fenton. I just want to make an observation at that point, too. 
As the gentleman from Ohio has said, this is certainly a lot of money 
for the Federal Government to pay, particularly when it means the 
expansion of industry, in a great area that is being overpopulated. 
Throughout the rest of the country we find areas that are in need of 
expansion of industry, and in which the Government at times does 
not see fit to go into the matter as deeply as they should. 
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We are paying a lot of money for the expansion of certain indus- 
tries. I doubt whether proposals by this administration, and others, 
toward helping depressed areas—areas of great unemploy ment—can 
be helped with this great wave of economy “that is going through the 
Congress at the pr esent time, and yet we have bills in the hopper right 
now to help areas of great unemployment. 

I am amazed at the amount of money being paid for the expansion 
of private industry. That is what it all resolves itself to. This is 
mostly for fiood control, General, as I understand it. 

General Cassipy. Entirely for "flood control, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. Where do the waters come from in such great pro- 
portion ? 

General Cassiny. The mountains surrounding the Los Angeles met- 
ropolitan area rise to 8,000 feet immediately ‘outside the city. We 
have very high-intensity storms and a very rapid runoff. Water just 
rushes down through these channels through the metropolitan area. 

You can have a flood there in a matter of 2 hours, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. How much storage space do they have for some of this 
runoff water? There is a crying need for drinking water, potable 
water, in Los Angeles. They go over into the Colorado River Basin 
to get a lot of their water. 

Is there sufficient w ater coming off of those mountains to be utilized 
for drinking purposes / 

General Casstoy. F1 rankly, every reservoir site in those mountains 
has been developed. They are very steep mountains, and do not pro- 
vide many large reservoir sites, sir. We have built flood-control res- 
ervoirs in the foothill area, as they were authorized, and the county is 
actually spreading the water from its reservoirs and from our reser- 
voirs to sink it into the ground, because about 75 percent of Los An- 
geles County’s water supply is from the well system. 

Mr. Fenton. I am rather concerned about that phase of the mat- 
ter. Lam not too familiar with the topography there. 

Flood control of this proportion, coming from an entirely differ- 
ent part of the terrain, that they derive most of their drinking water 
from, I am curious to know why there is not sufficient storage. 

General Cassipy. The mountains are so steep that they do not pro- 
vide many flood-control dam sites behind which you can store large 
qui intities of water. 

Mr. Fenton. I suppose that has been gone into pretty thoroughly in 
your search for spots of that type ! 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. Most of the spots are already developed. 

Mr. Fenton. I think that is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ranavr. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 


RIVERSIDE LEVEES, CALIF. 
Mr. Rapsaur. Riverside Levees. Calif., $1,730,000. 


We will put pages 52 to 54 in the record. 
(The justifications referred to follow :) 
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LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
RIVERSIDE LEVEES, CALIF. 
(Continuing) 
Location.—In Riverside County, Calif., along the Santa Ana River. 
Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 


Benefit-cost ratio.—2.1 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
A mount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost 7 : ' $2, 730, 000 4 
Estimated non-Federal cost ; 2, 820, 000 
Cash contributions : 0 
Other costs 2, 829, 000 
Total estimated project cost_- 5, 550, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 250, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 750, 000 
Appropriations to date 7 . 1, 000, 000 37 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 ! 1, 730, 000 100 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 0 
1 Reduced to $1,430,000 by H. Doc. 139. 
PHYSICAL DATA 

Levees : 

Height, from 15 to 23 feet. 

Length : 

Along left bank: 13,900 feet. 
Along right bank: 10,350 feet. 
Type: Earth fill structures, with dumped-stone facing. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 
Percent Completion 
schedule 

— — — — ee - — — - — ——— | - 
Left-bank levee__. | 32 | November 1957. 
Right-bank levee ‘ ; ‘ 0 | December 1957 
Entire project. ........ 3 ‘ 21 Do 


JUSTIFICATION 


Two highly developed areas are in the overflow area to be protected by this 
project. These 2 areas contain about 3,300 acres of agricultural and urban 
property, including valuable improvements in Rubidoux (West Riverside) and 
in the northwest part of Riverside. Most of the agricultural property probably 
will become urban property as the population of this area continues to increase. 
The levees will prevent disruptions of traffic on United States Highway No. 60, 
an important transcontinental route. 

Large floods occurred in 1884, 1891, 1910, 1916, and 1938. Damages in the 
overflow area from the March 1938 flood were estimated at $604,000. Four 
persons were drowned in and near Rubidoux. The overflow area has increased 
in value to more than 600 percent of its value in 1988 and has more than doubled 
in population since 1940. A similar flood now would probably result in many 
times the damage caused by the 1938 flood because of the increased number and 
value of improvements in the overflow area. Average annual benefits are esti- 
mated at $436,000. 
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Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $1,730,000, which will complete 
the project, will be applied to: 


Complete construction of left-bank levee 
Complete construction of right-bank levee___- 
Engineering and design : 

Supervision and administration 


TOL es ee : 
Non-Federal cost —The initial investment required of local interests in con- 


struction of the authorized project is estimated at $2,820,000, broken down as 
follows: 


Lands and damages__- ae “- : eee $1, 440, 000 
Relocations : 
Highway bridges (2) --- ; em ck 1, 328, 000 
MN cd sn anlage eee a 52, 000 


i iia a ; areas ~ 2, 820, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $15,000. 

In addition, local interests advise that, since 1946, they have spent a total of 
$1,870,000 for flood control in Riverside County. Prior to that time, they con- 
structed, along the Santa Ana River near Riverside, 10,300 feet of levee and 
10,600 feet of wire-mesh fencing at a cost of $159,000. The authorized left-bank 
levee would be a downstream extension of the existing levee. The plan for the 
right-bank levee would include reconstructing part of the existing levee near 
Rubidoux. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Board of Supervisors of Riverside County 
have provided satisfactory assurances of local cooperation. The Riverside County 
Flood Control and Water Conservation District now owns a part of the necessary 
right-of-way, and have $125,000 available for immediate additional acquisitions. 
The State legislature has appropriated $2,412,000 to the State water resources 
board for real location to the Riverside district to cover the cost of local coopera- 
tion required for construction of the project. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 

2,730,000 is a decrease of $250,000 from the latest estimate ($2,980,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress ; $180,000 of the decrease is due to favorable bids received for 
levee work. The remainder of the decrease is due to revision of engineering and 
design and supervision and administration estimates to reflect experienced costs. 


Mr. Razavt. This is one of those projects that was reduced $300,000. 
So, the amount is $1,430,000 requested instead of $1,730,000 as is shown 
here ? 

General Casstpy. That is correct, sir. 


RUSSIAN RIVER BASIN, CALIF. 


Mr. Rasaur. Russian River Reservoir, Calif., $5 million. 
We will put pages 57 to 59 in the record. 
(The justifications referred to follow :) 


RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
RvuSsIAN River BASIN (Coyorm VALLEY), CALIF. 


(Continuing) 


Location. The dam is on the East Fork of the Russian River, approximately 
3,000 feet upstream from the confluence with the main river at mile 94, and about 
3 miles northeast from the city of Ukiah, Calif. The channel improvements are 
located in the several valleys below mile 97 of the main Russian River and in the 
lower reaches of several tributaries. 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.2 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount | _ percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost $12, 687, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost ‘ : 5, 708, 000 


Cash contribution ees : 5, 598, 000 | 

Other costs L ; 110, 000 | 
Total estimated project cost ‘ 2 ‘ a 18, 395, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 ‘ , 086, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 rae 2, 150, 000 
Appropriations to date si oa 3, 236, 000 | 
Appropriations request for fiscal year 1958 - - ; 5, 000, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 _ _-. ; ‘ 4, 451, 000 | 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Dam: 

Type: Earth fill. 
Height: 160 feet. 
Length: 3,650 feet. 

Spillway type: Fixed crest channel control, 200 feet long; 19 feet below dam crest. 

crest. 

Design capacity (maximum pool) : 28,500 cubic feet per second. 

Reservoir capacity : lore-feet 
Flood control _._.. 48,000 
Water conservation asen tH G00 
Silt reservation sibs beaeg CR 


, 000 


Outlet works: 
Type: Upstream gated, 12.5 feet diameter conduit through dam. 
Capacity: Approximately 6,500 cubic feet per second. 
Drainage area: 105 square miles. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


‘Yompletion 
schedule 


Entire project 5 ee ae AS et oo > a 2 October 1959 
Land acquisition. . lasikacwnbsnden ) | June 1957 
Relocations... dias . : 4 | March 1958, 


Reservoir (pool preparation and clearing) ._- i ‘. batph | January 1959 
Dam Satine testusteseas an ‘ : . | June 1959 
Access road_...- os ake a : May 1957. 
Channel improvements..-_. wt 2e ea be ae October 1959 
Buildings, ground, and utilities : saa ke 

Permanent operating equipment . . ..........-ccnccccccccce-ccecee June 1959. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Russian River Reservoir (Coyote Valley), Calif., project is well justified 
in that it will provide urgently needed flood control and supplementary water 
in a predominantly agricultural area serving as an important source of food 
supply for the San Francisco-Oakland metropolitan area. The authorized res- 
ervoir will reduce average annual flood damages an estimated 58 percent. The 
supplemental water to be developed incidental to flood-control operation of the 
reservoir will be used to: (1) meet present and future domestic demands in 
water-deficient urban centers such as Santa Rosa, Petaluma, Sonoma, and 
adjoining areas; (2) augment existing water supplies for agricultural and 
commercial purposes; and (3) maintain a minimum flow of 125 cubic feet 
per second at Guerneville and other important resort areas along the river 
during the summer months for recreational purposes and for propagation of 
fish. 
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Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $5 million will be applied to— 


Continue construction of dam $3, 696, 800 
Continue channel improvements 222, 100 
Tiny UNCON ON | UNI 5 sii nse sichsrnnieninoc caches ele ea eueibenieecn einen 600, 600 
Iingineering and design 23, 500 
Supervision and administration ; 457, 000 


Total 5, 000, 000 


(In addition, $1,530,000 of contributed funds are programed in fiscal year 
1958 for application to the completion of the roads relocations.) 

The earliest possible completion of the Russian River Reservoir is essential 
in order that the high average annual flood damages be reduced as rapidly 
as is commensurate with the efficient application of funds, and the water- 
conservation features, to which the local interests’ contribution applies, may 
be realized without delay. In order that these benefits may be realized by 
fiscal year 1959 as now scheduled, the minimum of $5 million of Federal funds 
will be required in fiscal vear 1958 for application to this work. 

Non-Federal costs.—Local interests were required by the authorizing legisla- 
tion to contribute (prior to initiation of construction) $5,598,000 toward the 
water-conservation feature of the improvement, and to furnish lands, damages, 
etc. (presently estimated to cost $110,000), in connection with the channel 
improvements. Maintenance of the channel improvements, which is required of 
local interests, is presently estimated to cost $22,000 annually. 

In addition, local interests advise that they will incur costs of $2,200,000 
for initial construction of a water-distribution system and $6,500,000 for future 
construction requirements. 

Status of local cooperation.—The board of directors of the Sonoma County 
Flood Control and Water Conservation District, by resolution dated May 25, 
1955, guaranteed fulfillment of all local cooperation required for the project 
in Sonoma County. Mendocino County has voted to bond itself in support 
of its share of the project cost. The required cash contribution of $5,598,000 
was made to the Department of Interior and transferred to the Department 
of the Army on March 5, 1956. 

Local interests in Sonoma County have furnished the necessary lands, ease- 
ments, and rights-of-way for construction of approximately 4 river miles of 
initial channel-improvement works. It is anticipated that future requirements 
for rights-of-way will be furnished as needed. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—No change from the latest estimate 
submitted to Congress. However, feature estimate details making up that 
estimate have been revised. Estimates for road relocations and channel im- 
provement have increased $713,000 and $509,000, respectively, based on present 
developments and conditions. The estimate for the dam has decreased by 
$1,676,000 due to favorable bids. Minor changes and adjustments have been 
made in the estimates for several features of work due to bids received and 
additional design. 


SAN ANTONIO AND CHINO CREEKS CHANNEL, CALIF. 


Mr. Rapaut. San Antonio and Chino Creeks Channel, Calif., 
$3,400,000. 

We will put pages 64 to 66 in the record. 

(The justifications referred to follow :) 


LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


SAN ANTONIO AND CHINO CREEKS CHANNEL, CALIF. 
(Continuing) 


Location.—Along San Antonio and Chino Creeks, extending for about 16 
miles from San Antonio Dam (completed in May 1956) to the existing Prado 
Reservoir on the Santa Ana River. The project is in Los Angeles and San 
Bernardino Counties, about 30 miles east of the city of Los Angeles, Calif. 

Authorization.—1936 and 1938 Flood Control Acts. 

Benejfit-cost ratio.—1.8 to 1 (for San Antonio and Chino Creeks Channel and 
San Antonio Reservoir ). 
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Summarized financial data 


| 
Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


Amount 








Estimated Federal cost eanaank $11, 100, 000 ei 
Estimated non-Federal cost_--.--_- D bisa ou 

Cash contributions : 0 

en O08 ss iiscuces sauees 0} aah 
Total estimated project cost_-._..---- 11, 100, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956_____- SY Bh ocx cunsakn 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957_- . _--- ‘ 2, 000, 000 co 
Appropriations to date 2, 930, 000 26 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 3, 400, 000 57 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958_ _- ; 4,770, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels: 
Rectangular section (reinforced concrete) : 
Depth: 10 to 15 feet. 
Width: 20 to 30 feet. 
Length: 10.5 miles. 
Trapezoidal section (paved invert of reinforced concrete and side slopes of 
grouted cobblestone) : 
Depth: 10 to 20 feet. 
Bottom width: 60 to 100 feet. 
Length: 3.7 miles. 
Trapezoidal section (unpaved—with levees and pilot channel) : 
Channel: 
Bottom width: 336 feet. 
Length: 1.5 miles. 
Levees: Height: 7 to 10 feet. 
Pilot channel: 
Bottom width: 100 feet. 
Depth: 3 to 6 feet. 
Relocations: 
Highway bridges: 29. 
Railroad bridges: 4. 
Combination highway and railroad bridge: 1. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957 


Percent Completion 
schedule 


Lands and damages......-...- - -.- 14 | Deeember 1958 
Relocations__.-. - 11 | January 1959. 
Channels: 

Part 1 (Prado Reservoir to Chino Creek) 0 Do 

Part 2 (Chino Creek to Holt Avenue 9&8 January 1957 

Part 3 (Holt Avenue to San Antonio Reservoir 0 | November 1957 
I ie cibisckanconens: a © ‘ 20 | January 1959 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project would prevent discharges from San Antonio Dam (completed) 
from flooding valuable residential, commercial, and industrial properties in the 
cities of Pomona, Claremont, Chino, Ontario, and Upland. and highly improved 
agricultural property adjacent to these cities. Because of the tendency for San 
Antonio Creek to alter its course on the debris cone below the mouth of San 
Antonio Canyon, an area of 57.000 acres is subject to overflow. The present 
population in the area subject to overflow is estimated at 140,000 and the 
present value of all property in this area is estimated at about $800 million. 
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Without an improved channel, floodwaters would peril the principal eastern 
transportation outlet from Los Angeles and its harbor. The Southern Pacific, 
Union Pacific, Santa Fe, and Pacific Electric Railway (a local carrier of large 
quantities of reloaded transcontinental freight) all cross the overflow area and 
are subject to critical curtailment of services. In addition, four transconti- 
nental highways (U. 8S. 60, 66, 70, and 99), two State highways, and many local 
roads cross the overflow area and continue to be subject to critical damage 
unless the improvements are constructed. Many industrial plants, including 
tool-and-die works and electrical plants supplying highly essential military 
goods, a $60 million guided-missile plant, and the high-power transmission lines 
from Hoover Dam to Los Angeles and San Diego are subject to damage from 
floods along San Antonio and Chino Creeks. The large Kaiser steel mills, only 
a few miles from the overflow area, would be seriously affected by floods. In 
one flood alone, in 1938, damages in this aren amounted to $1,687,000. The 
present value of the overflow area is at least 250 percent of that in 1938. Aver- 
age annual benefits from construction of both San Antonio Reservoir and San 
Antonio and Chino Creeks channel are estimated at $1,260,000. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $3,400,000 will be applied to— 
Initiate construction of part 1 (Prado Reservoir to Chino Creek) of 

channel ; $261, 100 
Continue land acquisition 289, 800 
III ITN I sca tein ieeanan eet ode aeeimeddian ite . , 000 
Complete construction of part 3 (Holt Avenue to San Antonio Reser- 

voir) of channel a , 300 
Engineering and design 
Supervision and administration 


The requested funds are required for the continuation of an orderly and 
economical construction program. The San Antonio and Chino Creek channel 
improvement should be completed as soon as practicable to permit proper 
functioning of the San Antonio Reservoir, now in operation, and thereby pro- 


vide full flood protection to highly developed areas downstream from this 
reservoir. 


Non-Federal costs.—No local cooperation is required by the authorizing legis- 
lation. However, the Los Angeles County Flood Control District and the San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District have indicated their willingness to 
transfer their rights to certain parcels of real estate along the channel to the 
United States at no cost. These county easements amount to about 90 acres 
of a total area to be acquired of approximately 334 acres. No value has been 
included for these 90 acres in the project cost. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$11,100,000 is an increase of $100,000 over the latest estimate ($11 million) 
submitted to Congress. The change resulted primarily from increased estimates 
for lands and damages based on field appraisals along the right-of-way and 
decreased estimates for construction based on bids received. 


NO LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Mr. Ranaut. This project will cost $11,100,000, of which $2,930,000 
has been appropriated to date. 

This channel would provide very valuable flood protection to Los 
Angeles and the San Bernardino Counties, but neither these loca- 
tions nor the States are contributing to the cost. Although the au 
thorization does not require any local contributions, why should they 
not help out on a local protection project of this nature ? 

General Casstpy. They were relieved by a act of 1938, sir. If 
that project were to be authorized today, I am certain they would 
be required to contribute. 

Mr. Ranaut. Do you not think that the question of the committee 
ought to be brought to their attention, even now ? 
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General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavutr. For example, $1,762,000 is required for relocation of 
highway bridges. Why should not State or local authorities bear 
this cost ? 

General Cassipy. It is usual now for local authorities to bear that 
cost. 

Mr. Rasavr. We want them to be mindful, too, of their obliga- 
tions. 

Under “current policy” will you put in the record what their con- 
tribution would be for this project ? 

General Cassipy. I will have to prepare that and insert it in the 
record. 

Mr. Rasavr. We consider that this State stands out preeminently 
of all the States in the amount of Federal aid, as exemplified here 
a few minutes ago when we were making a review of the States 
and the money allotted to each of them 

(The information follows:) 

Under current policy local interests would be required to provide without 
cost to the United States all lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for 
construction; pay for all highway, bridge, and utility relocations; hold and save 
the United States free from damages due to the construction work; and main- 
tain all the works after completion in accordance with regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary of the Army. The non-Federal new work cost would be 
$2,686,000, and the average annual maintenance cost would be $10,800. 


SAN LORENZO RIVER, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Rasavtr. San Lorenzo River, Calif., $1,200,000. We will put 
pages 69 to 71 in the record. 


(The justifications follow: ) 
LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
SAN LORENZO RIver, CALIF. 


(Continuing) 


Location.—The entire project is located within the city limits of Santa Cruz, 
Calif., and will furnish local protection for the city, which is located in Santa 
Cruz County along the San Lorenzo River and Branciforte Creek, about 73 
miles south of San Francisco. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.1 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


Amount 


Estimated Federal cost ; $2, 740, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost. 1, O70, 00K 

Cash contribution s aitialie . s : : 270, 000 

Other costs 800, 000 
Total estimated project cost. - i 3, 810, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 ¥ 0 
Appropriations for fiseal year 1957. _- 307, 0 
Appropriations to date. -- 307, 000 
Appropriations request for fiscal year 195 E 1, 200, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal vear 105 vase 1, 233, 000 
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PHYSICAL DATA 

Levees: 

Average height, 8 feet. 

Length, 13,000 feet. 
Channels: Improvement along San Lorenzo River below miles 2.4; channel im- 

provement and rectification along Branciforte Creek below mile 0.96. 

Flood walls: 

Average height, 7 feet. 

Length, 7,700 feet. 
Pumping plants: Two pumping plants with attendant interceptor sewer. 
Relocations: None. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent Completion 
schedule 


Channels-- r ‘ December 1958. 
Levees and fiood walls_- A diate acai ta teal Do. 
Pumping plants. $ . He Do. 
Entire project... ‘ capes ecdeee ; : Do. 


A JUSTIFICATION 
The project will provide a very high degree of protection against damages 
from floods on San Lorenzo River and on Branciforte Creek in the city of 
Santa Cruz. The river flows through a highly developed business, industrial 
and residential area. Flood flows exceeding bank-full stages have resulted in 
inundating streets, buildings and other improvements to depths of up to 4 
feet and have caused extensive damages to these works in addition to merchan- 
dise stocks, household furnishings and other such properties. Presently evalu- 
ated benefits reflected in the benefit-to-cost ratio include the upward revision 
resulting from the December 1955 flood, which inundated an area of 340 acres 
and caused damages in excess of $7 million within the city of Santa Cruz. All 
of these damages would have been prevented had the project been constructed. 
damages from this single flood amounted to approximately twice the total esti- 
mated project cost, including Federal, contributed and other local costs. 
Fiscal year 1958—The requested amount of $1,200,000 will be applied to: 


Initiate channel construction : $268, 000 
OPN ITI SUI nl am mma 861, 000 
Engineering and design 2, 000 
Supervision and administration : 69, 000 

1, 200, 000 

(In addition, $134,000 of contributed funds are programed for proportionate 
application in fiscal year 1958.) 

The earliest possible completion of the San Lorenzo River local protection 
project is essential in order to furnish the city of Santa Cruz protection against 
annual flood damages and disastrous floods of the magnitude of that of December 
1955. In order that these benefits may be realized by fiscal year 1959 as now 
scheduled, the minimum of $1,200,000 of Federal funds will be required in fiscal 
year 1958 for application to this work. 

Non-Federal costs.—Local interests are required by the authorizing legislation 
to contribute 8.9 percent of the project cost in consideration of land enhance- 
ment benefits. On the basis of the present cost estimate, this contribution 
amounts to $270,000. In addition, local interests are required to furnish lands 
for rights-of-way; hold and save the Federal Government free from damages 
due to construction works: reconstruct vehicular and foot bridges: and modify 
a sewer crossing; all at the presently estimated first cost of $800,000; and 
maintain and operate the project at an estimated annual cost of $13,600. 

Status of local cooperation.—The city of Santa Cruz, by letter dated April 
11, 1951, and resolutions dated June 9, 1953, and March 13, 1956, has guaranteed 
fulfillment of the requirements of local cooperation. The city of Santa Cruz 
is actively proceeding with the acquisition of lands, easements, and rights-of- 
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way. Acquisition of rights-of-way for construction scheduled during fiscal year 
1957 is approximately 5 percent complete and it is expected that they will be 
provided prior to the scheduled date for initiation of construction. No rights-of- 
way have been acquired for construction scheduled during fiscal year 1958 but 
it is anticipated that they will be provided as required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate—The current estimate of $2,740,000 is 
an increase of $110,000 over the latest estimate ($2,630,000) submitted to Con- 
gress. The entire amount of this increase is due to higher price levels. 


Mr. Kirwan. I want to ask one question of the general on the 
San Lorenzo River in reference to the question that was asked on 
lack of local costs on the San Antonio and Chino Creeks Channel. 
This was authorized in 1954. The Federal Government contributes 
$2,740,000: estimated non-Federal cost is $1,070,000. 

Had it been authorized under the 1938 Flood Control Act, there 
would have been no costs to the local interests? 

General Cassy. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. It is only in recent years that this has been required. 
Under the 1954 authorization law, they have to pay their share. They 
should pay it. I have been saying that right along, that the share 
should be paid by those people that get all the benefit. 

General Cassipy. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. Of course, you have nothing to do with that. Again, 
it is the Congress. 


PORT HUENEME, CALIF. 


Mr. Bunce. General, would you please insert in the record a state- 
ment on the Port Hueneme project, including the status of planning, 
cost, and fund utilization, and so forth. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

(The information follows :) 


Advance planning is about 85 percent complete and it is anticipated that 
contract plans and specifications for the breakwater and jetties will be completed 
about October 1, 1957. We could, from an engineering standpoint and without 
regard to fiscal policies, utilize approximately $815,000 in 1958 with which we 
would complete preconstruction planning and initial construction on the break- 
water and jetties. We would expect to start construction about March 1958. 

The total estimated cost is $9,010,000, of which $6,970,000 is Federal cost and 
$2,040,000 is local cost. The current benefit-cost ratio is 1.5 to 1. 

The site of the improvement is near Port Hueneme, Calif., about 65 miles 
northwest of Los Angeles Harbor. The project will provide a small-craft harbor 
and shore protection to the shoreline southerly of Port Hueneme entrance jetties 
to Point Mugu, a distance of about 10 miles downcoast. The principal features 
of the project consist of an entrance channel 20 feet deep, 300 feet wide, protected 
by 2 parallel jetties each about 1,400 feet long: an entrance basin 20 feet deep, 
300 feet wide extending to an inner basin 10 feet deep, 700 to 1,300 feet wide, 
and 1,500 feet long. The dredged material is to be deposited to restore the 
downcast shoreline. The project also includes an offshore breakwater, 2,300 
feet long, placed to form a sandtrap in conjunction with the entrance jetties 
and initial and then biennial dredging of about 1 million cubie yards of material 
from the sandtrap and placing the material to restore and maintain the down- 
coast shoreline. 

The erosion to the shoreline, both at Port Hueneme and downshore has been 
severe. This project will enable the feeding of the beach below the existing 
harbor and will provide protection to the shore at Point Mugu. Point Mugu 
is the site of an important naval installation. 
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OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, Corps or ENGINEERS 


Mr. Rapavt. “Operation and maintenance,” $938,000. 
Pages 75 to 77 will be inserted in the record. 
(The justifications referred to follow :) 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 
Operation and maintenance, general, fiscal year 1958 


1. Navigation 

(a) Channels and harbors.—The budget estimate of $610,000 provides for 
essential maintenance work on 2 channel and harbor projects named in the list 
which follows. The work to be accomplished under this activity consists of 
maintaining the navigation channels and harbors of coastal harbors by means 
of dredging, and repairing harbor jetties ; periodic inspections and surveys to de- 
termine conditions of the projects for programing purposes and providing navi- 
zation interests with adequate information on existing channel conditions; all 
as authorized in the laws adopting river and harbor projects. This budget esti- 
mate includes $375,000 of the $5 million provided for in the budget for reduction 
of the backlog of urgently needed maintenance work. 


Obligations 


{In thousands of dollars] 


Fiscal year 1958 
Fiseal | (estimated) 
Fiscal | year | recurring | One- | fiscal 
year 1957 maintenance time year Remarks 
1956 Cathe Oe es R. oe 1958 
mated) | a 
An- Peri- 
nual | odie 


CALIFORNIA 
Humboldt Harbor and Bay j 4x0 37: 54 Dredging and re- 
| pairing north and 
j south jetties. 
Santa Barbara Harbor  & 30 : 3 Dredging. 
Project condition surveys : 9, 22. 
Other projects, maintenance 
periodicaliy 235. £ 667 
Total channels and harbors r 1, 199 
Total navigation 2: 1, 199 


2. Flood control 

(a) Reservoirs.—The budget estimate of $202,300 for the operation and 
maintenance of 9 flood control reservoirs and scheduling of flood control reser- 
voir operations in the basin, provides the minimum amount necessary for opera- 
tional requirements. It includes $11,200 of the $5 million provided for in the 
budget for reduction of the backlog of urgently needed maintenance work. The 
amount requested for maintenance recurring annually is the necessary opera- 
tion and ordinary maintenance of project facilities; labor, supplies, materials 
and parts required for the day-by-day functioning of the project. Periodic or 
one-time requirement is indicated under remarks below. 
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Obligations 
[In thousands of dollars] 
Fiscal year 1958 


___ | Fiscal | (estimated) 
Fiscal year recurring One- | Total | 
| 
| | 
| 





Project | year 1957 maintenance | time | fiscal | Remarks 
1956 (esti- | 
mated) | | 1958 | 

An- Peri- | | | 

| nual odic 


repairs | year 


CALIFORNIA 


} 
| 
} 
| 
| 


Brea Dam...._- Repair road and 
approach ramp 
Fulterton Reservoir- 


Hansen Dam 


Repair mechani 
| equipment an 
access I Mi 
Lopez Dam. siienilbteaciete 2 . i 
Prado Dam. : ‘ 31.0) 26.0) < 5 | 28.5 | Repair dar 
} way 

San Antonio Reservoir 5.8 | : 21, Roadway ai 
Santa Fe Dam._._.--- pre 22. 6 25. 5 27.5 | Repair securit 
| fence 
Ee a 26.0 | 27.0} 3. 30.7 | Clear chann 
replace 
fence 
Whittier Narrows Reservoir.__..- 5.3] 29.0 
Scheduling of flood control reser- . 2.9 

voir operations. 





| 


Total flood control reser- | 145.2 | 172.9 
voirs, 


(b) Other (including channel improvement projects, miscellaneous items and 
inspections ).—The budget estimate of $125,700 provides for the minimum annual 
and periodic maintenance requirement of the local flood protection project and 
inspection of completed works during the budget year. This estimate includes 
$18,500 of the $5 million provided for in the budget for reduction of the backlog 
of urgently needed maintenance work. ‘The increase over the prior year is 
essential to restore the project to effective functioning for flood control 





Obligations 


{In thousands of dollars] 
| | 
| | Fiscal year 1958 | 
| Fiscal |  (e stimated) 
| Fiscal | year recurring 
Project | year | 1957 | 
1956 | (esti- | 
' mated) | 
| An- | Peri- 
} | nual | odie 


One- | Total 


repairs year 
| 1958 


CALIFORNIA | | } } 


maintenance | time fiscal | Remarks 
1 
| 
| 
| 
| 
1 


Los Angeles County drainage 55. 55 35. § |---.-.--| 125.3 | Annual channel 
area. | | maintenance 
and periodic 
dredging, re- 
moval of 
deposits. 
Inspection of completed works... 


Total flood control, other_- 





3. Multiple purpose 
None. 
| oO eh a So ee 
| Fiscal year 1958 | | | 
| Fiscal (estimated) | | 
Fiscal | year recurring |} One- Total | 
Project | year | 1957 maintenance | time | fiscal Remarks 
1956 | (esti- |repairs| year 
| mated) 1958 


| 


An- Peri- 
nual odic 
_ — ws reeset ———— 
! 
Grand total, Central and South | 623.2 /1, 427.3 | 
Pacific Basin. 
| 





HUMBOLDT HARBOR AND BAY, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Rasautr. What repairs are proposed in 1958 to Humboldt 
Harbor at a cost of $375,000? Where is Humboldt Harbor on 
the map / 

General Cassipy. Repairs to the jetties which have been damaged 
by storms, sir. That is a deepwater harbor serving the northern 

California area. 

Mr. Rapaut. Do you have a great many repairs there ? 

General Cassipy. We have had extensive damage over a period of 
years, sir, that now requires a one-time repair. You cannot repair 
a jetty little by little. 

Mr. Rapavut. No. 


HAWAII AND PUERTO RICO 
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, Corps OF ENGINEERS 


Hawaii and Puerto Rico, Corps of Engineers, general investigations, 
$36,500 for 5 projects. 

We will insert in the record the material on pages 3 and 4 covering 
studies in Hawaii and Puerto Rico 

(The justifications follow :) 
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Hawau, ALASKA, AND Purerto Rico DrainaGe AREAS—JUSTIFICATION OF 
EsTIMATE 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


1. Examinations and surveys 


(a) Navigation studies.—The amount of $35,800 is requested for prosecution of 
3 studies during fiscal year 1958. This amount will permit completion of 1 report 
and progress on 2 others. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 


| | 
Total esti- | Allocation | Tentative | Additional 
Study | mated Fed- | prior to fiscal | allocation to complete 
|} eralecost | year1958 | fiscal year after fiseal 
1988 


year 1958 


Hawaii: 
Kahului Harbor 


| 
32, 000 | 6, 700 | 10, 000 15, 300 
Kalaupapa Landing ---- | 


7, 800 


Alaska: Harbors and rivers of Alaska s $325, 000 | $287, 100 | $20, 000 $17, 900 
2, 000 | 5, 800 | 0 


Total i nwa dinieaicigchantincamaiadaseRinioian demand 364, 800 295, 800 35, 800 33, 200 


(b) Flood-control studies.—The amount of $44,500 is requested for prosecution 
of 3 studies during fiscal year 1958. This amount will permit completion of 2 re- 
ports and progress on 1 other. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 


Total esti- Allocation Tentative Additional 
Study mated Fed- | prior to fiscal | allocation to complete 
eralcost | year 1958 fiscal year after fiscal 

1958 year 1958 


Alaska: Harbors and rivers of Alaska $775, 000 $704, 600 $40, 000 $30, 400 
Hawaii: 
Palolo and Manoa Valleys 3 500 0 500 0 
PTO x idhitucvcdsensenvcseccesnsss 4, 000 0 4, 000 0 


779, 500 704, 600 44, 500 | 30, 400 


(c) Beach erosion cooperative studies.—The amount of $16,200 is requested for 
completion of 1 report during fiscal year 1958. 





mated Fed- | prior to fiscal | allocation to complete 
eral cost year 1958 | fiscal year | after fiscal 
1958 | year 1958 


| Total esti- | Allocation Tentative | Additional 


Puerto Rico: San Juan $21, 200 | $5, 000 $16, 200 | 0 


Total | 21, 200 5, 000 | 16, 200 | 


1, 005, 400 96, 500 | $63, 600 


Grand total | 35, 500 | 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND Desicn, Corps oF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Rasavutr. Advanced engineering and design, $50,000 for one 
project. 
KAWAIHAE HARBOR, HAWAII 


Mr. Kirwan. I want to ask how you are doing on the Kawai- 
hae Harbor. Did you get a bid on the construction work for which 
$1,700,000 was appropriated for this year? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir; we changed the construction program 
after rejecting the first bid received. We divided the project into 
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three separate contract awards and got a good bid on the first con- 
tract. It was $200,000 under our estimate. 

Mr. Kirwan. You are ready to go to work ? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Razavt. People complain about congressmen taking a trip. 
Mr. Kirwan takes a trip and here we have a saving as a result of it. 
I am very glad to note it. 

We will insert pages 9 and ee in the record. 

(The justifications follow : 


CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 
HonoLuLu Harsor, Oanu, T. H. 
(Initiation of planning) 


Location and description.—The project is located in Mamala Bay on the south 
coast of the island of Oahu adjacent to the city of Honolulu, T. H. The plan 
of improvement provides for construction of a second entrance channel to Hono- 
lulu Harbor and construction of a drawbridge at the westerly entrance of Ka- 
palama Basin to replace an existing causeway. 

Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) $3, 460, 000 
Estimated Federal cost (U. S. Coast Guard) 50, 900 
Estimated non-Federal cost.._.......----~- eueeh ie laoinmel cea 0 
AE Ce NN i cain es in Scie ws mecalceis recente iran ape ai 0 
Others costs ae ; 0 

8, 510, 900 

; 108, 000 

Asddentidione to emus 30, a a ; 7 ; 0 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1958 50, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1958_ 58, 000 


JUSTIFICATION 


Honolulu Harbor is the largest deep-sea harbor in the Hawaiian Island group. 
Commerce has steadily increased and in 1955 exceeded 3,500,000 tons. The sec- 
ond entrance would relieve congestion that now exists in the present entrance. 
The project would decrease ship operating costs by reducing vessel waiting time, 
reducing requirement for tug service, and abating losses on shipments having 
delivery time-limit requirements. Operating costs for the Army Transportation 
Corps and interisland shipping also would be reduced and ship groundings in 
the existing channel and blockage of the port would be virtually eliminated. In 
addition, construction of the second entrance channel will eliminate the unsani- 
tary, stagnant, oil-polluted pocket along the causeway of the end of Kapalama 
Basin by permitting free circulatory movement of water through the harbor and 
basin. 

Non-Federal costs.—The Territory of Hawaii will be required to take title to, 
maintain, and operate the drawbridge upon completion. It is estimated that 
the average annual expenditure for maintenance, operation, and replacements 
will total $26,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Territorial legislature authorized the board 
of harbor commissioners to operate the drawbridge across the proposed channel 
and to enter into all necessary agreements with the Federal Government in 
connection therewith. All lands and water areas required for this project are 
now under operational jurisdiction of the Army. Formal confirmation of assur- 
ances of cooperation have been requested of the board of harbor commissioners. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$3,460,000 is an increase of $438,000 over the latest estimate ($3,022,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. The entire amount of this increase is due to higher price 
levels. 
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HONOLULU HARBOR, OAHU, T. H. 


Mr. Razaurt. $50,000 is proposed to begin planning on the second 
entrance channel to Honolulu Harbor and a drawbridge. Explain 
the need of this project, which would cost the United States $3,510,- 
900 and has a benefit-to-cost ratio of only 1.2 to 1. 

General Cassipy. This is the principal harbor of the Hawaiian 
Islands; into it and out of it go most of the supplies and products 
of the islands. 

The present harbor is approached by a channel 500 feet wide 
through the coral reefs. There are presently an average of 16 pas- 
sages through that channel every day. There is a possibility of the 
channel being blocked by grounding. 

Therefore, it is considered to be advantageous to provide a second 
entrance to that harbor so that it could not be blocked accidentally, 
or deliberately, and to relieve the congestion in the present entrance. 
Under present conditions, ships actually wait before they can proceed 
into the harbor. 

Mr. Kirwan. You are going to have another entrance to it. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. If the harbor was blocked at the entrance you have 
now, they could go out the other way ? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. That could happen to any harbor. 

Mr. Kirwan. Where? 

Mr. Botanp. Most harbors. You have one entrance and that is it. 

Mr. Kirwan. The entrance to this harbor is not like New York. 

General Cassipy. It is very long and narrow. 

Mr. Kirwan. It is very narrow. They had a boat there and until 
they got the boat out of the way, nothing moved. It is not costing 
much money. 

Mr. Bouanp. It costs $314 million. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is not much money for the size of Honolulu 
Harbor. I cannot understand why the United States Government did 
not do it years ago. 

Mr. Evins. It isreally snug. Snug Harbor is really snug. 

Mr. Kirwan. Yes. I say this is one of the best projects in this 
book. 

Mr. Rapavt. I was there. I felt the same way about it. 

Mr. Kirwan. It is one of the best projects in ‘the book. Honolulu 
is a large place. It is the largest installation in the Pacific for the 
United States Government and they only have one outlet from the 
harbor. 

Mr. Raxpavt. I will ask you one more question and you may supply 
this for the record. 

Can you give us some statistics on the ship operating costs that 
would be saved by reducing vessels-waiting time ? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

(The information follows :) 

Reduction in ship costs and other losses which would result from construction 
of the second entrance total $237,000. Of this amount $82,000 is a saving due to 
elimination of vessel-waiting time, $89,000 is due to smaller ship operation and 


tug service costs, $47,000 is due to savings to Army Transportation Corps, and 
$19,000 is due to elimination of harbor blockage. 
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ConstrucTION, GENERAL, Corres OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Rasavt. Construction, general, $2,450,000, for 1 project. Ka- 
waihae Harbor, Hawaii, $2,450,000. 


KAWALHAE HARBOR, HAWATI, T. H. 


Pages 26 through 29 will be inserted in the record. 
(The justifications follow :) 


CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 
KAWAIHAE Harpor, HAwarl, T. H. 


(Continuing) 


Location.—In Kawaihae Bay, adjacent to the town of Kawaihae, on the north- 
west coast of the island of Hawaii, approximately 80 nautical miles northwesterly 
from Hilo, island of Hawaii. 

Authorization.—1950 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.6 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
| _ estimated 
| Federal cost 
Corps of 
Ergineers 


Amount 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) - . $6, 580, 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard) - -. 68, 
Estimated non-Federal cost , 800, 

Cash contribution 

Other costs ; , 800, 
Total estimated project cost. 8, 448, 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 28, 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 1, 700, 
Appropriations to date - - 1, 728, 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 2, 450, 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 2, 402, 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Entrance channel: 40 feet deep, 400 feet wide, 2,900 feet long. 

Harbor basin: 35 feet deep, 1,250 feet long, 1,250 feet wide. 

Breakwater, causeways and dikes: Rubble mound breakwater 3,200 feet long, 
15 feet wide at crest, 183 feet above mean lower low water; revetted outer 
and inner causeways of quarry spalls, 5,050 feet long, at crest 13 feet; pri- 
mary dike of quarry spalls, 2,000 feet long, at crest 8 feet; all with side slopes 
of 1 on 2. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent Completion 
schedule 


Entrance channel and harbor basin. -- Sdicastes 0 | August 1958. 
Causeways, dikes, and 550 feet of breakwater --. : = <n iia 0 | September 1957. 
FGIGIRET OF HRGREITRREE, cc niiccmceneoncedanethetas cqnmeseccawss satel 0 | April 1959. 


91488 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The establishment of a deep-draft, all-weather harbor, at Kawaihae, would 
have a substantial and beneficial effect on the economy of both the island of 
Hawaii and the Territory as a whole. The area directly tributary to the harbor 
is the entire western half of the island of Hawaii comprising approximately 
2.015 square miles. It includes large sugar plantations, all of the Territory's 
coffee production, the major portion of the Territory’s most important cattle 
raising area, and increasingly important fruit- and vegetable-producing areas. 
The tributary area contains a population of 20,000, for which all commodities, 
as well as the requirements for agricultural developments, would enter through 
Kawaihae Harbor. This would include large shipments of petroleum products, 
lumber, fertilizer, machinery, and general cargo. 

During World War II, a Marine base with facilities for two Marine divisions, 
was established at Kamuela, a junction town about 10 miles east of Kawaihae. 
The Department of Defense plans the construction of a permanent LST facility 
at this site and the military importance of the area would undoubtedly increase 
in the event of a national emergency. The deepdraft harbor at Kawaihae 
will provide a direct supply line to this area. Kawaihae is also strategically 
located to establish and base search-and-rescue facilities for coverage of 
Alenuihaha Channel, the seaway between the islands of Hawaii and Maui. 

The Territorial legislature has authorized $1 million in general obligation 
bonds for an irrigation project in the Kamuela area which is tributary to Ka 
waihae Harbor. Considerable planning has been done, and initial construction 
work is underway. The ultimate project will cost $1,600,000 and will provide 
irrigation for approximately 2,000 acres of land. This acreage will be developed 
for truck farming, and pastures for preslaughter fattening of cattle from the 
range. 

Present indications are that the tonnage anticipated for the Federal project, 
ut the time the project document was prepared, was conservatively estimated 
since some of the anticipated commodity movements from the area have already 
exceeded the projected estimate. It is presently estimated that the prospective 
commerce of this harbor will exceed 120,000 tons annually in such high value 
commodities as sugar, pineapple, petroleum, and lumber. 

The rapid prosecution of this project is necessary to allow continued economic 
growth and utilization of the island’s resources. Funds expended to date by 
both the Territory and local companies verify the large potential development 
that could be rapidly effected if suitable harbor improvements were provided 


Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $2,450,000 will be applied to 


Continue entrance channel and harbor basin dredging. ; _. $2, 200, 000 
Engineering and design__- gsm NAG cs as : LO, OOO 
Supervision and administration_- 240, OOO 


The requested funds are required for the continuation of an orderly and eco- 
nomical construction program. Dredging of a 400-foot wide strip along the 
northeast side of the harbor basin, and partial breakwater construction proposed 
for fiscal year 1958, will permit construction and limited use of pier and dockside 
facilities by local interests. 

Non-Federal costs.—The costs to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation for constructing the harbor at Kawaihae are estimated 
at $1,800,000. This cost to local interests consists of payments for land acquisi 
tion of $70,000, and terminal and transfer facilities, including alterations to 
utilities, of $1,730,000. The annual maintenance cost to local interests is esti 
mated at $3,000 for maintenance and operation of the harbor facilities. 

In addition, local interests have incurred costs of $500,000 for a barge channel 
boat basin, and 400 feet of wharfage, which conforms to, and supplements, the 
authorized project. 

Status of local cooperation.—The board of harbor commissioners of the Terri 
tory of Hawaii, by resolution No. 36, adopted May 27, 1955, has furnished assur- 
ances that all requirements of local cooperation will be met. Act 95, Session 
Laws of Hawaii, 1947, authorized the Territorial board of harbor commissioners 
to expend $1 million for harbor facilities at Kawaihae upon approval and 
development of the project by the Federal Government. Sugar companies are 
prepared to participate in financing the installation of bulk sugar handling 
facilities at Kawaihae. Under act 136 of the 1953 session of the Territorial 
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legislature, $500,000 has been expended for a barge channel, boat basin, and 
interisland freight terminal facilities to augment the Federal project. The 
necessary quarry rights and lands, easements, and rights-of-way have been 
acquired by loca) interests and conveyed to the Federal Government. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate——The current estimate of $6,580,000 is 
an increase of $430,000 over the latest estimate ($6,150,000) submitted to Con- 
gress. The entire amount of this increase is due to higher price levels. 

Mr. Razavur. You got $1,700,000 appropriated to begin construc- 
tion this year. What is the current status of the project ? 

General Casstpy. We advertised for bids for the complete job, and 
because of the high bid received, we were forced to reject it. We then 
divided the project into 3 parts and have advertised for one part- 
the causeway construction and quarry exploration. 

We will have an unexpended balance of around $900,000 due to our 
change in plans. 

Mr. Rasaut. Will the entire $2,450,000 be required in 1958, or will 
there be some delay in the expenditure? 

General Cassipy. No, sir. The entire amount will be required. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, Corps or ENGINEERS 


Mr. Ranavur. “Operation and maintenance,” $255,000 for one proj 
ect. Insert the material on page 30 covering Hawaii. 
(The justifications referred to follow :) 


ALASKA-HAWAII—PUERTO Rico BASIN—JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 
“OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL,” FISCAL YEAR 1958 


1. Navigation 


(a) Channels and harbors.—The budget estimate of $301,000 provides for es- 
sential maintenance work on 2 channel and harbor projects named in the list 
which follows. The work to be accomplished under this activity consists of 
maintaining the navigation channels and harbors by means of dredging and re- 
pairing harbor breakwaters; periodic inspections and surveys to determine con- 
ditions of the projects for programing purposes and providing navigation inter- 
ests with adequate informaiton on existing channel conditions; all as author- 
ized in the laws adopting river and harbor projects. The budget estimates in- 
clude $250,000 of the $5 million provided for in the budget for reduction of the 
backlog of urgently needed maintenance work. 


Obligations 


{In thousands of dollars 


Fiscal yea 1958 
(estimated 
recurring | Total 
maintenance fiscal 
yeu 
1958 
An Peri 
nual od 


ALA 


Nome Harbor 
Project condition surveys 


TERRITORY OF HAWAl 
Nawiliwili Harbor 
Other projects Maintenance 


periodically. 


rotal, channels and harbot 7 35Y. 5 301. 0 








2. Flood control 
None. 

3. Multiple purpose 
None. 


Fiscal 


Project year 


| 1956 
| 
| 
| 


Grand total, Alaska, Hawaii, | 
Puerto Rico Basin | 
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Fiscal year 1958 


Fiscal (estimated) | 
year recurring One- 
1957 maintenance | time 
(esti- |_ repairs 
| mated) | inal 
| An- | Peri- | 
nual | odic | 


pon 


706.0 |1, 359.5 | 


} | | 
| | 


GREAT BASIN 


| Total 
| fiscal | 


year 
1958 


301.0 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, Corps OF ENGINEERS 


Remarks 


Mr. Razavut. The Great Basin, Corps of Engineers, General In- 
vestigations, $43,800 for three projects. 

We will insert page 3 for the record. 

(The justification referred to follows :) 


GENERAL 


1. Examinations and surveys 


(a) Navigation studies.—None 


INVESTIGATIONS, 


FISCAL YEAR 


1958 


(b) Flood control studies —The amount of $43,800 is requested for prosecution 


of 3 studies during fiscal year 1958. 


report and progress on 2 others. 


Study 


Nevada: 
Gleason Creek _--._- 


Walker River, Nev. and Calif__---.----.-- 


Utah: Jordan River 


egies the 


ER st ecetidacwincdiiseoedenue 


| 
| 


This amount will permit completion of 1 
Tentative allocations by studies follow: 


Total esti- Allocation | 
mated Fed- | prior to fiscal | 
eralcost | year1958 | 

| 

} 


$40, 000 | $23, 000 | 
7 


5, 000 53, 200 
200, 000 136, 700 | 
315, 000 212, 900 
315, 000 | 212, 900 | 


i 


Tentative Additional 


allocation 


fiscal year 


| to complete 
| after fiscal 


1958 | year 1958 
mceiim | a 2 

$17, 000 | 0 
11, 800 $10, 000 
15, 000 | 48, 300 
43, 800 58, 300 
43, 800 58, 300 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND Design, Corrs or ENGINEERS 


TRUCKEE RIVER 


AND TRIBUTARIES, CALIFORNIA-NEVADA 


Mr. Rawnavut. Advance engineering and design will be $50,000 for 
one project. Fifty thousand dollars is required for planning a flood- 
control project on the Truckee River and tributaries, California and 


Nevada. 


Please describe the need for this new planning item. 
(Pages 5 and 6 of the justifications follow :) 
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LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
TRUCKEE RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, CALIFORNIA AND NEVADA 
(Initiation of planning) 


Location and description—The project is located on Trucke River between 
Tahoe City, Calif., and Pyramid Lake, Nev. The plan of improvement provides 
for river channel improvements in the vicinity of the outlet from Lake Tahoe 
in the Truckee Meadows east of Reno, Nev., and at intermittent locations as 
required. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio—1.7 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost 

Estimated non-Federal cost ; 193, 000 
Caen GOP TNO iso oe i en dagen iene eee 0 
CORmiy a is) a Ce lee. Leek 193, 000 

Preconstruction planning estimate 

Appropriations to June 30, 1957 

Planning allocation for fiscal year 1958 

Balance to complete proconstruction planning after fiscal year 1958_- 

Total estimated project cost 1, 128, 000 


JUSTIFICATION 


The channel improvement project will provide partial local protection and is 
designed to fit into an anticipated basin plan for flood control and allied purposes 
which will also include the Washoe reclamation project of the United States 
Bureau of Reclamation. The Truckee Meadows feature of this channel im- 
provement plan will greatly reduce the frequency and duration of flooding in a 
large agricultural area in the Truckee Meadows as well as improving drainage 
and sanitary conditions in the outskirts of Reno and Sparks. This unit would 
have prevented $200,000 in flood damages from the flood of December 1955. The 
Lake Tahoe feature will permit more rapid releases from the lake during floods 
thus alleviating damages to lakeshore property was not affected by the 1955 
but studies show that the Lake Tahoe outlet improvement feature would prevent 
damages from a recurrence of the maximum flood conditions of record on the 
lake of about $1 million. 

Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $193,000, broken down as follows: 


PN a sa oa atten akckniseiscanmpsss bv inmab eineivtebre-eaiecnn nb pecan eee neha ceca nail $68, 000 
Relocations of roads and irrigation facilities; utility revisions; ete 
Debris-removal facilities 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance, 
operation, and replacements will total $19,300. 

Status of local coopertaion.—The States of California and Nevada, in their com- 
ments on the survey report, indicated that the requirements of local cooperation 
would be fulfilled. Formal assurances of compliance with requirements of local 
cooperation will be requested from local interests upon completion of the required 
planning. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal estimate of $930,- 
000 (July 1956 prices) reflects an increase of $139,000 over the latest estimate 
submitted to the Congress of $791,000 (October 1953 prices). An increase of 
$109,000 is due to higher price levels. The estimate for supervision and adminis- 
tration was increased $30,000, based on reanalysis of requiremnets. 


General Cassipy. This project provides partial flood control on the 
Truckee River, which is an outlet of Lake Tahoe. It provides for 
opening up the channel so that there can be greater releases from Lake 
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Tahoe to prevent flood damage to property around the lake and pro- 
vides for opening the channel below Reno, through Truckee Meadows 
so as to provide flood protection to that very valuable area. 

Mr. Ranavur. When was the last flood damage along the lakeshore 
of Lake Tahoe, and what was the nature and the extent of it? 

General Casstpy. I will have to supply that for the record. 

Mr. Razavut. Youcan supply that. 

General Casstpy. Very well, sir. 

(The information follows:) 


‘ 


The most recent fiooding of the Lake Tahoe shoreline caused by excessive high 
level lake stages occurred in 1952, Total damages amounted to $67,000 at 1952 
price levels. Damages in 1951 amounted to approximately $100,000. 

Mr. Ranaut. How much of the annual benefits of $98,000 apply to 
the Lake Tahoe area? 

General Cassipy. I would like to supply that for the record also, 
sir. 

Mr. Rapavt. All right. 

(The information follows :) 


Of the total average annual benefits $21,000 is applicable to the Lake Tahoe 
area. 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL, Corps OF ENGINEERS 
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH, JORDAN RIVER 


Mr. Rapaur. Construction, $300,000 for one project, Salt Lake City, 
Utah, Jordan River, $300,000. 

Pages 8 through 10 will be inserted in the record. 

(The justifications follow :) 


LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
SALT LAKE City, UTAH, JORDAN RIVER 
(New start) 


Location.—The project provides for construction of levees, along Jordan River 
at Salt Lake City from Mill Creek to head of Surplus Canal, enlargement of Sur- 
plus Canal, and modification of control structure at head of Surplus Canal. 

Authorization.—1946 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.5 to 1. 


Sumn artze 1 finan ral data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost q 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 000 
Cash contributions. { 
Other costs > 344, 000 
Total estirrated project cost - 1, 814, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 7, 000 | 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 53, 000 | 
Appropriations to date ‘ 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 000 | 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 000 | 
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PHYSICAL DATA 

Levees: 
Average height: 5 feet. 
Length (total of both banks) : 12 miles. 

Channels: Design capacity : 3,300 cubic feet per second. 

Diversion structure: Control structure modification. 

Status (Jan. 1, 1957): 

Completion schedule 

New start, channels___ pe es i _-----.. June 1969 
Levee ok fo . to __... March 1959 
Diversion structure bi i ; - aad September 1958 
Entire project___- ; 7 z iat June 1959 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will protect the western part of Salt Lake City and suburban 
lands west of the city from floods of Jordan River. The area to be protected 
includes about 2,800 acres of urban and suburban residential and industrial 
property, and about 3,000 acres of adjacent agricultural lands, some of which 
may be included in future expansion of the city. Protection will also be pro- 
vided to transcontinental highways U. 8S. 40 and U. 8S. 50; to four railroads, 
the Salt Lake, Garfield & Western Railway, the Western Pacific Railroad, the 
Union Pacific Railroad, and the Denver & Rio Grande Western Railroad; to 
the municipal airport; to extensive irrigation facilities; and to public utilities. 
The estimated value of all property subject to flooding from the project design 
flood is about $50 million. The relatively moderate flood of June 1952 caused 
damage estimated at $500,000, including flood-fighting costs. It is estimated that 
a flood project design magnitude would cause direct damages of more than $1 
million under current conditions of economic development. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $300,000 will be applied to: 


Initiate construction of levees and incidental channel improvement be- 

tween Mill Creek and head of Surplus Canal 4 ul oe eres $210, 000 
Initiate modification of control structure at head of Surplus Canal__- 40, 000 
Engineering and design- i whbits patil 3 pies eerie a 28, 000 


Supervision and administration_____-_~_- j ‘ , : 22, 000 


Total... Re obaad = eaictee ' “ eer 300, 000 


Construction should be initiated at the earliest practicable date in order that 
the benefits to be derived from its construction may be realized as soon as pos- 
sible. With the requested amount construction can be initiated in fiscal year 
1958 and substantial protection provided against the 1959 spring runoff. 

Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $344,000 broken down as 
follows: 


Lands and damages ae hee fees i Pe nissan oe 
Road and utility relocations__.___._____~- sdeeins SicteMlarce ceca 228, 000 


Total - —sikettapar tin wots decisis uimeina tain iiitiatiia naa cudlicma ind Celi tn 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project works after 
completion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at 
$238,000. 

Status of local cooperation——The Board of Commissioners of Salt Lake 
County, the responsible local agency, has approved the proposed plan of im- 
provement and informally stated that the necessary assurances for complying 
with the requirements of local cooperation would be furnished. Formal as- 
surances have not yet been requested. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate—The current Federal estimate of 
$1,470,000 (July 1956 prices) reflects an increase of $73,000 over the latest esti- 
mate submitted to the Congress of $1,397,000 (July 1955 prices). The in- 
crease is based upon price-level rise. 


Mr. Rasavut. This is a new construction start, with a total Federal 
cost of $1,470,000. 
Please describe the urgency for this project. 
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General Cassipy. This project will provide needed flood protec tion 
for about the western one-fourth of the city of Salt Lake City from 
floods on the Jordan River. 

It provides for levees, channel work, and modification of a strue- 
ture which divides the flow between the Jordan River and the Surplus 
Canal. 

Mr. Rapavt. Briefly explain the difficulty in the past of securing 
project approval by local interests, and the current status of local 
cooperation. 

You can supply that for the record. 

(The information follows:) 


Following a public hearing in November 1946, the authorized plan was revised 
in order to accomplish the desires of local interests. The revised plan was 
submitted to the local interests and approved by a resolution dated January 19, 
1948. The definite project report was then prepared in accordance with the 
approved plan and submitted to local interests in January 1950. By resolution 
dated December 17, 1952, the county commissioners in office at that time repre- 
senting the local interests rejected the plan. The rejection was largely attribu- 
table to the inability of local interests to reach agreement among themselves. 
Principal objections were: 

(a) The proposed plan did not adequately protect some portion of the rapidly 
expanding development. 

(6) Certain duck clubs would be subjected to excessive floodwaters. 

(c) The proposed plan did not incorporate certain improvements which had 
been proposed or had been constructed by Salt Lake County. 

Subsequent to the flood of 1952, the reorganized board of commissioners re- 
quested resolution of the problem and suggested that with minor modifications 
the plan might be acceptable. These modifications were made and the adjusted 
plan was submitted to local interests in January 1956. By letter dated March 9, 
1956, the board of county commissioners approved the revised plan and agreed 
to provide the assurances required by local interests. 


COLORADO BASIN 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, Corps OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Razavt. Colorado Basin, Corps of Engineers, general investi- 
gations, $62,000 for 3 projects. 

Put page 3 in the record. 

(The justification referred to follows :) 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


1. Examinations and surveys 


(a) Navigation studies.—None. 
(b) Flood-control studies: 


The amount of $62,000 is requested for prosecution of 3 studies during fiscal 
year 1958. This amount will permit completion of 2 reports and progress on 1 
other. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 


| Total esti- Allocation Tentative Additional 

Study | mated Fed- | prior to fiscal | allocation to complete 
eral cost year 1958 fiscal year after fiscal 

1958 } year 195s 


Arizona: 
Colorado River above Lee Ferry $127, 100 $82, 500 $30, 000 $14, 600 
Gila River, Pinal Creek 40, 000 28, 000 | 12, 000 0 

California: Whitewater River 220, 300 200, 300 20, 000 0 


Total 387, 400 310, 800 | 62, 000 14, 600 
Grand total. g 387, 400 310, 800 62, 000 14, 600 












Ts 








ApVANCE ENGINEERING AND Design, Corps oF ENGINEERS 






WHITLOW RANCH RESERVOIR, ARIZ. 






Mr. Rapaut. Advance engineering and design, $147,000 for one 
project. 

$147,000 is requested to complete planning on the Whitlow Ranch 
Reservoir in Arizona. Last year the benefit-cost ratio was 1.3 to 1. 
Now it is down to 1.2 to 1. 

What has caused this change? 
(Page 5 of the justifications follows :) 










RESERVOIR PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 







WuHItLow RANCH RESERVOIR, ARIZ. 






(Continuation of planning) 






Location and description.—The project is located on Queen Creek, a tributary 
of the Gila River, in Pinal County, Ariz. The plan of improvement provides for 
a dam on Queen Creek about 5.2 miles upstream from the highway bridge near 
Florence Junction; 2.3 miles above the mouth of Whitlow Canyon, and 50 miles 
southeast of Phoenix. 

Authorization.—1946 Flood Control Act. 


Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2 to 1. 









Summarized financial data 













Retimeted Foieral cost........cc ich bi ei aiid $4, 620, 000 
Betiniated: mon-Tederal cost... ... 2.1 dsndstisiakppbenitesasiensny dence 0 
I OE ih cca nctpictlen eT EE itp tpepenn nage 0 
PUN > MINNA sasiscncicaeseianoissen hc sieshcne dy ncnacicandeabeeig in atiadsciei iain te een decal atedanaadeiae 0 
Total estimated project costa! 3a 2S ele aa 4, 620, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate____._...---.-_----------------- 247, 000 
CEES DO) EATING, GIO UII act hee etre greeters eigen mnennies 100, 000 
haem TIOCREIOM: TOR TCM GORE I oie cscterepecedche orient atinpep etnies 147, 000 
sJalance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1958_ 0 







JUSTIFICATION 










Whitlow Ranch Reservoir would provide flood protection to an area of 84,000 
acres, of which 59,000 acres are highly developed irrigated lands planted to 
cotton, alfalfa, and small grains. Williams Air Force Base, the city of Chandler, 
the towns of Queen Creek, Higley, Gilbert, and Goodyear, important irrigation 
facilities, State Highway No. 87, many county roads, and the main railroad line 
and a branch line of the Southern Pacific Co. are subject to inundation and 
flood damage. A severe flood occurred in August 1954 and caused damage esti- 
mated at $2,100,000 in the Queen Creek area. Whitlow Ranch Reservoir would 
have prevented at least $1 million of the damages. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—Local cooperation requires that local interests 
adjust all water-right claims resulting from the improvement, and hold and save 
the United States free from all claims for damages arising from construction 
and operation of the works. The Governor of the State of Arizona has indicated 
that he would seek legislation to have the State furnish the required assurances. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$4,620,000 is the same as the latest estimate submitted to Congress. However, 
feature estimates within the overall total have been refined as the result of 
further study. 
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— 







General Cassipy. That resulted from an increase in maintenance 
cost. As we studied the project, we changed the design of the dam 
from concrete to earth and that increased the annual maintenance 
costs. The benefit-to-cost ratio, therefore, has been reduced. 

However, we have not yet figured in the savings resulting from the 
change to the earth dam, so that this benefit-cost ratio will change 
again and go back up. It caught us in the middle of our design, sir. 

Mr. Rapactr. Can you supply the change for the record ? 

General Cassipy. We have not completed that design yet, sir. 

Mr. Rasacr. It will go up? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rarnavtr. How much of the annual flood-control benefits of 
$228,000 are allocated to the agricultural lands in the area? 

General Cassipy. I would like to supply that for the record, sir. 
(The information follows :) 























The total $228,000 annual flood-control benefits includes $167,000 for preven 
tion of flood damages to agricultural property. 

Mr. Raravt. Last year we were advised the Governor of Arizona 
had to seek legislation to assure local cooperation. What is the status 
of this legislation ? 

General Cassipy. Legislation has been passed, sir. 

Mr. Rasavur. Favorable ? 

General Casstpy. Favorable, sir. There are now enabling acts so 
that the counties will grant us the assurances. 

Mr. Rapaut. You are satisfied with it ¢ 

General Casstpy. Yes, sir. We have already received assurances 
from two of the counties on Painted Rock, sir. 
Mr. Razavt. Allright. That is good news. 









Construction, GENERAL, Corps or ENGINEERS 
Mr. Rasavur. Construction, $4,506,000 for three projects. 
PAINTED ROCK RESERVOIR, ARIZ, 
Mr. Rasautr. We will take up first Paimted Rock Reservoir, Gila 
tiver Basin, Ariz., $3,165,000. 


We will insert pages 7 to 9 in the record. 
(The justifications follow :) 













RESERVOIR PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


PAINTED Rock RESERVOIR, ARIZ. 
(Continuing) 
Location.—On the Gila River, 126 miles above the junction of the Gila and 
Colorado Rivers and about 20 miles northwest of Gila Bend, Ariz. 


{uthorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—2.0 to 1. 
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Summarized Finanetal Data 


} Accumulated 
| Amount percent of 
| estimated 

Federal cost 

Estimated Federal cost__ > J ; _..| $26,000, 000 | 
Estimated non-Federal cost 0 

Cash contributions. 0 | 

Other costs | Ot... 
Total estimated project cost | 26,000,000 | 
Arvropriations to June 30, 1956 959, 000 | 
/. -ropriations for fiscal year 1957 2, 500, 000 | - 
A, oropriations to date __- 3, 459, 000 | 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 oe 3, 165, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958. -__- ; 2 ; 19, 376, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Dam: 
Height: 181 feet (maximum above streambed). 
Length: 4,700 feet. 
Type: Earthfill. 
Spillway: 
Type: Uncontrolled detached broad crest in natural saddle behind right 
abutment. 
Capacity (maximum water surface) : 450,000 cubic feet per second. 
Crest length: 610 feet. 
Reservoir capacity : 
Acre-feet 
Flood control___- as a ake meP 5a eitasaeiimaite 2, 291, 700 


CN toad at ieptisaie Roatan ise: 200, 000 


Total 2, 491, 700 


Outlet works: 
Type: Tainter gate controlled, located at right abutment. 
Number and size of gates: 3 feet by 10 feet by 18 feet. 
Design outflow : 22.500 cubic feet per second. 


Status (Jan. 


nt Completior 
schedule 

Lands and damages March 1960. 
Relocations | May 1959 
Dam | March 1960 
Access roads 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities | June 1957 
Permanent operating equipment April 1960. 
Dam closure (start April 1959. 
Entire project April 1960 


JUSTIFICATION 


The construction of Painted Rock Reservoir is essential for the stabilization 
of the economy of about 300,000 acres of intensely developed irrigated land 
along the Gila River in Arizona, along the lower Colorado River in Arizona and 
California, and in Imperial Valley, Calif. This irrigated area contributes sub- 
stantially to the economy and welfare of southern California and western Ari- 
zona. Railroad lines of the Southern Pacific Co. and the Arizona Eastern Rail- 
road Co., which carry a substantial amount of freight, and United States High- 
ways Nos. 80 and 99, connecting Los Angeles and San Diego with the East and 
South, lie in the path of Gila River floods and would be subject to interruption 
of service unless the Gila River is controlled. The total value of the area sub- 
ject to overflow is over $200 million, and the average annual future flood damage 
prevented by the construction of Painted Rock Reservoir would be $2,090,000. 
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Flows of the Gila River transport sediment that is now deposited in the Colo- 
rado River below the mouth of the Gila River. As a result, the riverbed and 
subsequently the ground-water levels in Yuma Valley are raised. A sufficient 
rise in subsurface water elevation would adversely affect drainage conditions in 
the area and might result in large crop losses or abandonment of land, unless 
costly drainage facilities were constructed. Painted Rock Reservoir would re- 
tain a large volume of sediment that otherwise would be deposited in the Colo- 
rado River below Laguna Dam and would thereby help to stabilize river-channel 
conditions in that part of the Colorado River. Benefits from retention of sedi- 
ment, although very substantial, were not susceptible of evaluation and were 
considered intangible. 

In addition to its importance in providing flood control for the areas in the 
United States, Painted Rock Reservoir is vital to the operation of the 1944 Water 
Treaty with Mexico. Mexico has constructed Morelos Dam on the lower Colorado 
River on the assurance of the construction of Painted Rock Reservoir; and the 
Bureau of Reclamation has raised and strengthened levees protecting Yuma 
Valley on the assumption that Painted Rock Reservoir would be constructed. 
Both the Department of State and the Bureau of Reclamation have expressed 
interest in the early construction of Painted Rock Reservoir. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $3,165,000 will be applied to— 


Cees Gee eeearon: Oe Inte. se nn ne _... $100, 000 
Ceommenas commtractien Of GGMo. «nce eemcctnnndecusd AMS Lee ._ 2, 884, 000 
I 23, 000 
Supervision and administration __._____._-__________----_____- ele “LOS, COU 


eg eee BO So 3, 165, 000 


To provide for an orderly and economical rate of construction with completion 
in fiscal year 1960 as scheduled, the amount requested for fiscal year 1958 is 
required. 

Non-Federal cost.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—Local cooperation requires that local interests 
adjust all water-rights claims that might result from the improvement and keep 
the flood channel of Gila River downstream of the dam free from encroachment. 
On March 5, 1956, the Board of Supervisors of Yuma County, Ariz., and on April 
2, 1956, the Board of Supervisors of Maricopa County, Ariz., adopted resolutions 
giving assurances of local cooperation. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$26 million is a decrease of $4,800,000 from the latest estimate ($30,800,000) sub- 
mitted to oCngress. Detailed study of the foundation materials has permitted 
relocation and modification of the spillway and outlet works resulting in an 
overall reduction in estimated construction costs for the dam and appurtenances 
of $5,590,000. In addition, the estimate for supervision and administration has 
been decreased by $610,000 based on a reanalysis of requirements. These 
decreases are partially offset by increases totaling $1,400,000 due to increases in 
lands and damages and construction costs to reflect prevailing price levels and 
to the addition of permanent operating equipment and buildings shown to be 
required by detailed design. 


Mr. Rapavrt. There is a carryover of $1,471,000 estimated into 1958 
budget year. Is this apt to increase ? 

General Cassipy. Sir, our latest estimate of unobligated carryover 
into fiscal year 1958 is $1,795,000. 

Mr. Rasavt. Is it possible that additional slippage will increase 
this carryover ¢ 

General Cassipy. I don’t believe so, sir. 

Mr. Rapavrt. I note that local cost on this project, which was re- 
duced $4,200,000 last year, is down another $4,800,000 this year. That 
is total cost. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. The total cost has been reduced as a 
result of additional design studies. 

Mr. Razavut. What causes it 

General Cassipy. There was a relocation and redesign of the spill- 
way and outlet works which reduced the cost. 
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MATHEWS CANYON RESERVOIR, NEV. 


Mr. Rapa. Mathews Canyon Reservoir, Nev., $513,000. 
Put pages 13 to 15 in the record. 
(The justifications follow :) 


RESERVOIR PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
MATHEWS CANYON RESERVOIR, NEVADA 


(Continuing) 


Location —On Mathews Canyon, 2 miles upstream from the junction of the 
canyon with Clover Creek. Clover Creek is a tributary of Meadow Valley Wash 
which, in turn, is a tributary of the Virgin River. The Virgin River empties 
into the Colorado River at Lake Mead above Hoover Dam. The dam site is in 
Lincoln County, about 20 miles southeast of Caliente, Nev. 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.50 to 1 for Mathews Canyon and Pine Canyon Reservoirs. 


Summarized Financial Data 


Accumulated 
Amount | percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost ’ , bid fs dttinks pens $830,000 |.. 
Estimated non-Federal cost : Ee: i | OD 6ti xe 
Cash contributions ----- ‘ i 0 ; nani 
Other costs ‘ “s ; , a — i 
Total estimated project cost : nosed 830, 000 |_- 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 ; 67,000 |......- 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 pesbietsa pckbant 250, 000 |......... E 
Appropriations to date ; hi cieephaiel 317, 000 | 38 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958_ on ; ; ! 513, 000 100 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 ; EE ; ‘ O Lh nccdanesmmaindte 
al ie Sap aes 
1 Reduced to $463,000 by H. Doc, 139, 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Height: 71 feet (maximum above streambed). 
Length : 800 feet. 
Type: Earth fill. 
Spillway: 
Type: concrete, ogee-type, uncontrolled, in left abutment. 
Crest length : 50 feet. 
Capacity: (Maximum water surface) 13,060 cubic feet per second. 
Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
Flood control___.__- aa a spin sali eu lings sk ialusseauen once cues ea 
OREN a canine es his em cons psp ahaa iy seh A ws pene lidllad Sih te Bh Ade ok 1, 000 
oo) — : ‘ ince enenecee oa Je ubiecasdl ccenuen te meaaen 6, 260 


Ontlets: 
Type: Uncontrolled circular conduit on rock in left abutment. 
Diameter : 3.5 feet. 
Maximum design outflow : 260 cubic feet per second 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent Completion 
schedule 


Lands and damages. - ssauieaeane =a P | 100 

Dam. s ; [eeenaiern : | 0 | November 1957. 
DORI DIRR iain civinscvbebicdicn : 0 | June 1957. 
ey ee patent sae November 1957. 
Entire project 5 J - 11 Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Mathews and Pine Canyon Reservoirs are coordinate parts of the overall plan 
for flood control on Meadow Valley Wash and its tributaries. Construction of 
the project would provide protection to 80 miles of the main line of the Union 
Pacific Railroad, many miles of county roads along narrow canyons, much of 
the town of Caliente, and about 3,500 acres of irrigated land. Railroad traffic 
has been interrupted for more than 6 months on a strategic transcontinental 
railroad due to a single flood. The remoteness of the overflow area results in 
crippling delays; and, while repairs are going forward under that handicap, 
traffic is delayed to (1) the Hoover Dam area; (2) the lead, zinc, magnesium, 
and glass-sand-producing districts; and (3) all other areas in the east, midwest, 
and west using this vital transportation facility. The flood of January 1910 
caused an estimated damage of $714,000. Average annual flood-control benefits 
from construction of Mathews Canyon and Pine Canyon Reservoirs are estimated 
at $111,000. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $513,000, which will complete the 
project, will be applied to: 


Initiate and complete permanent operating equipment___._._._______._____ $12,000 
CORE NO COMMIIEIIINON GE GRU nnn ni ie ctcnemcnmnn sitiseainiashil alsa ents on nnnie Ry 
Engineering and design_ adil ke ckesmnictinip atin ita sade aciiataaaw a eer ee 1, 000 
een OrnrUnUnIDUnNY. UNE "UIT IO a Sila cicetieseica iin cibeicnianae mans eh OO 

ak aS a allied Sbiadtelaes cit ccs eteaei 515, 000 


The earliest possible completion of Mathews Canyon Reservoir is essential 
to provide necessary flood protection to property subject to damage along Clover 
Creek, Meadow Valley Wash, and lower Muddy River. 

Von-Federal cost.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—Local cooperation requires that local interests 
adjust all water-rights claims resulting from operation of the improvement and 
keep the flood channels below the reservoir free from manmade encroachments. 
The board of directors of Lincoln County Flood Control District on April 26, 
1956, adopted a resolution giving assurances of local cooperation. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$830,000 is an increase of $58,000 over the latest estimate ($772,000) submitted 
to Congress. The increase results from refinement in feature cost based on 
detailed design studies and investigations. 


Mr. Rapavt. The benefit-cost ratio has been increased from 1.25 to 
1 to 1.50to1. What is the basis for the change ? 

General Cassipy. A deduction in the cost of the dam and a good bid, 
sir. 

Mr. Rasavut. Enlarge on that a little bit. You can do it in the 
record. 

(The information follows :) 

The benefit-cost ratio for the overall plan of improvement (Mathews and Pine 
Canyon Reservoirs) was increased because of project cost reductions. The total 
average benefits remain at $111,000, but the total annual charges have been 
reduced to $74,000. 
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Mr. Rasavut. Will the entire $513,000 requested be required to com- 
plete the project ? 

General Cassipy. The $513,000 has been reduced by $50,000 in the 
supplemental budget which has been submitted. That reduced amount 
is sufficient to complete the project. 

Mr. Rasavut. With the $50,000 off ? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 


PINE CANYON RESERVOIR, NEV. 


Mr. Ranavt. Pine Canyon Reservoir, Nev., $828,000. 
Pages 18 to 20 will be inserted in the record. 
(The justifications referred to follow :) 


RESERVOIRS PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
PINE CANYON RESERVOIR, NEV. 
(Continuing) 


Location.—On Pine Canyon, 3 miles upstream from the junction of the 
canyon with Clover Creek. Clover Creek is a tributary of Meadow Valley Wash 
which, in turn, is a tributary of the Virgin River. The Virgin River empties 
into the Colorado River at Lake Mead above Hoover Dam. The dam site is in 
Lincoln County, about 15 miles southeast of Caliente, Nev. 

{uthorization—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benejit-cost ratio—1.50 to 1 for Pine Canyon and Mathews Canyon Reser- 
VoUrS, 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount pertent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost $1, 070, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 0 

Cash eontributions 0 

Other costs 0 
rotal estimated project cost 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 000 
Appropriations to date 242. 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 0 


Reduced to $678,000 by H. Doe. 139 
PHYSICAL DATA 


Dam : 
Height : 92 feet (maximum above streambed). 
Length: 1,777 feet (dam and dike). 
Type: Earth fill. 
Spillway : 
Type: Concrete sill, uncontrolled. 
Crest length : 330 feet. 
Capacity : 31,700 cubic feet per second. 
Reservoir capacity : 
Flood control___- 
Sediment___ 


Total__- 





Outlet: 
Type: Circular conduit, diameter 3.5 feet, benched into rock on right abut- 


ment. 
Maximum design outflow : 342 cubic feet per second. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent | Completion sched- 
ule 


March 1957 

November 1957 

September 1957 

November 1957 
Do 


Lands and damages_ - 
Dam 

Access road ___- 

Dam closure 

Entire project 


JUSTIFICATION 


Pine Canyon and Mathews Canyon Reservoirs are coordinate parts of the 
overall plan for flood control on Meadow Valley Wash and its tributaries. Con 
struction of the project would provide protection to 80 miles of the main line 
of the Union Pacific Railroad, many miles of county roads along narrow canyons, 
much of the town of Caliente, and about 3,500 acres of irrigated land. Railroad 
traffic has been interrupted for more than 6 months on a strategic transconti 
nental railroad due to a single flood. The remoteness of the overflow area results 
in crippling delays; and, while repairs are going forward under that handicap, 
traffic is delayed to (1) the Hoover Dam area, (2) the lead, zine, magnesium 
and glass-sand producing districts, and (3) all other areas in the East, Mideast, 
and West, using this vital transportation facility. The flood of January 1910 
caused an estimated damage of $714,000. Average annual flood-contro] benefits 
from construction of Pine Canyon and Mathews Canyon Reservoirs tre esti- 
mated at $111,000. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $828,000, which will complete the 
project, will be applied to— 
$28, 500 
703, 400 

a7. Ow 

5, 600 

33, 000 


Initiate and complete permanent operating equipment 
Complete construction of dam___--_-_- : 
Complete access road____--_~-- 

Engineering and design __.____~ 

Supervision and administration 


Total__ : ‘ ‘ Sa ‘ : 828, 000 

Non-Federal cost.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—Local cooperation requires that local interests 
adjust all water-rights claims resulting from operation of the improvement 
and keep the flood channels below the reservoir free from man-made encroach- 
ments. The board of directors of Lincoln County Flood Control District on 
April 26, 1956, adopted a resolution giving assurances of local cooperation. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate 
of $1,070,000 is a decrease of $500,000 from the latest estimate ($1,570,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. The total reduction resulted from more detailed design 
studies, which modified the spillway by eliminating the ogee and the spillway 
channel lining and modified the outlet structure by moving it into the right 
abutment. The outlet gates were eliminated. Engineering and design and 
supervision and administration estimates have been adjusted as a result of 
further analysis. 

Mr. Rarnavt. Please explain the increase in the benefit-cost ratio 
from 1.25 to 1 to 1.50 to 1. 

General Casstpy. There was a reduction in the cost of this project 
due to redesign and also good bids on the project, which permitted 
a reduction in the annual costs, thus increasing the cost-benefit ratio. 
In this case the supplemental budget will reduce the original budget 
by $150,000. An appropriation of $678,000 will complete the project. 

Mr. Ranaut. Has construction of the dam been started yet ? 
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General Cassipy. Contracts have been let, sir. I believe actual 
construction has been started. 


OpeRATION AND MAINTENANCE, Corps OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Rapavur. Operation and maintenance, $7,000 for 2 projects. 
We will put page 22 in the record. 
(The justification follows :) 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


1. Navigation 
None. 


2. Flood control 

(a) Reservoirs.—The budget estimate of $7,000 for the operation and main- 
tenance of 2 flood-control reservoirs, which previously had no features in a 
maintenance status, provides the minimum amount necessary for operational 
requirements. The amount requested for maintenance recurring annually is 
the necessary operation and ordinary maintenance of project facilities; labor, 
supplies, materials, and parts required for the day-by-day functioning of the 
project. Periodic or one-time requirement is indicated under remarks below. 


Obligations 


{In thousands of dollars] 


Fiscal year 1958 
Fiscal (estimated) 
Fiscal year recurring One- Total 
Project | year 1957 maintenance time fiscal Remarks 
1956 (esti- ane __|repairs| year 
mated) 1958 
An- Peri- 
nual odic 


Nevada: 
Mathews Canyon Reservoir 
Pine Canyon Reservoir. 
Scheduling of flood control 
reservoir operations. 


Total flood control reser- 
voirs. .. 


3. Multiple purpose 
None, 


Fiscal year 1958 
Fiscal (estimated) | 
Fiscal year recurring | One- Total | 
Project year 1957 maintenance time fiseal | Remarks 
1956 (esti- i tan ie ace ee year 
mated 
An- Peri- 
nual odic 


Grand total Colorado Basin._-- 








Mr. Rasavur. We want to commend you for your knowledge of your 
work. 

General Cassipy. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Raravt. I know the committee feels that way about your devo- 
tion to your duty out there. 

General Cassipy. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. As to the waters of those Nevada projects we have 
talked about, do any of them have any irrigation value ? 

General Cassipy. No, sir. They are straight flood-control dams 
that will be dry most of the time, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. General, I will join in what the chairman said. I 
enjoyed seeing youagain. I will probably see you again this fall out 
there. A safe journey home. 

Mr. Boranp. You have one of the best divisions in the country. 
You handle it exceptionally well. You havea good staff. 

Mr. Razavr. The committee will stand adjourned until Monday 
morning at. 10 o’clock. 





















Monpbay, Aprut 8, 1957 
LEAT BASIN 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 














Mr. Rasaut. The committee will come to order. 
We are going to take up this morning the Great Basin, the Bureau 
of Reclamation. We have Mr. E. O. Larson before us this morning. 
We welcome him before the committee. 
We have “General investigations,” $379,180 for 5 studies. We will 
put pages BR-1 to BR-7 in the record. 
(The material referred to is as follows :) 










GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, GREAT BASIN 


















Allocation of appropriation, fiscal year 1957__ _. $337, 000 
Prior year balance available_______-~~- eee ; 3, 000 








Total obligations, fiscal vear 1956_ $340, OOO 
Estimated allocation of appropriation, fiscal year 1958___ $3879, 180 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1958_- 8379, 180 





DESCRIPTION 









The appropriation of “General investigation” funds for the Great Basin pro 
vides for the planning of the basin and project developments of the Bureau oi 
Reclamation for the utilization of the water resources of that basin. 

The program of general investigations may include: 

(1) Engineering and economic investigations to determine the feasibility of 
potential reclamation projects. These investigations may consist of reconnais 
sance surveys to establish with a minimum of time and funds, the justification 
for further detailed study; basin surveys to establish basinwide plans, or de 
tailed studies of the feasibility of specific projects: 

(2) Advance planning to prepare newly authorized projects for construction : 

(3) Investigations of existing projects necessary for rehabilitation, financial 
adjustments or water conservation. 

The general investigations program includes, where appropriate, small allow- 
ances for necessary transfers of funds or reimbursements to other agencies, such 
as the Geological Survey, Fish and Wildlife Service, National Park Service, 
Weather Bureau, Coast and Geodetic Survey, Department of Agriculture, ete., 
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for work over and above their regular program which those agencies perform in 
connection with the Bureau’s investigations of specific potential projects and 
which these other agencies are better equipped to do. 


WORK UNDERWAY AND PROPOSED 


The general investigation program for the current fiscal year in the Great 
Basin is $340,000 which is financed entirely with appropriated funds. With these 
funds, planning activities will be active on a total of 6 investigations, 3 of which 
were underway at the beginning of the fiscal year. One of these investigations 
will be completed in fiscal year 1957. 

The request of $379,180 for fiscal year 1958 for this basin will be utilized for 
planning activities on five investigations all continued from the prior year. 
The activity breakdown of work proposed in fiscal year 1958 compared with the 
program for fiscal year 1957 is shown in the following summary of activities, 
and the details of the program proposed is presented in the accompanying tabu- 
lation entitled “Schedule of General Investigations Program, Fiscal Years 1957 
and 1958.” 

Summary by activities, Great Basin 


Estimated costs of investigations in the current program 


Activity 


Estimated Total, Program, Program, Balance to 
total | June 30, fiscal year | fiscal year complete 
1956 1957 


Engineering and economic in- 
vestigations. ¥ $1, 638, 420 | $821. 87 | $165, 700 $203, 400 $447, 449 
Advance planning. -.-- ; 1, 301, 450 915, 580 210, 090 75, 780 


Total cost to appropriation 2, 939, 870 1, 737, 451 375, 790 180 | 447, 449 
Distributive costs 
Service facilities, unliqui- 
dated obligations, ete. ~ 35, 790 
Total obligation pro- 


gram... . i i ‘ 000 
Less unobligated carryover and | 
funds advanced. ; a — 3, 000 


Allocation of estimate -._. J 337, 000 | 


Engineering and economic investigations— Detail by activity 


Total ‘Total Program, Program, Balance to 
estimated June 30, fiscal year fiscal year complete 
lost 1956 1957 1958 


Project investigations A $1, 638, 420 $821, 871 $165, 700 $203, 400 $447, 449 


Total cost to appropriation 1, 638, 420 $21, 871 165, 700 203, 400 447, 449 


Project investigations.—The fiscal year 1957 cost to appropriation program of 
$165,700 provides for the continuation of 3 prior year studies, 1 of which will 
be completed, and the initiation of studies on the Walker River and the Wood- 
ruff-Cokeville projects. A status report on the Bear River project will be pre- 
pared. 

In fiscal year 1958, the proposed cost to appropriation program of $203,400 
will provide for continuing investigations on 4 of the prior year activities, and 
collection of needed additional hydrologic data on the Bear River and the East 
Cache projects. 

Advance planning.—The cost to appropriation program of $210,090 in the cur- 
rent fiscal year and $175,780 in fiscal year 1958 will provide for completion of 
detailed designs and specifications, and definite plan report in preparation for 
intiating construction on the authorized initial phase of the Washoe project. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The Great Basin encompasses an area of extremely critical water supply. 
Available supplies in the rapidly growing Bonneville Basin are rather highly 
developed, but there is still much valuable water wasting into the Great Salt 
Lake, where it is lost to beneficial use. The proposed Bear River project study 
has as its purpose the utilization of this water to alleviate shortages on 23,000 
acres of irrigated lands with inadequate supplies, and to provide irrigation 
water to approximately 100,000 acres of excellent new land used at present for 
grazing and dry-farming only. The Woodruff-Cokeville project would provide 
supplemental water to an additional 40,000 acres which suffer shortages. The 
Gooseberry project has been under study for possible means of importing much- 
needed water into the Bonneville Basin from the Price River in the Colorado 
River Basin. Current studies are being made to evaluate the requirements of 
the Price River area and thus to determine the possible surplus water available 
for diversion. Another area of the Great Basin which is susceptible of improved 
utilization of critical water resources lies on the east slope of the Sierras in 
Nevada. The runoff of the Truckee and Carson Rivers, formed for the most 
part from melting snows in the high Sierra Nevada Range, comes as torrential 
floods in the spring, destroying property and passing on unused. After mid- 
summer the runoff drops sharply, leaving insufficient water for adequate irri- 
gation. Also, damages are caused by excessive ground water in certain areas 
of the basin. The same general situation exists in the Walker River Basin. 
The potential Washoe project and the Walker River project would conserve and 
utilize the surplus ground water and spring flood flows of the rivers in this area. 
The initial phase of the multipurpose Washoe project was authorized in August 
1956, and advance planning for initiation of construction will be completed dur- 
ing fiscal year 1958. Studies on the ultimate phase of the Washoe project and 
on Walker River project for multiple purposes are being continued. 








: 
| 
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FUNDS SHIFTED TO WASHOE PROJECT FOR ADVANCE PLANNING 


Mr. Rapavt. Last year the committee approved the request of 
$180,000 to continue the investigations on the Washoe project. Now 
I note that instead you have gone ahead this year to start advance 
planning with an allocation of $215,000. W hy was this shift made 
without clearance with the committee / 

Mr. Larson. The $180,000 in the fiscal year 1957 hearing was for 
both the initial and the ultimate phases of the Washoe project. In 
August 1956 the work on the ultimate phase was scheduled sepa- 
rately as $39,114, and the work on the initial phase was scheduled 
separately in the amount of $215,000. 

Mr. Razavr. It was not scheduled last year; was it? 

Mr. Larson. The whole Washoe project was scheduled last year, 
both initial and ultimate. 

Mr. Rapaut. Was any advance planning scheduled / 

Mr. Larson. No, sir. 

Mr. Rasavut. That is what we are talking about. Why stop there? 
Why not construct it? It is just going beyond the scope of the allo- 
cation for which the funds were made. 

Mr. Larson. The work accomplished was identical except there 
was a little more done on the initial phase, but the work contem- 
plated with the $180,000 was for definite planning report on the 
initial phase. 

Mr. Rasavt. Just so we will not have a misunderstanding in the 
future, suppose you stay with the committee on that. Do not do 
things that have not been taken up with the committee. 

Another $170,000 is requested in 1958 to finish preconstruction 
planning. What would suffer if this was delayed ? 

Mr. Larson. On what project ? 

Mr. Rasavut. This same project. Is this not the same project? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. ‘The request for 1958 is to complete the 
studies for the definite plan report, work with the organization that 
is being formed now, and work to prepare the project for con- 
struction. 

Mr. Ranaut. How urgent is it that this be done this year? We have 
a hard year ahead of us ‘this year and have to ask these questions. 

Mr. Larson. The Washoe project is one the people have needed for 
a good many years. Nevada has an area of 72 million acres and less 
than 700,000 acres are under irrigation. We have looked upon it asa 
project that is badly needed in that area, and the people look at it the 
same way. 

Mr. Rapavt. Please locate the project on the map. 


CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATON, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


Mr. Raravr. Construction and rehabilitation, $7.074.000 for two 
projects. 


* 
PROVO RIVER PROJECT, UTAH 


Provo River project, Utah, $574,000. We will put pages BR-8 to 
13R-14 in the record. 
(The material follows:) 
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Provo River ProJect, UTAH 


Location.—Summit, Wasatch, Utah, and Salt Lake Counties, Utah, with 
project works extending from the Duchesne tunnel, about 20 miles east of 
Kamas, Utah, southwesterly to Provo, Utah, and thence northwesterly to Salt 
Lake City, Utah. 

Authorization.—The Provo River project was authorized under the provisions 
of the act of December 5, 1924 (43 Stat. 701), by a finding of feasibility of the 
Secretary of the Interior on November 13, 1935, approved by the President on 
November 16, 1935; a finding of feasibility of the Secretary of the Interior on 
October 21, 1938, approved by the President on October 24, 1938; and the act of 
March 29, 1948 (62 Stat. 92). Deer Creek powerplant was authorized by the 
Secretary of the Interior by finding of feasibility on August 20, 1951. 

Description.—The project will conserve water resources of Webe r, Provo, and 
Duchesne Rivers for supplemental irrigation of 46,609 acres, for temporary pro- 

vision of a full irrigation supply for 10,000 acres of new land, and for provision 
of domestic and industrial water supplies for the metropolitan districts of Salt 
Lake City, Provo, Orem, Lindon, Pleasant Grove, American Fork, and Lehi. 
Facilities of the project include the Deer Creek Dam and powerplant (5,000 
kilowatts) on Provo River, the Weber-Provo diversion canal, the Duchesne tun- 
nel and diversion dam, enlargement and betterment of the Provo River channel 
from Duchesne tunnel to Deer Creek Dam, Murdock diversion dam, Provo Reser- 
voir canal including south lateral of the Utah Lake Distributing Co. canal, and 
the Salt Lake aqueduct, including the terminal reservoir. <A residence for the dam 
tender has been constructed at Deer Creek Camp, where additional residences 
for powerplant operators will be located. 


Summarized financial data 


Be $33, 559, 132 
Total obligations to June 30, 1956 31, 863, 535 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1957 985, 380 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1958 574, 000 
Balance to complete 136, 217 


On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program will total $574,000. This pro- 
gram is explained in the narrative justification which follows. 


Change in total project costs and obligations 


Costs | Obligations 


1957 congressional justification $33, 242, 650 | $32, 626, 584 
1958 congressional justification sis z 34, 357, 825 | 33, 659, 132 


Increase _ __ Sirol ; % - ‘ 1, 115, 175 932, 548 


The increase is principally due to the increase of the Provo River Channel 
revision in the project cost estimate. 


Allocation of estimated total project cost 


Estimated total project cost to be allocated: 
Total construction cost... _ bikie : $34, 246, 353 
Contribution to CSR fund and funde d charges_ ie ae 111, 472 
Wetet og Ae J j Rw, 357, R25 


Reimbursable: 
Errigecion..._..... a ceccoh acai’ alii xe 8, 532, 687 


Municipal and industrial ws vater___- v3 : 7 24, 774, 138 
Pe aiatienJGie : ; nena ici OG, O00 


PR oxedseneies = ‘tall elena ‘ ; a _ 857, 
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Repayment of reimbursable costs 


nr irpieetion Water’ WOGTRs ¢ <4i66~ igo — eed oe kW jn nec 68, 582: 687 
By municipal and industrial water users__-..___----~- eer 
By power revenues... ..+~.--6...-4..24 bach tbaanihag saphena 1, 051, 000 

gE Medi tbl l oii dh tea De il dei : bee 34, 357, 825 


Repayment costs per acre 
Federal investment per acres: To be repaid from water users___- $151. 00 


al a Ri enn ata decane tiahen cacsichateh . : teeta 





Annual water user charges: Distribution systems: 


Construction__—___~-- Sraeasnata cel ; nak cian . 2. 86 
Operation and maintenance__-_~_- et ai . . 90 
Total ee eh ia cai - : _ 5. 76 


Repayment contracts.—Cost of Deer Creek powerplant will be repaid from the 
sale of power over a period of approximately 50 years. A contract has been 
executed with the Provo River Water Users Association for the repayment of 
construction costs of the Deer Creek division and with the Metropolitan Water 
District of Salt Lake City for the repayment of construction costs of the 
aqueduct division. 

Physical data 


Feature Type Capacity Height Ler 
Deer Creek Dam Earth fill 152,564 acre-feet 155 feet 1,300 feet. 
Deer Creek powerplant 2 units, hydro 5,000 kilowatt 
Duchesne tunnel Concrete-lined 600 cubic feet per econd 6 mil 
Weber-Provo diversion canal.' Earth and concrete- | 1,000 cubic feet per second 9 mile 
lined 
Provo Reservoir canal .do 500 cubic feet per secon 23 mil 
Utah Lake distributing canal do 40 cubic feet per second 9 mile 
Salt Lake aqueduct Closed conduit, con- | 150 cubic feet per second... 42 mile 
crete and steel 
pipe 
Acres to be served 
Lcres 
Deer Creek Division: Supplemental supply__---- os etl wie aii: I 


Status.—Construction began July 16, 1988. As of June 30, 1956, the project 
was approximately 95 percent complete. Construction will continue in fiscal 
year 1957 on the Provo River Channel and Deer Creek power facilities with the 
substation and transmission line schedule for completion in fiscal year 1957. 


WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


Provo River Channel revision, $500,000.—Acquisition of rights-of-way and con- 
struction of channel revisions will continue with contracts to be awarded for 
construction of earth work and structures in the first quarter. 

Deer Oreek powerplant, $65,291.—Work will continue to completion under the 
prime contract awarded in fiscal year 1956, with initial power generation from 
both units scheduled in the first quarter of fiscal year 1958. 

Deer Creek substation, $4,635.—Work will be completed on this feature the lat- 
ter part of fiscal year 1957 or early part of fiscal year 1958. 

Contribution to civil service retirement fund, $4,300.—Initial year contribution 
to civil service retirement fund. 

Adjustments, $226.—Minor cost adjustments. 
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Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1957 and 1958—Provo River project, 























Utah 
on a i i . 
Estimated Total to Program Program | Balance to 
Program item total | June 30, current budget year| complete 
1956 } year 1957 | 1958 
i | | 
(1) | (2) (3 (4) } (5) | (6) 
(hg dita Seiesepaibtenmiii ‘ — aie sh oie ‘ ‘ ~——---| 
Construction program } | 
Deer Creek division: 
Deer Creek Dam and appurte- 
nant works. --- $4, 054, 559 | $4,054, 5 
Provo River Channel revision | 1,839, 234 839, 234 $367, 009 $500, 000 $132, 991 
Weber-Provo diversion canal 1, 530, 053 1, 5 2,100 |... ‘ 
Duchesne tunnel 9, 190,934 + 9, 7 
Provo Reservoir canal diversion | | 
dam... ‘ 230, 931 230, 931 ; cele ; 
Provo Reservoir ci anal 3, 480,390 | 3,479,390 1, 000 
Deer Creek powerplant 934, 880 199, 567 670, 022 65, 291 | 
Deer Creek substation 81, 970 12, 682 64, 653 4,635 | 
Deer Creek 46-kilovolt transmis- | 
sion line 5, 000 903 4, 097 
General property 24, 150 743 28, 407 













Total Deer Creek division 
Aqueduct division: Salt Lake aque- 
duct 









Total construction costs 34, 246, 353 | 32, 406, 148 1, 136, 288 | 569, 926 133, 991 

Contribution to civil-service retire- | 
nent tund 6, 400 

Other charges funded 105, 172 105, 172 






a 


, 300 2, 000 









justments 






Total cost to ippropriation od, OOS, 166 31, 651, 652 1, 136, 288 574, 000 136, 217 
Other expenditures and credit 50, 966 62, 191 1, 216 












tal expenditures 33, 559, 1 31, 713, 843 1. 135, 072 574, 000 136, 217 
1 orders 149, 692 — 149, 692 





U ndeliveres 











000 | 





1 oblig 





itions 






f financing 
Allocation of appropriation, fiscal year 
1957 - _. 639, 000 
Application of prior year funds 346, 380 
red s 574, 000 136, 000 









nas requl 











PROJECT COST INCREASES 





I 











Mr. Rasavur. Last year we were told only $79,440 would be needed 
in 1958 to complete this project, but now we have a request for 
S574,000 for 1958, and we are told it will take another $136,000 after 
that to finish it. This is 2 years in a row this project has been in- 
creased over $1 million in cost. What is the reason for the ine ae 
Mr. Larson. Well, the increase in project cost in fiscal year 1956 
was due to the construction of the powerplant at the Deer C file Dam, 
and the increase the past year is because of increased problems on the 
Provo River channel upstream from the Deer Creek Reservoir. We 
intended to buy some flooding easements, but the landowners would 
not. accept the offers, and last year during the flood stage damage 
oce urred and there were a large number of lawsuits and claims against 
the proj ject. Studies were made and it was concluded the best way 
to handle the situation is to buy more flooding easements and to ac- 
complish some work on the river channel. 
Mr. Rapavut. pig this misunderstanding arise from the fact of in- 
sufficient study, or was it a change of mind on the part of the people? 
The river was liste when you started, and now you have complicated 
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problems on the river. You had some sort of a survey, did you not? 
Why does it develop now ? 

Mr. Larson. There are two reasons. First, no one can tell what 
will happen when you bring in water from another w atershed; and 
the second is that the lands become more valuable and people ‘have 
built summer homes along the river that were not there before. 

Mr. Razavr. Did not these people who built these summer homes 
there know what was happening? Did they build the homes there 
in order to have a way of selling them ? 

Mr. Larson. They feel they have a right to build summer homes 
on land they purchased. 

Mr. Rapavt. It is like the Forest Service building roads on land 


when they know we w ill flood them. Now it is private industry doing 


it and Uncle Sam pays and pays and pays. 

Mr. Dexuerer. This project is fully repayable by the water and 
power users 

Mr. Razavut. They will pay more than they would have if there 
had been a watchdog on it. Iam talking about these houses that were 
built there. They built these summer homes after everybody knew 
this work was going to be done. 

Mr. Larson. That was just part of it. 

Mr. Ranaut. It is part of a considerable amount when you see the 
way it is going up in price. 

Mr. Larson. Most of it is more extensive flooding easements over 
larger areas to get out of further claims. 

Mr. Rasavut. You do not take it fee simple ? 

Mr. Larson. No, sir. 

Mr. Rapa. How do they break this new expense down? If it 
was a small amount of money I would not say anything, but it has 
jumped up $2 million in 2 years. 

Mr. Larson. The $1,051,000 is for the Deer Creek power plant. The 
estimate for channel improvements and easements were increased 
from $367,000 in fiscal year 1957 to $1 million total to complete. 

Mr. Rasavut. How much land will be taken in on this easement ? 

Mr. Larson. I cannot give the acres, but it involves 15 miles or more 
on the stretches of the river. 

Mr. Rasavut. Will you supply that for the record? 

Mr. Larson. Yes. 

(The information follows :) 

The Provo River Channel revision work underway in fiscal year 1957 and 
proposed for continuation in fiscal year 1958 and fiscal year 1959 will require 
the acquisition of approximately 100 acres of land in fee title and flooding ease- 
ments on approximately 3,000 acres of land. 

Mr. Rasavur. What do we pay for easements? 

Mr. Larson. We have an appraisal board that makes an official 
appraisal after study of the river. 

Mr. Rapavr. This is only for flood conditions ? 

Mr. Larson. This is for flood easements only. 

Mr. Rasavut. When you have these easements you permit them to 
use the land? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapauvtt. They take the chance? 

Mr. Larson. They have to fight the floods themselves from then on. 
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Mr. Rasaut. What was the original estimated cost of this project 
when construction started in 1938 ? 

Mr. Larson. The estimated cost of the project was about $13 mil- 
lion, as I recall, for the Deer Creek division and the aqueduct division. 

Mr. Rasaut. Now it is up to $33,559,132. How much of that in- 
crease is equipment ? 

Mr. Larson. Equipment? 

Mr. Rasavur. Yes; for any kind of equipment going into it. 

Mr. Larson. The powerplant. 

Mr. Razavuct. That is equipment. 

Mr. Larson. The project has been turned over to the Provo River 
Water Users Association on the Deer Creek Division, and on the Aque- 
duct Division to the Metropolitan Water District of Salt Lake City, so 
we have no equipment to amount to anything. 

Mr. Rapaur. You want $574,000 this year and you will need a bal- 
ance after that of $136,217. Will that really complete it ? 

Mr. Larson. As far as we can tell that will complete it. 

Mr. Rasavrt. I hope your guess for the future is a little more firm 
than the estimates we have had in the past, because this has been a 
project that has gone up and up and up. 


POWER REVENUES 


What provision has been made for the sale of the power from the 
Deer Creek powerplant ? 

Mr. Larson. We are just in that stage now of arriving at a sale 
price. Eventually most of the power from the Deer Creek power- 
plant will be used for project purposes. 

Mr. Rapavt. The justifications set up power revenues of $1,051,000. 
You will have to sell some of the power? 

Mr. Larson. The entire winter production of power is used for 
what we call winter power water. 

Mr. Rasavur. Suppose you explain this “winter power water.” 

Mr. Larson. About one-third of the project water supply for the 
Dear Creek Division of the Provo River project is from the diversion 
of winter water from the Weber River that is covered by rights for 
private powerplants, so that the plan called for diversion of this 
water to the Provo River, and in order to make the power losses good, 
an exchange agreement was made for exchanging power on the one 
stream for the power loss on the other stream so that that water could 
be diverted over to the Provo. 

Mr. Rasavur. How do you make that diversion? 

Mr. Larson. Through the Weber-Provo diversion canal, whieh is 
about 8 miles long. 

Mr. Rasautr. How much are you getting for power now? 

Mr. Larson. The powerplant is just under construction now. 

Mr. Rasaur. It is just under construction so that you are not getting 
anything now. When will it be in operation ? 

Mr. Larson. Next year. 

Mr. Rapaut. Any questions? 

Mr. Kirwan. I note this project started in 1938, about 20 years ago. 

Mr. Larson. Yes, before World War IT. 

Mr. Kirwan. And Mr. Dexheimer said we would get back every 
quarter we put into the project. Is that correct ? 











Mr. Larson. That is correct. 
Mr. Kirwan. How much of this water—and I am not against it 
is going to the steel plant there ¢ 

Mr. Larson. Not a drop. 

Mr. Kirwan. Is any of the Weber Basin water going to the steel 
plant? 

Mr. Larson. No, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. Where do they get their water from / 

Mr. Larson. From deep wells. They get no project water. 

Mr. Kirwan. No project water ? 

Mr. Larson. No, sir. They rented it temporarily years ago but 
not now. 

Mr. Kirwan. I am not opposed to it if it can make employment. 
Naturally many of those employed in the steel plant are the ones 
who have to pay it back. But you say none of that water is going to 
the big steel plant there ¢ 

Mr. Larson. No, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. You are going to use it for power and irrigation? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. But none for the steel plant ? 

Mr. Larson. No, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is all. 

Mr. JENSEN. Will the power from this project be integrated with 
municipal power and power from private power companies, or will 
it be just sold at the bus bar ? 

Mr. Larson. The winter power goes to the private power com- 
panies under the exchange agreement. We have not disposed of the 
summer power yet. 

Mr. Jensen. That will be firmed up by power from somewhere ? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you know what rates you will have to charge for 
this power in order to make the project pay off? 

Mr. Larson. The summer power sold at 514 mills would pay out 
the plant in 16 years. It will pay out much before a 50-year period. 

Mr. JenseN. It will pay off that part chargeable to power / 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. It will not pay off the whole project ? 

Mr. Larson. No, sir. The net revenue will be used to fully pay 
off the project. 

Mr. Jensen. What part of the cost of this project is chargeable to 
irrigation and what part is chargeable to power and municipal and 
industrial water ? 

Mr. Larson. About $8,532,687 is chargeable to irrigation. 

Mr. JENsEN. That is supplemental, as I recall ? 

Mr. Larson. It is practically all supplemental. 

Mr. Crostuwatr. The supplemental supply is for 46,609 acres. 

Mr. Larson. $1,051,000 is chargeable to power. 

Mr. Jensen. Is that all that is chargeable to power? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. How many kilowatts of power is produced on this 
project ¢ 
Mr. Larson. It is a very small plant. 
Mr. Jensen. I know it is a small plant. 
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Mr. Larson. About 5,000 kilowatts. 

Mr. Jensen. Run down those figures again. 

Mr. Larson. $8.5 million for irrigation ; $24,774,000 for municipal 
and industrial water; and $1,051,000 for power, a total of about $3+ 
million. 

WATER CHARGE 


Mr. Jensen. What is your charge for the water to the municipali- 
ties? It is about twice as much as you charge the irrigators, is it 
not ¢ 

Mr. Larson. Two or three times as much: yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you know what it is? Supply that for the record. 
Tell us how much is chargeable per acre for irrigation and how much 
the municipalities pay for this water. 

(The information follows:) 

Under the Provo River project 11 irrigation organizations subscribed for water 
in the amounts varying from 0.13 to 1.89 acre-feet per acre. The construction 
charge per acre for this supplemental irrigation water varies from $0.37 to 
$5.88 based on a rate of $2.85 per acre-foot of subscribed water. The construction 
charge for municipal water is also $2.85 per acre-foot of subscribed water. In 
addition to this base charge the Metropolitan Water District of Salt Lake will 
pay the construction costs of the aqueduct division (Salt Lake aqueduct ) at the 
rate of $6.67 per acre-foot over a 15-year period and at a rate of $4.35 per acre- 
foot thereafter. 

Mr. Jensen. Is this a 50-year payout period ? 

Mr. Larson. No, sir. Before World War II when we signed the 
repayment contract in 1936, the Deer Creek division, which has the 
water supply, was to pay out in 40 years with 40 equal annual install- 
ments, 

Mr. JENSEN. After the construction period ? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. The water was subscribed for by irrigation 
companies and six metropolitan water districts, all of which was on 
an equal charge per acre-foot basis; and even though not used by the 
districts, the cost of the canals was reflected in the cost of the water 
bought by the metropolitan water districts. 

The aqueduct division that carries the water to Salt Lake City is 
under contract with the Metropolitan Water District of Salt Lake 
City. That is $13 million to be repaid. 

The work was practically shut down during the war, and after con- 
struction resumed the cost tripled in a lot of cases. Then a new act 
was passed by the Congress under which the Secretary of the Interior, 
through the Bureau of Reclamation, would lease water until the 
excess costs are paid out. Then we revert to the 40-year contract. 
The collections now are being applied to the excess cost of the project. 

Mr. JeNsEN. I remember that whole program. As I am sure you 
know, Congressman Fenton and I have been on this committee since a 
Jong time ‘before the beginning of this project, and it has been an 
interesting project to follow. 

Will you list the cities and towns and villages that get water from 
this project? Youcan list them for the record, and show whether each 
town or each municipality pays the same price for water as the other 
towns. Is it an equal charge, or do you have a different charge for 
ach town? If so, I wish you would list the charge assessed against 
ach town for water they receive from this project. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 
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Provo River project water is furnished by six metropolitan water districts to 
the following communities at the rate per acre-foot indicated: 


a RN Eh ath EIA Sag pile eelescrnicneeills oat aplain dng Reon platelet $20. 00-840. 00 
Pere alae es he sos bs 4. 50 
CN ree i ee scott sual Leu bi dis i <3 4. 50 
ta eas haa ccc icsins sl Ee cccaaseccctii ai edie cee loa acdiaaescdiien 2. 85 
Pieasent Grove and Linden....................<+..,..- “ ex 2. 85 
SS a se aeshnhielaeieinians citsch sy cgsieasaeciinicea tania silat ar 2. 85 
Salt Lake County Water Conservancy District____._.____.____-..---_-_-_- 40. 00 


The Salt Lake County Water Conservancy District supplies water to the follow- 
ing small communities at a rate of $55 per acre-foot: Kearns, Taylorsville, 
Granger, Bachus, Hunter, Chesterfield, Bennion, West Jordan, South Jordan, 
Riverton, Granite Peak, Union, and East Sandy. 

Although the metropolitan districts of Provo, Lehi, Pleasant Grove and Linden, 
and American Fork subscribed for project water for municipal use, a large portion 
of the subscribed water in each case will be used for irrigation purposes for 
many years. 

Mr. Jensen. Would you care to comment on that at this time/ 

Mr. Larson. I should state that with the exception of the Metro- 
politan Water District of Salt Lake City, the other districts so far use 
the water for irrigation. A part of the water bought by the Metro- 
politan Water District of Salt Lake City is also used for irrigation, 
resold by the Metropolitan Water District of Salt Lake City at a lower 
price than they pay for it. 

Mr. Jensen. Will you explain the methods used on this project 
in the disposal of water as you have just stated, and give us a word 
picture of this project as it exists today. You can supply that for the 
record. 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. 

(The information follows :) 

The Provo River Water Users Association is the contracting entity with the 
United States for all Provo River project water which is made available by the 
Deer Creek division. The association has subscription contracts with 11 water 
user organizations for supplemental irrigation water and 6 metropolitan water 
districts for municipal water. These organizations subscribe for stock in the 
Provo River Water Users Association. Each share of stock represents 1 acre-foot 
of storage water. The total stock subscription in the association is 100,000 
shares, of which 42,500 shares are for irrigation use and 57,500 shares are for 
municipal use. The annual construction charge to the association is based on 
the 100,000 acre-feet of storage water whether used or not. Subscribers to the 
Provo River Water Users Association are as follows: 

Subscription 


Organization: (shares) 
Provo Reservoir Water Users Co... --._-.___._..-_.... 16; 000 
rem Bee Betrinwting Ue se ee ee sie 15, 200 
Prove, pene Oamal & Terigation 06. 6uiec nc cnc cctncicnwese 2, 000 
I II I Nh deh. Coes psip conan wid poimentnuiebenee 500 
a or essecdenretustaianin tn emnidpan ene uimienenin uration sn uvebenenen 500 
Beda Conservation District... .............-......- 8 5, 010 
Nee ee ee ee ck etemateneuia 300 
Beaver & Shingle Creek Irrigation Co__..___-_._-_______-________ 900 
rere, tee I nk cw nmwcnaione 1, 000 
I ie aise Asacias cn cnlep sles evbdsse ee unAsdied okecemmrion 125 
I ls 200 
Metropolitan Water District of Salt Lake City__.______ Li hd AEE 46, 500 

i See Sia Tee te et ef 8, 000 
SRS ap RR Lt a a Ea eee a eee Se 2, 254 
Neen ee 500 
pe rey ie meee i ek 500 

Se Sheth och ees De tie 500 
Directors (Provo River Water Users Association) _.....-_________ 11 
ls sttiiciti sii cei ree Se eR ee a nwiiwnm Oy Cee 
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Substantially all project water was subscribed for before construction of the 
project was started. 


The project plan with its various features is essentially the same as when 
authorized. The significant change in the project is the increased cost resulting 
from higher prices for labor and mtaerials since World War II as compared to 
prices prevailing at the time the project was authorized in 1936, recent con- 
struction of the Deer Creek powerplant, and currently the requirement for 
extensive flooding easements on the Provo River Channel. 

The Deer Creek division of the project is operated by the Provo River Water 
Users Association, except for the Deer Creek Dam, which is intended to be turned 
over to the association for operation and maintenance along with the Deer Creek 
powerplant as soon as the latter is completed. The aqueduct division is oper- 
ated and maintained by the Metropolitan Water District of Salt Lake. 

Mr. Fenton. Mr. Larson, the great problem out there is for munic- 
ipal water ; is it not? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir; that is one of the great problems; that is 
correct. 

Mr. Fenton. What is the future outlook for supplying water in 
that area? As I recall, there were certain people trying to expand 
industry and they were having a pretty tough time for water. 

Mr. Larson. The area from Salt Lake City north for about 100 
miles is pretty well taken care of by the Weber Basin project, and the 
area from Salt Lake City south is looking for water from the central 
Utah project. 

Mr. Fenton. From Salt Lake City toward the steel mill, is there 
not a shortage there ¢ 

Mr. Larson. There are other areas in greater need of water than 
that. However, that area from Salt Lake City to the steel plant will 
need more water for industrial developments, and that is provided 
for in the plan of the central Utah project. 

Mr. Fenton. Do the costs chargeable to municipalities include an 
interest charge? 

Mr. Larson. In the central Utah project the cost of the water in- 
cludes the actual cost of providing the water plus interest. 

Mr. Fenton. Plus interest ? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. What is the rate? 

Mr. Larson. The rate is specified by the terms of the act authoriz- 
ing the Colorado River storage project. It has been announced by 
the Secret: iry of the Treasury as 2% percent. 

Mr. Fenton. What about this particular project? 

Mr. Larson. The Provo River? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. 

Mr. Larson. That is a project that was started as a PWA project 
during the so-called depression and all the costs were pooled without 
interest. It started off in that manner. 

Mr. FENTON. Does that mean they get interest-free money in the 
amount of $24,774,000 ? 

Mr. Larson, “At that time it was started as a PWA project. Thai 
is right. 

Mr. Fenton. That is all. 


91488—57——37 
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Mr. Kirwan. Weber Basin project, Utah, $7,454,735. 
pages BR-15 to BR-23 in the record. 
(The material follows :) 


We will put 


WEBER BASIN PRoJEcT, UTAH 


Location.—North central Utah, in Davis, Weber, and Morgan Counties, most 
of Summit County, and a small portion of Box Elder County. The project 
works extend west from storage facilities on the Weber River to lands between 
the Wasatch Range and Great Salt Lake. 

Authorization.—Act of August 29, 1949 (63 Stat. 677). 

Description.—The purpose of this project is to develop the basin’s unused 
water for irrigation and municipal and industrial needs, provide needed drain- 
age outlets for waterlogged lands, protect lands and improvements from flood 
damage, produce hydroelectric power for irrigation pumping, increase recre- 
ational opportunities, improve fish and wildlife resources, and reduce the mos- 
quito infestation in the project area. The project is designed to furnish 
164,000 acre-feet of water to 51,210 acres of potentially productive land now 
unirrigated, and to 24,400 acres now only partially irrigated. Approximately 
49,000 acres of waterlogged land will be reclaimed. More than 40,000 acre-feet 
of water will be made available for municipal and industrial use in Davis and 
Weber Counties. About 65,500 acre-feet of return flow from irrigated land that 
will occur in marshy areas too low to be reclaimable will be used for migratory 
waterfowl refuges. Powerplants will have an installed capacity of 5,400 kilo- 
watts. 

Benefit-cost ratio—2.7 to 1. 















Summarized financial data 














Dee ees, SOUR) GUTOR AONS WW. once cincueectinnomeense ___.__. $68, 780, 000 





Total obligations to June 30, 1956__- ttttibusclle. 03): Sas 


ote wureatoes.: Tica FORT JOST ooo on eek nik ncn wud Bad 9, 466, 224 
a ed aint aiaicunsineinine 7, 434, 735 


Balance to complete___-_- a a ee 

On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 cost program will total $7,894,000. The 
narrative justification, which follows, explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program 
and the relation of costs to obligations. 


Changes in total project costs and obligations 


Costs | Obligations 





1957 congressional justifications __ $68, 602, 000 | $66, 712, 000 
1958 congressional justifications _ - 70, 670, 000 68, 780, 000 

















Increase - 2, 068, 000 


i) 


, 068, 000 





The total estimated cost of the Weber Basin project has been increased from 
$68,602,000 to $70,670,000. This increase reflects actual bid prices on contracts 
awarded during the first half of 1956, and the application of current price in- 
dexes to previous estimates in the case of work not yet advertised for bids. 
Total obligations will be increased an additional estimated $300,000 for contri- 
butions to the civil-service retirement fund. 
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Total estimated project cost and allocation 


Total estimated project cost to be allocated : 
Total construction cost $70, 270, 000 
TE MICIORIAS GO VRIES CON cece steer mndimcmninnaeneninait 100, 000 
Contributions to civil-service retirement fund 300, 000 


70, 670, 000 


Allocation of total estimated project cost: 
Reimbursable : 
Irrigation 294, 000 
Municipal and industrial water 685, 000 


Subtotal g : ; - 7, 979, 000 


Nonreimbursable: 
Flood control 393, 000 
Recreation__ 568, 000 
Fish and wildlife 1, 730, 000 


Subtotal ‘ 12, 691, 000 


Total 70, 670, 000 


Repayment of reimbursable costs 


Dy irrigation Wate? Wsere......d nncsecnnudsducemsnccseasnnceuseen $27, 714, 000 
my maonmiciser Wate? were... oo icone keene 29, 227, 000 
Be DOE PET OR OR nina nnn cna = je dennndeg aaa 1, 038, 000 


NE ee ah nh ith wage ane Ue ; ; J F207 a0 


Repayment costs per 


To be repaid from irrigation water users $370 
To be repaid from municipal water users.............. 242 senennes 180 
Total 550 
Annual water users’ charges (per acre-foot) : 
CONE UOT RON 5. se hk et hendanied phe asset , xt Bre 
Operation and maintenance 


REPAYMENT CONTRACTS 


A repayment contract covering the reimbursable construction costs of the 
project was executed on December 12, 1952, by the Weber Basin Water Con- 
servancy District. The district is negotiating with water users for the sale of 
irrigation, municipal, and industrial water. Contracts relating to the enlarge- 
ment of Pineview Dam and Reservoir, modification of power at existing plants 
and the sale of surplus project power, and the operation of Echo Reservoir for 
flood control are being negotiated. 


Physical data 


Feature Type Capacity Height | Length 


Miles 
Dams and reservoirs (5)..| 4 earth; 1 concrete 445,000 acre-feet 
Canals and aqueducts (7).| Various -- 80 to 1,105 cubic feet per second 97 
Pumping plants (2) .- Electric powered 750 cubie feet per second_..-- 
Power facilities (2). - 5,400 kilowatts . 
Lateral systems Various Serves 37,700 acres full supply 
Drains Open and closed 29,000 acres reclaimed; 19,000 
acres improved. 

Recreational develop- | Public facilities for pienick- 

ment. ing, boating and related 

activities. 





- 
od 
Acres to be served 


Full supply 
Supplemental 


Total 


Status.—Construction was begun during December 1952. As of June 30, 1957, 
the project will be approximately 45 percent complete. The construction of 
Wanship Dam, Gateway canal and tunnel, Stoddard diversion dam, Slaterville 
diversion dam, and the enlargement of Pineview Dam will be substantially com- 
pleted. The construction of the Davis and Weber aqueducts and related lateral 
systems will be underway to the point that the first deliveries of water will be 
possible. Construction of the Wanship and Gateway powerplants will be under- 
way. The construction of initial pilot drains will be substantially completed, 
and the construction of the first part of the complete drainage system will be 
started. Construction of basic recreational facilities at Wanship Dam and 
Pineview Dam will be underway. Project investigation in connection with the 
remaining features will continue. 


WORK PROPOSED FISCAL YEAR 1958 


Wanship Dam and Reservoir, $154,000.—This sum provides for the completion 
of miscellaneous items and the settlement of contracts and claims. 

Wanship power facilities, $192,000.—Provides for the completion of the power- 
plant, switchyard and connection to existing transmission facilities. Initial 
power will be generated late in the fiscal year. 

Lost Creek Dam and Reservoir, $5,000.—Represents a pro rata portion of the 
project development cost. No work is scheduled for this feature until fiscal 
year 1960. 

East Canyon Dam and Reservoir enlargement, $4,000.—Represents a pro rata 
portion of the project development cost. No work is scheduled for this feature 
until fiscal year 1961. 

Gateway canal and diversion works, $106,000.—Provides for the completion 
of miscellaneous items, including chlorination facilities located at the tunnel 
inlet. 

Gateway power facilities, $636,000.—Provides for the completion of the power- 
plant and switchboard. Initial power will be generated late in the fiscal year. 

Weber aqueduct and laterals, $992,000.—This sum provides for the completion 
of a pump lift and discharge line and the laterals. 

Davis aqueduct and laterals, $3,336,000.—Work will be continued on trunk- 
lines, pump lifts and discharge lines, and access roads pertaining to the aque- 
duct proper. Work will also continue on the major lateral systems. 

Pineview Dam and Reservoir enlargement, $431,000.—Provides for the com- 
pletion of miscellaneous items, final payments on right-of-way acquisitions, 
settlement of contracts and claims. All work scheduled on this feature will be 
completed. 

Slaterville diversion works, $2,000.—Provides for the completion of miscel- 
laneous items. 

Willard canals and pump, $115,000.—Field data required for designs and 
specifications will be collected and submitted to the Chief Engineer. 

Willard Dam and Reservoir, $1,835,000.—Contract will be awarded and con- 
struction started. Right of way acquisition will be continued. 

Warren canal enlargement and laterals, $18,000.—Field data required for 
designs and specifications will be collected and submitted to the Chief Engineer. 

Layton canal, pump and laterals, $60,000.—Field data required for designs 
and specifications will be collected and submitted to the Chief Engineer. 

Drains, $486,000.—Contracts will be awarded for the construction of the com- 
plete drainage system in area A, west of Bountiful and Farmington. This will 
incorporate the A-—1 pilot drain previously constructed. This area is to receive 
irrigation water from the Davis aqueduct in 1958 and 1959, and must be pro- 
vided with some drains before irrigation water is applied. Preconstruction sur- 
veys will be continued in the remaining areas to be drained. 

Recreational development, $300,000.—Construction of basic recreational facili- 
ties at Wanship Dam and Reservoir will be essentially completed, while similar 
construction at Pineview Dam and Reservoir will be continued. Studies will be 
continued in connection with proposed recreational facilities in the Willard Dam 
area. 
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Contributions to civil-service retirement fund, $72,000.—Estimate of contribu- 
tions required by Public Law 854. 

Transitional development, $10,000.—This sum will be used to help pay the cost 
of operation and maintenance of facilities which will be serving a comparatively 
small area during the first year of operation. 

Adjustments, $360,000.—Represents allowance for payment to Ogden Water 
Users Association in connection with enlargement of Pineview Dam if necessary. 
This is a nonfunded item. 

Other expenditures and credits, $1,000.—Expenditure for stores to be charged 
to permanent project features in future years. 


Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1957 and 1958—Weber Basin project, 
Utah 


co aT esate ; cee 2 al 
| Estims ated | Total to | Program Program Balance to 
Program item total | June 30, | current |budget year} complete 
1956 year 1957 1958 
| 


(1) 3) 5 | ©) 


Construction program: 
Wanship Dam and Reservoir... | $6, 802, 000 | $4, 630, 285 | $1,239,715 | $154,000 | $778,000 
Wanship power facilities Seabee 592, 000 34, 747 | 365 5, 3 253 192, 000 
Lost Creek Dam and Reservoir... 3, 634, 000 7,119 | é 5,000 | 
East Canyon Dam and Reservoir (en- | 
largement) --| 2,085,000 | 53, 164 | 5, 4, 000 
Gateway canal and diversion works , 607,000 | 7, , 230 , 765 | 106, 000 
Gateway power facilities_. c , 685, 000 | 5, 198 , 802 | 636, 000 | 
Weber aqueduct and laterals_--__- A , 796,000 | 1, , 126 574, 8 992, 000 |_- 
Davis aqueduct and laterals_. 2,600,000 | 3,463, 297 , 151,927 | 3,336,000 | 
Pineview Dam and Reservoir (en- | 
largement niall 572,000 | 1,615,371 | 2, 525, 62s 431, 000 | 
Slaterville diversion works.. ‘ 900, OOO | 5, 465 512, 535 | Bilan 
Willard canals and pump. ‘ | 7,653,000 | 56, 31! , 685 | 115,000 | 7,363, 000 
Willard Dam and Reservoir... , 840, 000 | 276, 082 |  § 1, 335, 000 6, 780, 000 
Warren canal enlargement and laterals 7,000 : , 591 | 18, 000 | 830, 000 
Layton canal, pump and laterals_.....| 2, 936,000 | , 871 | , 129 | 60,000 | 2, 785, 000 
Drains - - - 5, 626, 000 559, 400 224, 486,000 | 4,356,000 
Recreational development | 1,375, 000 7 269, 216 300, 000 | 765, 000 
Total construction costs z | 70, 270, 000 . ), , 085, 356 8, 172, 000 31, 235, 776 
Contribution to civil-service retire- | | | 
ment fund : 300, 000 ee 72, 000 228, 000 
Transitional development cost ), 000 10, 000 90, 000 
| | 
Total project costs a - 70, 670, 000 l : : > | 8, 254,000 | 31, 553, 776 
Adjustments - . vie t ~2, 115, 000 , 310, 57 92,832 | —360,000 | —351, 598 


Total cost to appropriations - - 8, 555,000 | 17, 966, 2¢ 492,524 | 7,894,000 | 31, 202,178 
Other expenditures and credits. 25, 000 4 8, 7 1000 | —246, 141 


Total expenditures A | 68, 780, 000 , 367, 733 , 561, 2: 7, 895, 000 30, 956, 037 
Undelivered orders , 564, 482 2, 095, —460, 265 —9Q, 217 


Total obligations. . | 68, 780, 000 ), 932, 22 9, 466, 22 7, 434,735 | 30,946, 820 
Method of financing 
Allocation of appropriation, fiscal y 
1957... 10, 066, ; 
Application of prior year funds | 334, 95: 934, 735 ae 
Balance available in subsequent year__| —934, 735 La 
Funds required... 6, 500,000 | 30, 946, 900 


PROJECT COST INCREASES 


Mr. Kirwan. Last year the total cost was up $3,240,000. Now it 
has gone up another $2,608,000, so the cost is now up to $68,780,000. 
What was the cost when the project was authorized in 1949? 

Mr. Larson. The estimated cost, when it was authorized, was a little 
over $69 million. 

Mr. Kirwan. When it was first authorized? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. It is $68,780,000 now. How much of the cost increase 
is due to additions to the project since original authorization ? 





Mr. Jensen. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Dexuermer. I think the estimated cost at time of authorization 
is about the same as it is at the present time. 

Mr. Kirwan. There is not much difference. Last year the total cost 
was up $3,240,000. Now it has gone up about $2,068,000, so that 
the cost is now up to $68,780,000. 

Mr. Dexuermer. And the original authorization was $69 million. 

Mr. Kirwan. So it is just about where it was originally authorized ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes. 

Mr. Kirwan. How much of the cost increase is due to additions to 
the project since original authorization ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. We are actually still under the authorization 
amount. There have been some changes and, of course, some changes 
in cost. 

Mr. Kirwan. In other words, you may have taken something out to 
keep it below $69 million, or have done a better job of engineering ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. We have done both, and we have had some very 
favorable contracts. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is the answer, then, if the original estimate was 
$69 million. 

Mr. Botanp. Mr. Chairman, it is $70,670,000, is it not? What is 
the cost of this project when it is completed ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. You are correct. It is $70,670,000. 

Mr. Kirwan. It has gone up some? 

Mr. Dexnetrmer. It has gone up some, largely because of increases 
in cost in the last year. 

Mr. Kirwan. Where did that cost come in? 

Mr. Dexuermer. It is the work that has been let for contract this 
last year. 

Mr. Kirwan. The labor part of it? 

Mr. Drexuermer. Yes, sir; plus the change in the civil service re- 
tirement provisions. We have to pay that now and did not have to 
pay it before. 

Mr. Kirwan. It has not gone up too much since the original au- 
thorization, but, if it has gone up, it is due to two things: labor and 
civil-service retirement; is that it ? 

Mr. Dexnetrmer. Yes, sir. 


WILLARD BAY RESERVOIR, UTAH 


Mr. Kirwan. $1,450,000 of the 1958 request is to begin work in 
the Willard Dam and canals. This will ultimately cost over $16 
million. Explain how this fits into the project and why it must be 
undertaken in 1958. 

Mr. Larson. The Willard Bay Reservoir is the key for storing 
the last of the surplus water from the Weber River. Then the w ater 
is pumped out and brought south to existing canals to provide for 
arrangements whereby water used on the lower lands of the Weber 
Basin project can be moved upstream. So, the Willard Bay Reser- 
voir being the key, we have scheduled it for completion so that it 
could be complet ted by the time the canals are completed, so that the 
exchange of water can be put into effect. 
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Mr. Kirwan. Does the water go to the Great Salt Lake after it 
leaves the river ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. This is an unusual project where, instead of the 
waste water running off to the ocean, we are able to recapture it 
before it mixes with the salt in Salt Lake and reuse it. We capture 
it in this reservoir. 

Mr. Kirwan. Before it is finally released into Salt Lake ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. The reason I ask, if it becomes so warm, it has no 
benefit for use in making steel. The nationwide average is 13,000 gal- 
lons to make a ton of steel. That is the average for the Nation. But 
in Youngstown it takes 54,000 gallons to make 1 ton of steel simply 
because the water is used so often it does not have the value in it. 
It is estimated we use water 25 times. It is hot and it should be 
cooled. That is why I asked the question. 

lL go many times through the West, and I see a waste of water there. 
They have much more water than we have in Ohio, because in Ohio I 
would say there is something like 6 or 7 million acres of land taken 
out of cultivation for want of water. And here we are going to the 
West trying to put more millions of acres into cultivation. 

Mr. Dexnermer. In Ohio a tremendous amount of water is wasted 
that is not used during flood periods, and that is the type of thing 
we are trying to do in the West. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is right. They dump billions and billions of 
gallons into the Ohio River because reclamation does not come east 
of the Mississippi River. If it were coming east of the Mississippi 
River into States like Ohio, they would be conserving a lot of that 
water. Is that correct / 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. And people would be getting the benefit of it all over 
the United States, if reclamation were east of the Mississippi. 


REPAYMENT CONTRACT 


The repayment contract executed in 1952 with the water district 
has a maximum obligation of $57,694, 000. With these increased costs, 


the district must repay $57,979,000. What are you doing about this? 

Mr. Larson. The repayment contract to date is still all right. 

Mr. Kirwan. Will it continue to be? You say it is today. Will it 
be down through time / 

Mr. Larson. If there should be a material increase in cost and part 
of that cost, whatever will be applicable, should be allocated to i1rri- 
gation, we would have to have a supplemental contract. 


FLOOD CONTROL BENEFIT 


Mr. Botanp. May I ask a question ¢ 

Mr. Kirwan. Yes. 

Mr. Botanp. A little less than 10 percent of that project is allo- 
cated to flood control ? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. What is the flood problem up there and where do you 
control the floods with this project ? 

Mr. Larson. The flood in 1952 was a very bad one on the Weber 
River. 
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Mr. Botanp. What is the average flow of the Weber River? 

Mr. Larson. It varies. It is about 200 or 300 cubic feet per second 
in the summer time. 

Mr. Botanp. And at flood stage ? 

Mr. Larson. At flood stage it goes up to about 6,000 or 7,000 cubic 
feet per second. 

Mr. Botanp. What was the total amount of damage in the 1952 
flood ? 

Mr. Larson. That I do not recall. A detailed flood study was 
made by the Army engineers for us. 

Mr. Botanp. This is a large area that is encompassed in this par- 
ticular project; is it not? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Boranp. What is the area that this project affects acrewise? 

Mr. Larson. There are about 150,000 acres. 

Mr. Boranp. Where are you preventing the floods? I have no 
problem with the irrigation feature and with the water resources fea- 
ture to supply industrial and municipal purposes, but how are you 
preventing floods by this project ? 

Mr. Larson. First of all, towns like Morgan—— 

Mr. Botanp. Let me follow you on the map. 

Mr. Larson. Morgan is right below Echo Reservoir. 

Mr. Botanp. Who built the Echo Reservoir? 

Mr. Larson. It was built by the Bureau of Reclamation from 1928 
to 1931. 

Mr. Botanp. Was it built as a flood control project ? 

Mr. Larson. No, sir; it was not. There was no flood control alloca- 
tion at all. That reservoir will be used now for flood control. 

Mr. Botanp. How? 

Mr. Larson. Through storing water in combination with the Wan- 
ship Reservoir. 

Mr. Botanp. How much will you store for flood control purposes ? 

Mr. Larson. We will have a total capacity of 60,000 acre-feet in 
Wanship. Wanship has a capacity of 60,000 acre-feet and Echo has 
a capacity of 74,000 acre-feet. 

Mr. Botanp. That i is present capacity ? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. How much will you be able to store in Wanship and 
Echo? How will you increase it? 

Mr. Larson. We will not increase it. 

Mr. Botanp. If you will not increase it how will you control floods? 

Mr. Larson. These reservoirs will do the work pretty well by hav- 
ing flood space in both of them during floods and by making snow 
surveys. 

Mr. Boranp. Then you are not doing anything to control floods? 

Mr. Dominy. Mr. Boland, Wanship is a new dam and together 
with other features of the project provides flood control not now avail- 
able. 

Mr. Botanp. The total cost of Wanship is how much? 

Mr. Crostuwatr. $6,802,000. 

Mr. Boranp. And 10 percent of that is allocated to flood control? 

Mr. Larson. No, sir. 


Mr. Botanp. Ten percent of the whole project is allocated as flood 
control ? 
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Mr. Larson. Yes sir. We are enlarging the Pineview Reservoir 
from 43,000 to 110,000 acre-feet. 

Mr. Bo.anp. 43,000 to 110,000? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. Then there is Lost Creek and East Canyon 
Reservoirs to be built. 

Mr. Botanp. What was the amount of damage in 1952? Will you 
supply that for the record? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. 

(The information follows :) 

The total of 1952 flood damage caused by Weber River as determined jointly 
with the Army engineers was $1,605,000. Estimated damages that would have 
been prevented had the Weber Basin project and proposed Army engineers 
river channel improvement been completed and in operation would have been 
$1,480,000. Floods of damaging magnitude have occurred in 1893, 1896, 1907, 
1909, 1912, 1917, 1920, 1921, 1922, 1936, 1948, 1950, and 1952. Monetary estimates 
of damage were compiled by the Army engineers as follows: 

1936 (October 1950 prices) ---_--- sig ahaa aca ciel lal tl a $176, 000 
ipao COGectiner s000 DEC a. ohana sc petit 82, 000 
TE COP RII ORE TIE ROUOIE Eo tose sin toe rnp aiee naraesenaeonctenensnanaien maceaee mee 166, 660 
I I R  siicstisnctsimctiitidicntnded duties uate eee 1, 605, 000 


Mr. Boranp. Prior to 1952 what has been the flood history in this 
area? Will you supply that for the record ¢ 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. 

(The information follows :) 


The magnitude of historical flood flows are as follows: 


| | 
| | Maximum 
Station River | Year mean daily 
} | peak in 
| second-feet 
| | 
Gateway.-_... SD WE ALbdisacked poke dathdiieaiide 1896 7, 980 
Ogden... ...... | Ogden... . | 1907 2, 862 
et. 4 | do__. E 1909 2, 252 
Plain City- a | Weber and Ogden_- |} 1909 | 7, 580 
Gateway. -.-... Weber. 1922 | 6, 570 
Plain City | Weber and Ogden | 1922 | 7, 270 
Ogden _. . ; | Ogden____ | 1936 3, 430 
Gateway -- | Weber. |} 1936 | 4, 180 
|) a es | Weber and Ogden... _ 1936 | 6, 050 
Pe... “ae MO aa | te 10, 000 
res ad. hk) 1% | Weber.._. : cs de 1952 7, 600 
Devils Slide... . i : j y 1952 | 4, 800 
Ogden River__._.- Ogden....-. ; Jase "ae 3, 190 





The portions of the project area subject to the severest flood damage are those 
adjacent to the Weber River downstream from Morgan and adjacent to the 
Ogden River downstream from Pineview Dam. In Weber Canyon snowmelt 
floods threaten the main line of the Union Pacific Railroad which lies only a 
few feet above the normal river flow, United States Highway 30-S, oil and gas 
lines, a powerplant, and transmission facilities, and communication lines serving 
the industrialized area west of the Wasatch Front. The highly developed delta 
lands west of the Wasatch Front also are in danger of extensive damage. 

Mr. Botanp. I cannot see this as a flood-control project at all. IT 
think this was just an effort to have everybody around the country 
help pay for this project when I do not believe you can show it is jus- 
tified on the basis of flood control. 

Mr. DexHermer. We depend entirely on the Corps of Engineers 


for flood-control benefits and the allocation for flood control. 
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Mr. Botanp. I would like to have that supplied for the record. I 
have no difficulty with the project on the other phases, but I cannot 
see why any part of the cost should be allocated to flood control. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

(The information follows :) 


The nonreimbursable allocation for flood control has heretofore been deter- 
mined on a projectwide basis rather than for individual reservoirs. A breakdown 
of the flood-control allocation of $7,393,000 referred to in fiscal year 1958 budget 
justification on a pro rata basis, for the various project features is estimated 
as follows: 


Pineview Reservoir ; ; 2 Pes $1, 700, 000 
Wanship Reservoir os we pa bs ; 4, 436, 000 
Lost Creek Reservoir_ aad sia 887, 000 
East Canyon Reservoir enlargeme nt Mayenne ee od 296, 000 
Willard gravity canal___._.____ ~~ ear . os 74, 000 

etal... APS | Piadidbe: en ; 7, 393, 000 


The operation of the Wanship Reservoir will be closely coordinated with ex- 
isting reservoirs on the Weber and Ogden Rivers to obtain maximum flood-con- 
trol benefits. 


OPPOSITION ON PINEVIEW DAM 


Mr. Ranaut. Last year we had some opposition by water users on 
Pineview. Has that been cleared up? 

Mr. Larson. Not entirely. 

Mr. Rapavt. What is the status of that complaint ? 

Mr. Larson. First of all, the water users under the Pineview Dam 
had a test case in the Federal court on the enlargement of the dam, 
and the decision was made against them. It was appealed to the 
United States District Court of Appeals at Denver and that court 
confirmed the opinion of the lower court. 

Mr. Ranaut. What is the problem they are complaining about / 

Mr. Larson. The problem is what, if any, cost of the existing Pine- 
view Reservoir should be transferred against the cost of the Weber 
Basin project. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. The original dam was built under reclamation law, 
and those people had the responsibility for repayment. Now we are 
talking about raising the dam and enlarging the reservoir, primarily 
for other benefits to other areas than the immediate area that was 
getting the benefit originally. 

Mr. Rasavt. The other benefits are what? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. New water supply, flood control, et cetera, by en- 
larging the reservoir. 

Mr. Rasavut. Are those benefits that were not in before ? 

Mr. DexnermeR. Yes,sir. The people who had the original contract 
for repayment felt that inasmuch as they were paying for the base 
of the dam, this new project should pay part of those costs that they 
originally had signed up to pay for. 

We have contended that they are actually better off because they get 
a firmer water supply, their water supply will be met first, and there- 
fore they are not entitled to a change. 

Mr. Razwavt. That their status should be the same ? 

Mr. DexuetMer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Raravr. Are they having any new charges put on them—that 
original group ? 





ee ee 
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Mr. Dexuermer. No, sir. They will have a slight reduction in 
their operation and maintenance cost because that will be shared 
jointly with the new project. This has been tested in the courts and 
the ruling has been against the original water users who were com- 
plaining, so I think for all practical purposes that issue is settled 
now. 

Mr. Rasavut. They lost in both courts? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. The people who were complaining lost in both 
courts, so I think for all practical purposes the issue is settled. 

Mr. Rasavut. The original people have no increase in cost ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. No, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. They have a slight reduction in operation and main- 
tenance ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ranavr. Any other questions about that 


COMPLICATED NEW COST-TYPE BUDGET 


Mr. Jensen. How much money has been spent on this project as 
of June 30,1956? Is it $20,932,221? 

Mr. Dexnuermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. And this fiscal year you have an appropriation of 
$9,466,224 ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Those are the total obligations for 1957. 

Mr. Jensen. What is the difference between obligations and the 
amount Congress appropriates ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Sometimes we do not obligate the full amount 
that is appropriated and we have a slight carryover. 

Mr. Jensen. Why did you not show under that heading of “Sum- 
marized Financial Data” the amount that was appropriated each 
year by the Congress? You have a new-type cost budget here. It 
would take 10 Philadelphia lawyers and the good Lord himself to 
figure it out. 

I never could understand why you do not make your bookkeeping 
more simple and more like private business carries on their book- 
keeping systems. I kept books 24 years before I came to Congress 
and I thought I knew something about books, but in every 
department of Government, it seems you lie awake nights try- 
ing to figure some words to use instead of debit and credit. You 
never see the words debit or credit in any justifications that come 
before the Congress. You use some other words, and usually they 
are so darn confusing that no one can figure them out. I am trying 
to find out, if I can, the amount of money that has been appropriated 
for this project up to June 30, 1957. Can anybody tell me that? I 
wish you would make your statements here more understandable. 
You have total obligations, but there is not a word said under that 
listing about the amount that Congress has appropriated, not a word 
about a lot of things that should be put down here in black and 
white to give us a word picture of the project. 

Mr. Crosruwatr. I am sure Mr. Jensen realizes we have to comply 
with the instructions of the Budget Bureau and we have no alterna- 
tive in these regards. 
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Mr. Jensen. All right. Suppose you conform with their request 
and then you give us a picture that we can understand some place 
and say, “We know you cannot understand this picture that the 
Budget demands that we show, but here is a picture you can under- 
stand and we can understand and we will explain it to you.” Can’t 
you do that? Ihope you can. I have raised Ned about this ever since 
I have been on this committee, for 15 years, and if anyone can show me 
the words debit or credit in any justification, then I will give you my 
best hat. 

When we make an appropriation for a project, say we make an 
sppteprnee of $5 million, why do you not give that project credit 
for $5 million on the credit side and as you spend the money on the 
project, put that on the debit side, and then we will know how much 
money you have got left at the end of the year and you folks will 
know something about that too. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. We do that in our own bookkeeping. 

Mr. Jensen. Why do you not show it here? 

Mr. Dexueimer. We are not permitted to do it that way. 

Mr. Jensen. You say the Bureau of the Budget does not permit 
you to give us a detailed bookkeeping analysis that we can under- 
stand ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. They would permit us to give it, but to present 
our budget this is the form prescribed. 

Mr. JenseN. You can go ahead and present your budget as they 

say you must do it, but I hope henceforth you will give us a word and 

figure picture of a project we can understand without asking you a 
million questions in order to dig the facts out of you. About “halt of 
these questions we ask you, you could put down in black and white 
and we would not have to ask them. 

Mr. Dexnermer. The budget is particularly concerned about what 
s actually obligated and how much is spent. In this case the appro- 
priation for 1957 was $10,066,000, of which we have scheduled for 
obligation $9,466,000, approximately. Those figures, of course, are 
available. 

Mr. Taser. Will you yield right there? 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes. 

Mr. Taser. Does the Bureau of the Budget make its request or 
decision on what goes in the budget on the basis of what has been spent 
during the year or on what the b: lance available is? 

Mr. Dexnermer. I think, Mr. Taber, they want to keep track, and 
we are required each quarter to report to them and get an allocation 
of funds so that by quarters they know how much we have to spend. 
They want to know how much we actually spent and how much we 
obligated. In other words, they want to know how many dollars we 
wrote checks for. It becomes complicated. I have difficulty myself 
understanding where we stand without some of our auditors or finance 
people explaining it. 

Mr. Taser. We do not have that kind of information given to us 
without digging it out. 

Mr. DexHermer. You have the amounts appropriated because you 
do the appropriating. We have them listed also, and in this budget 
presentation we show how much we obligated of those funds ‘by 
projects, 
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Mr. JenseN. You show how much you have obligated, but you do 
not show how much you have spent. If I would ask you how much 
money you had spent of the money we appropriated last year for the 
Weber Basin project, say as of April 1, 1957, past, you w ould have an 
awful time telling us. 

Mr. Dexnermer. No. It is right before you. 

Mr. JensEN. Where is it? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. Page 22 of the justifications. The total expendi- 
tures are given there. 

Mr. Tazer. They show the expenditures but they do not show the 
expenditures plus obligations. 

Mr. DexHerMer. Obligations include the expenditures. We would 
have to give you the figure as of February 28, which I believe is the 
latest report available from our regional offices. The books of account 
are kept in the regional offices, and. reports are submitted to Washing- 
ton monthly. 

Mr. Taper. All you show is the estimated total and the total to 
June 30, 1956. You do not show anything on what you have done 
during the fiscal year 1957 at all. 

Mr. DexHetmer. Yes, sir. The obligations that we estimate for 
1957 total $9,466,224. That is at the bottom of page 22. I think 
we have available as of February 28, the total of expenditures in 
1957. Those records are kept in the regional offices and we do not 
have them immediately available beyond that date at this time. 

Mr. Taver.Nor do you show anywhere the allocation of the appro- 
priation down to date and the expenditures. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Mr. Taber, you understand these budget docu- 
ments were made up last Dece wmber and we can only show what we plan 
at that time. Later information we have available if the committee 
desires. 

Mr. Taser. I do not see what you came up here for with stuff only 
back to the 1st of December or something like that. 

Mr. Dexnemmer. That is when the budget is prepared. 

Mr. Taser. I know that is when the budget is prepared, but how 
are we going to know whether there is any justification for it the way 
you have it there? There is nothing for us to see. I would not be 
in favor of giving you any appropriation on the basis of that kind 
of a statement. 

Mr. DexHeimer. You think we should have—— 

Mr. Taner. You should show what has been available to you and 
what you have spent or obligated down to the date that you come up 
here, perhaps not to April 1 under the present circumstances, but 
down at least to March 1. 

Mr. Dexnermer. We have that information available. We can give 
it to you right now, Mr. Taber. 

Mr. Taner. I should think that is what you would want to be giv- 
ing us instead of this out-of-date stuff. 

Mr. Dexuermer. It will be up to February 28. These are our esti- 
mates of the amounts that will be obligated to the end of the fiscal year. 
As of today the obligations and expenditures would be different, of 
course. 

We have it available if you would like to have it. 

Mr. Taser. I do not see how we can do anything without it. 
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Mr. Crostuwarr. Through February 28 we had obligated $6,187,731 
of the 1957 funds available on this project. We had actually spent 
$5,600,417 as of that same date. 

Mr. Jensen. That kind of brings us up to date. That is the kind 
of information we should have. 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

DRAINAGE 


Mr. Fen ron. In some projects we notice that this matter of drainage 
is solved by local people. You have an item here for $486,000 for fiscal 
year 1958 for drainage. 

What is the basis for that? Is it something that the landowners 
absorb or pay for themselves ? 

Mr. Larson. The landowners will pay for the drainage in the cost of 
the project. Itisa repayable item. 

Mr. Frenron. It is quite an item you have for drainage. 

Mr. Larson. There are some 30,000 acres of land in that project 
susceptible of reclaiming. 

Mr. Fenton. I will ask the same question for this project that I 
asked for the last: Do costs chargeable to municipalities for water 
include an interest rate? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. Who pays the interest rates / 

Mr. Larson. Municipalities and industrial water users will pay the 
interest. 

Mr. Fenton. In that other project they did not pay. 

Mr. Larson. The Provo River started out as a PWA project to 
relieve ey ment and started out as a different project entirely. 

Mr. Fenton. That is the difference ? 

Mr. Larson. That isr ight. 


RECREATION AND FISH AND WILDLIFE BENEFITS 


Mr. Fenton. I notice you have quite an item here for recreation, 
fish and wildlife. What is the basis for the charges there? You have 
recreation, $3.5 million, approximately, and for fish and wildlife, a 
considerable figure. 

Mr. Larson. The recreation is in the authorizing act for the Weber 
Basin project. These items are simply following that out. Did you 
ask what they were for ? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. What is the basis for those charges? 

Mr. Dexuermer. I think that is presented in our planning report 
to the Congress, Dr. Fenton. These things, recreation and fish and 
wildlife benefits, were there, and those agencies found that they were 
there. They are desirable because of their proximity to concentrated 
populated centers, and the Congress approved them. 

They are planning to go ahead with recreational facilities at Wan- 
ship Dam, and similar arrangements at the Pineview Dam and Reser- 
voir, and the possibilities will be studied also at the Willard Dam, 
which is out at the edge of Great Salt Lake. 

It is quite a migratory bird area, too. 

Mr. Fenton. How do you arrive at that particular figure ? 
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Mr. Dexuermer. The estimated costs of doing what needs to be done 
for recreation and for the wildlife purpose is estimated by the parks 
and the Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Mr. Fenton. Are those particular items similar to other projects ? 

Mr. Dexnetmer. Yes, sir. In many of our projects we have similar 
arrangements; that is correct. 

Mr. Fenton. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


Mr. Bouanp. Mr. Chairman, may I make an inquiry here ? 
Mr. Rapavr. Yes. 


MONEY ALLOCATED TO FLOOD CONTROL 


Mr. Botanp. If we were to strike out the amount of money allocated 
to flood control in this particular project, where would it be stricken / 
From all of the reservoirs, would you say ¢ 

Mr. Larson. No, sir; it is wherever the allocation applies. 

Mr. Botann. Where does the allocation apply in this project ? 

Mr. Larson. A large part of it would be at Pineview Reservoir. 

Mr. Botanp. How much at Pineview ? 

Mr. Larson. I do not have a breakdown here with me. 

Mr. Rasaur. I asked him to supply the breakdown. 

Mr. Botanp. Pineview and what else—Wanship ? 

Mr. Larson. Wanship. 

Mr. Botann. Willard / 

Mr. Larson. No,sir. There are no flood-control benefits at Willard 
Bay. 

Mr. Botanp. The only benefits are at Pineview and at Wanship; is 
that correct / 

Mr. Larson. Possibly at Lost Creek and East Canyon. The Wan- 
ship Dam is completed, Pineview nearing completion. The other two 
have not been commenced. 

Mr. Bo.anp. I see Lost Creek Dam and Reservoir; the total amount 
requested would be $3,634,000. You have only allocated to date, I 
think, about $114,000. You ask for $5,000 in fiscal 1958. The result 
is you have about $3,514,000. 

How important is Lost Creek Dam and Reservoir to this project ? 

Mr. Larson. If any of these reservoirs are cut out, they detract 
from the whole project feasibility plan. 

Mr. Botanp. Will you supply for the record the amount of money 
by which this project could be reduced if the flood-control feature 
were eliminated ? 

Mr. Larson. I do not believe you can eliminate any of them, because 
they are all used in the project plan for irrigation. 

Mr. Bouanp. There are lots of dams and reservoirs in the United 
States from which there is no flood control provided. It seems to 
me this is a project, at least in my judgment, where we do not have to 
supply flood control. 

I would like the Bureau to supply for the record those dams and 
reservoirs to which flood-control money has been allocated, which has 
increased the cost of the dam and the reservoir and the enlargement of 
the dam and the reservoir. 

I would like the Bureau to indicate to this committee precisely the 
amount of money by which those projects have been increased because 
of flood control. 
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Do you follow me on that? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Boxanp. It is very simple. I want to know how much more 
it costs because you have got flood control on this project. If you 
will supply for the record the amount of damage in the area, I think 
this is an area where we can strike out flood control. 

I do not think it matters very much in this area. The big thing 
here is irrigation and water resources, no doubt about that, because 
only a little bit better than 9 percent is allocated to flood control. 

I think this is an attempt to get $8 million from the taxpayers all 
over the country to ae pay for this project when the people who live 
in the area who will be benefited by the recreation, wildlife, water 
uses for municipal and industrial purposes, and irrigation purposes, 
ought to pay for it themselves and not ask the people on the east coast 
or west coast to pay for this particular project. 

Mr. Dexuermer. I think you will find that these rivers, as you will 
notice on the map, are rather close to the population center along the 
shaded areas there. There are cities, towns, and farms all through 
that area that the large floods would severely damage. 

Mr. Botanp. I have asked for the record an accounting of the floods 
that you have had in that area. I do not want to strike out flood con- 
bi * . 
trol if it ought to be there, but when you start to put reservoirs on 
places like Lost Creek—I do not know what the cubic feet: per second 
of Lost Creek might be, but I will bet it is not over 100 cubic feet per 

second. 

The others, as he indicated a moment ago, were, some of them, 200 
cubic feet per second. You start to get up to flood times and they 
might go to 7,000 or 8,000. 

I would like to have you supply for the record the worst years in 
which they have had floods in this area, what is the cubic feet per 
second on these creeks where you are building reservoirs. I think 
that is a fair question to ask. 

Mr. Dexuetrmer. Yes, sir. We will do that. 

(The information follows :) 

All reservoirs being constructed for the Weber Basin project are required to 
provide the necessary storage water supply for irrigation, municipal, and indus- 
trial uses. In serving these purposes flood damages are largely eliminated. 
Therefore, a nonreimbursable allocation of cost to flood control is the usual 
procedure and is considered justified by the Army engineers and the Bureau 
of Reclamation. The Willard gravity canal in diverting flood flow water from 
the Weber River to the Willard Bay Reservoir likewise reduces flood damages 
between the point of diversion on the Weber and Great Salt Lake. Any reduc- 
tion in the capacities of the project reservoirs or the Willard gravity canal 
would reduce the project storage water supply and therefore detrimentally 
affect the project, present construction contracts, and repayment of costs under 
the repayment contract. Consequently no savings in the project cost could be 
effected by eliminating the flood-control allocation. 

The worst floods of record occurred in 1952 with 3,190 second-feet in Ogden 
River to be controlled by the enlarged Pineview Reservoir, and 10,000 second- 
feet in the Weber River to be controlled by the Wanship, East Canyon enlarge- 
ment, and Lost Creek, all coordinated with the operation of existing reservoirs. 
Flood flows for other years have also been given previously. 

In 1952 the maximum flood flow was 730 second-feet on Lost Creek and 872 
second-feet on East Canyon Creek. Flood flows on these two creeks retained 
in the Lost Creek and East Canyon Creek enlargement reservoirs to be con- 
structed for the project will reduce the flood flow on those creeks and on the 


main Weber River. 





: 
: 
: 
: 
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OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, BuREAU OF RECLAMATION 
PROVO RIVER PROJECT, UTAH 
Mr. Rapnavr. “Operation and maintenance,” $22,100 for one project. 
Put pages BR-24 to BR-27 in the record. 
(The justifications follow :) 
Provo RIVER PROJECT, UTAH, DEER CREEK DAM POWERPLANT AND RESERVOIR 
Summarized financial data 


SE CI uate, Timed UR aa viscera ace $8, 402 
Fiscal year 1957 funds advanced by water users $8, 123 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1957__ a ana 8, 123 
Fiseal year 1958: 
ORTRON Sasi sient tcnnt ae Se ee ie ce $14, 800 
PUDGS GOTRNCOG: DG WATCT WOT I ccs eeerecetisemernictqmtenieention 7, 300 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1958- i bid ids le 


On a cost basis the 1958 program will total $22;100 which includes cost 
financed with funds advanced by water users. The narrative justification, 
which follows, explains the 1958 cost program. 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


Location.—The Deer Creek Dam is located approximately 20 miles northeast 
of Provo, Utah, in Wasatch County. 

Description.—The Deer Creek Dam was constructed as a part of the Provo 
River project. The dam has been completed since 1941 and has a storage 
capacity of 152,564 acre-feet. The reservoir provides supplemental water for 
46,609 acres of land and will provide water for municipal and/or industrial 
use. Deek Creek powerplant is being constructed at the dam with completion 
scheduled for September 1957 for 2 units totaling 5,000 kilowatts. 

Operation.—All complete irrigation and municipal water facilities are operated 
and maintained by the water users except Deer Creek Dam and Reservoir which 
is operated and maintained by the Bureau with funds advanced by the water 
users. With completion of Deer Creek powerplant, appropriated funds will be 
required starting in fiscal year 1958 for Bureau operation and maintenance of 
the powerplant. 


91488—57 38 
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Work proposed, fiscal year 1958, cost program 


—- 

| 
| 
Difference, 


increase (+) 


*rogram =| or de- 
fiscal year | crease (—), 
1958 |} 1958 com- 
| pared with 
1957 
Deer Creek Division: 
Storage system: 
Deer Creek Dam and Reservoir: For continued operation and | 
maintenance. Reduction results from economies to be achieved in 
operation of the dam with the powerplant - $6, 200 —$1, 229 
General expense: For normal administr: ative e xpe nses chargeable to 
the operation and maintenance of the storage system - - _- ; 1, 200 
Total, storage system_-.-_.-- dient. ‘ 7, 400 —1, 229 


Deer Creek powerplant: 
For initial operation and maintenance of 2 units, 2,500-kilowatts 
each. Increase due to initial operation of powerplant with first 
unit schedule for operation July 1957. Second unit August 1957 
and powerplant completion in September 1957_-. 12, 100 +12, 100 
Accounting and collecting expense: For normal accounting and ( olle c cting 
expenses chargeable to the operation of Deer Creek powerplant. In- 


crease due to initial operation this year__ 1, 000 +1. 000 
Administrative and general expense: For norma] administrative expenses 
chargeable to the operation and maintenance of the Deer Creek power- 
plant. Increase due to initial operation this year___- j 2, 000 +-2, 000 
Total, Deer Creek powerplant. 15, 100 +15, 100 
Contribution to civil service retirement fund: Initial year contribution to 
civil service retirement fund-_-____. 1, 000 +1, 000 
Total operation and maintenance cost ‘ 23, 500 +14, 871 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures: Represents rent available from 
operators’ dwellings at Deer Creek Government camp. Increase due to the 
addition of the powerpemnt one rators’ dwellings making a total of 3 at the 
ee ee See 53 . ; —1, 400 —971 
Total cost to appropriation and funds advanced... 22, 100 +13, 900 
RECONCILIATION TO TOTAL OBLIGATIONS 
Cost adjustments_....._- ihe a ; ‘ +77 
Total obligations___.__- ait. ae 22, 100 +-13, 977 
Cost by functions, fiscal year 1958 
Neen ee eee ene adit ee eueren see amen a Ss Se 
an ie el eh a eyes ; 15, 100 
Contribution to civil service retirement ‘fund. ee ‘ : 1, OOO 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures___ atic hein 7 , i -1, 400 
Total cost to appropriation and funds advanced_- 22, 100 


COLORADO BASIN 
GENERAL [NvestTIGATIONS, BuREAU OF RECLAMATION 


Mr. Rasavt. Now we will go to the Colorado Basin. 

For the Bureau of Reclamation in the Colorado Basin, “General 
investigations,” $711,920 for 18 investigations. 

We will put pages BR-1 to BR-11 in the record. 

(The justifications follow :) 





| 
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CoLorapo BASIN 


General investigations 


Allocation of appropriation, fiscal year 1957_—__ $720, 000 
Priog’ year baianmee avaliable. ......2i0..... snc... 21, 831 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1957_________~_- . $741, S31 
Estimated allocation of appropriation, fiscal year 1958__-. $711, 920 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1958... _-__ : 711, 920 
Description 

The appropriation of general investigation funds for the Colorado Basin pro- 
vides for the planning of the basin and project developments of the Bureau 
of Reclamation for the utilization of the water resources of that basin. 

The program of general investigations may include: 

(1) Engineering and economic investigations to determine the feasibility of 
potential reclamation projects: These investigations may consist of reconnais- 
sance surveys to establish with a minimum of time and funds, the justification 
for further detailed study; basin surveys to establish basinwide plans, or de- 
tailed studies of the feasibility of specific projects. 

(2) Advance planning to prepare newly authorized projects for construction. 

(3) Investigations of existing projects necessary for rehabilitation, financial 
adjustments or water conservation. 

The general investigations program includes, where appropriate, small allow- 
ances for necessary transfers of funds or reimbursements to other agencies, such 
as the Geological Survey, Fish and Wildlife Service, National Park Service, 
Weather Bureau, Coast and Geodetic Survey, Department of Agriculture, etc., 
for work over and above their regular programs which those agencies perform 
in connection with the Bureau’s investigations of specific potential projects and 
which these other agencies are better equipped to do. Beginning in fiscal year 
1958, however, funds for the activities of the Fish and Wildlife Service and the 
National Park Service in the upper Colorado River Basin will be included in the 
individual requests of those agencies. 

Work underway and proposed 

The general investigation obligation program for the current fiscal year In 
the Colorado Basin is $741,831 which is financed with appropriated funds. With 
these funds, planning activities will be underway on a total of 22 investigations 
exclusive of stream-gaging activities only. Of this total, 15 will be a continua- 
tion of studies underway at the beginning of the fiscal year and 7 will be in- 
vestigations being initiated or resumed. Six of these investigations will be 
completed in fiscal year 1957. 

The request of $711,920 for fiscal year 1958 for this basin will be utilized for 
planning activities on a total of 18 investigations of which 16 will be continua- 
tions of prior-year investigations and 2 will be initiation or resumption of new 
investigations. Of the total, five will be completed in fiscal year 1957. The 
activity breakdown of work proposed in fiscal year 1957 compared with the 
program for fiscal year 1958 is shown in the following “Summary by activities,” 
and the details of the program proposed is presented in the accompanying tabula- 
tion entitled “Schedule of General Investigations Program, Fiscal Years 1957 


and 1958.” 
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Summary by activities—Colorado Basin 


Estimated costs of investigations in the current program 


Activity } | | | 
Total | Total, Program, Program, | Balance to 
estimated June 30, fiscal year fiscal year | complete 
cost 1956 1957 1958 
ne 
Engineering and economic in- | } | | 
SIE . oo ccicdinnonnese . $11, 025, 477 $7, 063, 583 $729, 250 | $711, 920 | $2, 520, 724 
Advance planning-.......--..-.-- 128, 500 | Aietiaskh | 128, 500 |.....- bRidiié. 


Total cost to appropria- | | | 
SERA. ¢phenaterindseeents- 11, 153, 977 7, 063, 583 857, 750 711, 920 | 2, 520, 724 
Distribution costs: Service facili- | | 
ties, unliquidated obligations, | 





GOD no) onnopachicdabinndilade asd sfisass Fede citd ib ddatinidiaSased AEE, GOP hace ncccsnwnecs bes 
Total obligation program__|__._-- rae . an 741, 831 711, 920 | 
Less unobligated carryover. ----. |----- : . | —21, 831 ‘ 
tae ie 


Allocation of estimate... -- |---------=-- a ae 720, 000 711, 920 


Engineering and economic investigations— Detail by activity 





} Total | Totalto | Program, | Program, Balance to 
Subactivity } estimated | June 30, fiscal year fiscal year | complete 
| Cost 1956 1957 1958 
eminem: coammnnecianice Une -| - . —— 
Reconnaissance............------ | $776,220 | $406, 246 | $62, 131 | $26, 570 | $281, 273 
NI i 3, 024, - 2, 302, 668 | 86, 746 | | 73, 330 | 561, 996 
Project investigations. -.._._.-- 7, 224, 517 4, 354, 669 580, 373 | 612, 020 | 1, 677, 455 
Ee es = * | oe 2 
Total cost to appropriation 11, 025, 477 | ”, 063, 583 =| 729, 250 | 711, 920 2, 520, 724 
| 


Reconnaissance.—The appropriation program of $62,131 for the current 
fiscal year will provide for completion of 5 reconnaissance studies needed by the 
upper basin States in connection with the planning for the use of their respective 
shares of the Colorado River water. The projects are the central Utah project, 
and the DeBeque, O’Neal, and Yampa-White projects. Reconnaissance studies 
of new areas in the lower Colorado River Basin will be continued. The cost to 
appropriation program of $26,570 in fiscal year 1958 will provide for continuation 
of the lower Colorado River study and initiation of a reconnaissance study of the 
Fontencelle project. 

Basin surveys.—The cost to appropriation program of $86,746 in fiscal year 
1957 will finance comprehensive water supply studies, including studies of water 
resources, sedimentation, and storm studies of the lower Colorado River Basin 
to develop basic data needed for general planning and for a factual basis for 
examination of controversial issues arising from the Colorado River compact. 
It will also provide for a small amount of work on items of a general nature in 
the upper basin. This work will be continued in fiscal year 1958 with the pro- 
gram of $73,330. 

Project investigations.—During fiscal year 1957 the cost to appropriation pro- 
gram of $580,373 will provide for feasibility investigations on 13 potential proj- 
ects. In the lower Colorado River Basin, the major items will be the studies of 
the Dixie, Middle Gila River, and Marble Canyon projects. In the upper Colo- 
rado River Basin, the studies of the Animas-LaPlata, Bostwick Park, Dolores, 
Fruitland Mesa, Pack Creek, Sublette, and West Divide projects will be the 
major items of work. The cost to appropriation program of $612,020 for fiscal 
year 1958, will provide for the continuation of work on 9 of the studies underway 
during the prior fiscal year and for completion of the feasibility investigations 
of the Bostwick Park, Fruitland Mesa, Pack Creek, and Savery-Pot Hook projects. 
The feasibility report on the Fruitgrowers Dam project extension will be revised 
as necessary to reflect current data in anticipation of its being submitted to 
Congress. 








Advance planning 


1 
| 
| 


| Total esti- | Total to Program, | Program, Balance 
mated | June 30, | fiscal year | fiscal year | to com- 
| ‘cost | 1956 |} 1957 | 1958 | plete 
Total advance planning cost to appro- 
Ce iin Seicasdesccndadanbhetnanine ones OSG, GOD 1 5 60... I OI fakcdccncandntescedebiean 


ae s kee a> - eel eal ‘ . fe 

The cost to appropriation program of $128,500 for fiscal year 1957 will consist 
primarily of transfers to National Park Service and Fish and Wildlife Service 
for studies by those agencies to carry out the provisions of section 8 of Public 
Law 485 authorizing the Colorado River storage project and participating proj- 
ects. No funds are being requested in fiscal year 1958 as it is anticipated that 
the requests by those agencies will include funds for that purpose. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The rapidly growing population and industrial development throughout the 
region, as well as much of the Western United States, during and since World 
War II have greatly increased the demands for locally produced foods and other 
agricultural products, and for settlement opportunities on farms. New irriga- 
tion development in the region has not kept pace with the demand for agricul- 
tural products even though vast potentialities for further development exist. 
This general situation makes it desirable that selection of potentialities and an 
orderly flow of recommendations for authorization of new irrigation projects be 
made by the Bureau of Reclamation, the responsible Federal agency for water- 
resource development. In view of the established population trends, completion 
of an inventory of water-resource development potentialities and limitations is 
imperative in determining sound, near- and long-term national policy. The in- 
vestigation program will add to this inventory. It is to the public interest that 
vital resource development potentialities be inventoried and that they be care- 
fully investigated and wisely planned in advance of construction. Many of the 
projects under investigation involve the provision of supplemental water supplies 
for presently irrigated lands only partially productive because of chronic short- 
ages. Authorization and construction of such supplemental water projects will 
alleviate financial hardships now suffered by many farmers and thus strengthen 
present weaknesses in the economy of the region. 

Population increases far beyond the growth anticipated a decade ago have 
overtaxed the present municipal supplies of many communities in the region. 
Only the above average precipitation during this period has prevented critical 
shortages. Municipal and industrial expansion in some areas has been accom- 
panied by a corresponding decrease in irrigation because of the pressing de- 
mands on lagging water-resource development. 

Along with the rapid industrial expansion and population growth resulting 
from development of the region’s natural resources, many of which are strategic 
for national defense, is a corresponding increase in demands for electric power. 
The Colorado Basin, as well as the nearby Lahontan and Bonneville Basins 
which will benefit from power generated in the Colorado Basin, are feeling the 
pinch of inadequate power supply for domestic and commercial uses. Already 
many industrial companies have expressed reluctance towards establishing new 
factories and plants in the area because they have not the assurance of adequate 
electric power. Even with the most optimistic plans of development that the 
Bureau of Reclamation has for the Colorado River Basin and Great Basin power 
market areas, a shortage will exist in 1970 between anticipated peak demands 
and net assured capacity. Aside from the impetus given to the development of 
minerals and other basis resources, abaundant, low-cost power contributes di- 
rectly to the defense effort and our basic economic strength. 

One of the pressing problems in connection with the development of the Col- 
orado Basin is a complete evaluation of the potential developments within the 
States of the upper Colorado River Basin. This need stems from the fact that 
the irrigable acreage that could be served water far exceeds the available sup- 
ply. Before each of the concerned States can select those projects within its 
boundaries which are the most worthy of receiving the State’s allotment of 
water under the Colorado River compact an evaluation of all potential projects 
must be made. A sizable portion of the requests for fiscal year 1958 for this 
basin stem directly from this pressing need. 
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Mr. Raxzavr. I note many changes in the expenditure planned this 
year from what was presented to the committee. 


SHIFTS IN INVESTIGATION FUNDS 


For example, the funds on the Fruitland Mesa study have been 
doubled, from $60,000 to $120,000, and the total cost is up over 
$116,000. 

You have initiated a —* investigation on the West Divide 
project, with $90,270 this ye This has a total study cost of $760,000 
and was not even sedate | in the plan presented to the committee. 

The Ohio Creek study, which was to be started with $50,000, is not 
even listed now. 

How do you explain these changes? 

Mr. Bennett. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Razavur. Take them up one at a time. 


FRUITLAND MESA STUDY 


Mr. Bennett. First, the increase in cost for the total estimated cost 
of the Fruitland Mesa project is due to our now having more detailed 
information as to the amount of work involved. We are simply going 
to have to do more work there than we had initially anticipated. 

Mr. Rapavr. Are we to take from that, when you come to us in the 
first place you do not know what you are going to do on a project? 

Mr. Bennett. That is so, many times, in investigations. When we 
first start a job, we do the best we can in estim: iting its total cost from 
what information we have, but as you begin to take drill cores, for 
example, of dam sites, as you begin to get topography, you see what 
you are up against and many times the total cost increases. 

Mr. Rapavct. In this case on Fruitland, it was doubled as to what 
it was in the first place; is that right? 

Mr. Bennerr. The increase in cost has gone up from $170,000 to 
$286,000, an increase of $116,000. 

Mr. Rapsavur. What is this $170,000? I do not have that figure 
at all. 

Mr. Bennett. That is what we estimated it would cost a year ago. 
[ am talking about increase in the total estimated cost. You also 
have an increase in fiscal year 1957, between $60,000, which had been 
before you in the budget justifications a year ago, and $120,000 actually 
programed in 1957. 

WEST DIVIDE PROJECT 

Mr. Rapnavr. What about this investigation of the West Divide 
project, with $90,270 this year / 

Mr. Bennett. The West Divide project, the 1957 budget justifica 
tions a year ago was made up be cane Congress passed P ublic Law 485. 

That act, when passed, directed us to give priority to planning of 
certain projects named therein. West Divide is one of those so-called 
priority projects. 

Mr. Rasautr. When was that act passed ? 

Mr. Bennerr. April 11. The State of Colorado selected the West 
Divide project as the first in time so far as the Colorado priority 
projects are concerned, and we programed funds thereon. 
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Mr. Rasautr. What about our committee getting notified when we 
spend this much money 4 

Mr. Bennetr. That comes into the things we discussed during the 
past 2 weeks, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rapaur. It is not going to happen again / 

Mr. Benner. That is correct. 

Mr. Ranaut. I hope not. 


OHLO CREEK STUDY STOPPED 


The total cost study was $760,000, It was not even scheduled in the 
plan presented to the committee. What about the Ohio Creek study ? 
You started with $50,000. 

Mr. Bennerr. We stopped Ohio Creek, sir 

Mr. Rapsaur. Once they tell us they are going to do something and 
do not. The next time the vy tell us the *y are not going to do something 
and they go ahead and do it. What is the committee doing here ? 
What is the reason for that? Why did you not start it? 

Mr. Benetrr. We used what forces we hi id available in that partic u- 
lar office, sir, to concentrate on the Paonia project and the Smith’s 
Fork project, which is in the same area, rather than to carry on this 
particular investigation. 

Mr. Ravaur. Do you not feel the committee ought to be informed 
when you ask for money in the sum of $50,000, in this case, and do 
not even use it for that project at all, but go right ahead and spend 
it some place else ? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapavur. Are you going to spend it or return it to the Treas- 
ury? It will not be so bad if = return it to the Treasury. 

Mr. Bennetr. Programed elsewhere. 


COMMITTEE TO BE KEPT INFORMED 


Mr. Ranaut. Just what I thought. I am telling you again now, 
and I am speaking with the whole thought of the committee: We 
do not want any more of this in the future. You have got a telephone 
and we have a clerk. We need cooperation. Let us see what can be 
done. Let us have some understanding of this. Neither one of these 
types of cases should happen again. 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasaur. You would say the same thing if you were sitting on 
this side of the table and we were over there, and anybody else would 

say the same thing. It is just not the right type of business. 


COST OF INVESTIGATIONS OF THE COLORADO BASIN 


Mr. Ranaut. A total of $7,063,000 has been spent to date on study 
of the Colorado Basin, and over $4 million more is scheduled to com- 
plete the investigations. 

Why is over $11 million required just for investigations by the 

Jureau in the Colorado Basin? You know, $11 million, the old storv 
goes, is not “hay.” 

Mr. Larson. It involves many very extensive projects. It is a low 
percent in the estimated cost of the sum total. 
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Mr. Razsavur. What is the total estimated cost for it? I am not go- 
ing to hold you to this figure. You are only making studies. 

Mr. Larson. The projects we have complete investigations on, 
requirements, and the ones we have in now and the ones we have 
ahead involve an a cost of, I would say, well over $2.5 billion. 

Mr. Rasavut. How far are you along with these investigations? 
What percentage would you say you had done? 

Mr. Larson. We are well along. 

Mr. Rapavr. Is that 5 percent, 10 percent, 20 percent, or what? 

Mr. Dexueimer. Mr. Chairman, these investigations cover the Colo- 
rado River watershed. This has been going on for over 30 years. We 
probably will be investigating projects, so far as we know, for the next 
20 years in the Colorado Basin. We have constructed already, and have 
authorized, I would say, about $114 billion worth of work that these 
investigations have been required to prove the economic practicability 
of the projects before the Congress would authorize them, or appro- 
priate money. The percentage, , of course, of money used on investiga- 
tion as to the total cost is a very small amount. 

Mr. Razavr. I know that many things enter into the cost of investi- 
gations, and different projects vary. I know that. Anybody associated 
with this work would know it, too. Would you say the Colorado 
Basin is 50 percent investigated / 

Mr. Dexuetmer. Yes,sir. I think more than that. 

Mr. Rasautr. What does the average project investigation usually 
cost ¢ 

Mr. Dexuermmer. Around 11% to2 percent. It depends; there, again, 
some of them will go much higher, depending on how many years they 
are delayed and how m: ny pl ins you have to develop. 

Mr. Rapavr. The size of it and the various phases of an investiga- 
tion. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, would you yield to me? 

Mr. Rapavr. Yes. 

Mr. Bunce. Mr. Larson, I am wondering if I heard you correctly 
when you said that the percentage of the construction cost going for 
investigations is only 114 to 2 percent ? 

Mr. Dexnuimer. On an overall average, I think that is correct now. 
I do not say that it always has been that. 

Mr. Buner. That certainly was never my understanding. I am 
happy to learn it has been brought down in that neighborhood, but 
I have not seen any projects where that percentage would apply. 

Mr. Dexuerer. I think, bringing it up to a feasibility report, 


which the Congress needs for authorization of the project, that figure 
would be ample. 


STATE AND LOCAL CONTRIBUTIONS FOR INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Rasaur. How much do the States and the local interests con- 
tribute to the cost of investigations ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. In this particular project, I do not believe there 
is any contribution. 

Mr. Rasavr. Why should they not contribute something?  <AlI- 
though there are great benefits which are nationwide in some in- 
stances, what about direct benefits to them? Would you not think 
they ought to enter into some part of the cost of investigations ¢ 
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Mr. Dexuetmer. They do, by repayment. These investigation 
costs, of course, are charged to the project. 

Mr. Rasavt. They are “charged to the project and, when the proj- 
ect gets into swing, that is a pi art of the costs that they have to repay ¢ 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavur. Are there any questions on that! 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Commissioner, you say the cost of investigations 
is chargeable to the project. 

There are certain administrative costs that are not chargeable to 
the project; is that right ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. What we call general administrative expenses, 
that run about $4 million a year for the support of my office in 
Washington, and certain overall administrative functions in the 
regions and Denver office, that you cannot identify directly to a 
project, are not charged. 

Mr. Jensen. There are men in your office who receive pay from 
your administrative office expense, which are not reimbursable on 
these projects, who do considerable work in compiling and carrying 
on and directing investigations, so to speak. That salary is not 
charged to the project. In effect, there is some cost in investigation 
that is not charged to the project because of the fact that anybody 
in your office directly under you is not reimbursable; is that right ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. That is correct. 

Mr. Jensen. It would be a small amount, however ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. As I said, the general administrative expense runs 
about $4 million a year of our appropriations now. 


SHIFT IN INVESTIGATION FUNDS 


Mr. Taper. You seem to have juggled these figures all around from 
the way you brought them up to the committee last year. Does that 
mean that we cannot pay any attention at all to the figures that you 
present to us ¢ 

Mr. Dexureter. No, sir. At the time these figures are made up, 
they are our best estimate of how the money will be spent. As we 
noted last. year the Congress passed Public Law 485, giving us direc- 
tion to give priority to certain other investigations. 

Mr. Taser. That would not constitute new appropriations. You 
did not say anything to this committee about it. 

I will be per fectly frank. It looks to me that what we should do 
is make specific appropriations for different projects, without any 
authority to move them around. That is the only way we can have 
any idea of what you are going to do, or keep track of what you do. 

Mr. Dexnerrer. No, sir. Secretary Aandah] agreed that we would 
keep this committee informed before we changed the investigation 
money hereafter, and you will be so informed. 

Mr. Taner. That does not mean we will be permitted to approve 
it or be asked to approve it. That does not really answer the prob- 
lem that we are up against. 

Mr. Rapsavut. Mr. Taber, will you yield to me? 

Mr. Taper. Yes. 

Mr. Rasavr. My understanding is they are going to submit the 
requests to us before they make changes. 
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Mr. Taser. But if they do not pay any attention to what we say 
about it, that will not do any good. : 

Mr. Ranaut. That is what has happened in the past only we were 
not told at all. 

Mr. Buper. Will the gentleman from New York yield to me? 

Mr. Taper. Yes. 


SHIFT OF FUNDS FOR PLEASANT VALLEY INVESTIGATION 


Mr. Buver. Mr. Commissioner, to bring this down to a specific 
problem, you and the Assistant Secretary testified the other day that 
it would cost $200,000 to conduct this investigation down in the 
Pleasant Valley area on the Snake River. 

You informed the committee that you were doing it, I guess, in 
effect, but now what happens? Do you go ahead and spend that 
$200,000 or get approval from this committee to do it? What hap- 
pens now / 

Mr. Dexuermer. We have reprogramed the funds we have avail- 
able now and are proceeding with that work this fiscal year. We are 
proposing to this committe that we spend the additional amount that 
will be required next fiscal year for continuing that work. 

Mr. Bunper. I assume then that the committee has been informed 
that the change has been made, and the funds have been diverted 
from some other investigation, so 1 assume you feel no affirmative 
action is necessary on the part of this committee. 

That is why I brought it down to a specific instance. 

Mr. Taper. That means that hereafter we have got to make our 
appropriations specific or we do not have any attention paid to them, 

Mr. Dexnermer. I do not think that is the case. 

Mr. Ranaut. Why was a letter not sent to us? 

Mr. Dexuermer. We just neglected to do it. 

Mr. Rapavt. Right after we had all that discussion of this problem 
of shifting funds. 

Mr. Dexnermer. No, sir. This was several months ago, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Buper. That is not quite correct, because at least one bid letting 
was held out there on April 1, for that particular investigation. 

Mr. Dexuermer. but the funds had to be transferred to that in- 
vestigation some time ago, of course, so that they could prepare the 
specifications for the drilling contract. They were earmarked some 
time ago. 

Mr. Taner. The bids were opened for that drilling job the 2d of 
April, were they not? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. I believe that is correct; yes, sir. 

Mr. Taper. You had not said anything to us about it at that time. 

Mr. DexHeEIMER. That is correct. 

Mr. Taser. It still looks to me that the only way out is to make 
specific appropriations for specific purposes, when the Department 
has not any sense of responsibility. 

Mr. Razavt. Will the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. Taper. Yes. 

Mr. Rapavrt. Since you were up here the other day, the information 
given to the clerk upon inquiry was that this program change was 
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still pending in Washington, would cost in 1957 approximately 
$50,000 to $65,000; and the funds would probably have to be by trans- 
fer from other regions. 

Has anything more than that been done? 

Mr. DEXHEIMER. That fund transfer has been made or they could 
not have proceeded. 

Mr. Rasaut. I want to know if it has gone into an amount larger 
than $50,000 to $65,000 ? 

Mr. DexHEIMER. No, sir. 

Mr. Rasavut. Even that should have had some sort of a letter review, 
if you were going to go into it. 

Mr. Taser. Ha ave you let the contract for that drilling? 

Mr. Dexnermer. I expect it has been let by now; yes, sir. 

Mr. Taper. The new spaper account said that the contract would 
not be let for 3 weeks. Why did you go ahead and let the contract, if it 
has been let, when you knew you were coming up before this committee 
and knew that that question would be raised ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. It is our usual procedure to use these investigation 
funds to the best advantage we can. 

Mr. Taser. What about giving out to the newspapers that the con- 
tract would not be let for 3 weeks, and then going ahead and doing it, 
so the committee could not do anything about it? That is the way you 
operate to best advantage, is it not? 

Mr. DexHermer, No, sir. Ido not know that the contract has been 
let. It is handled in our regional office. If they have issued such a 
press release, I am not familiar with it, but it is not any attempt at 
all to cover up what we are doing. It is the norm: al process of doing 
our work. 

Mr. ‘Varner. You mean it is the normal process to let out a press 
release that you are going to let a contract in 3 weeks, and let it, 
instead, in 1? I do not know. Maybe it is. If it is, we ought to 
know. 

Mir. Dr XHEIMER, ( tT course, when nn newspaper asks when you expect 
to let a contract, the man naturally will be conservative on when the 
arrangements are all completed. If he gets them completed prior to 
that time, of course, he proceeds. 

Mr. Tarver. It seems like you had better hold up that contract until 
after vou submit a request for transfer of funds to this committee. 

Mr. Ranaur. What was your last statement ? 

Mr. Taner. My last statement was that they ought to hold up the 
letting of the contract until after they have submitted a request to 
this committee for approval. 

Mr. Rapaurr. We had a conversation on this earlier, and as I asked 
again this morning, “Is this going on any more ‘* and thev replied, 
“No, it is not going on any more,” and yet here is another example of 
where they are going ahead without clearing with the committee. 

Kither you do not have coordination in your own Department, or it 
goes In one ear and out the other, or is forgotten. It is bewildering 
to anybody who sits here and thinks we are having an underst: unding 
across the table. 

Mr. Dexuerer. It was only last week, Mr. Chairman, that we had 
this discussion. That particular one, I thought, was far enough along. 

Mr. Ranaut. Has this been done since last week ? 
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Mr. Dexnetmer. No. The change in the allocation of funds was 
done several months ago. 

Mr. Rasaut. We were told that the program change was just pend- 
ing, since you were here. These are the words written down at the 
time the message was given, saying the shift in funds was only pending 
in W ashington. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. I think they have the authority, Mr. Chairman, 
and they must have, before they prepare the spec ifications, et cetera, 
for that contract, to go ahead with the investigation, and the commit- 
ment that the funds would be transferred for that purpose several] 
months ago. 

Mr. Rasaut. This is not any forerunner of what is going to go on 
from now on, is it ? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. No, sir. 

Mr. Rasavut. Let us have an understanding about it. 

Mr. Dexuermenr. I think we are very clear on it. 

Mr. Rapsaut. Mr. Taber asked for a request. Certainly, without 
objection, it will be given to him. 

Mr. Jensen. Will you make the statement, then, that this $200,000 
for the Pleasant V alley investigation contract should be halted now, 
until further word from the committee? Do you want to make that 
statement, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Rasavut. You made it, and I will cooperate with you. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. 

Mr. Dexuermer. I think, Mr. Chairman, if the contract has not 
already been let 

Mr. Rasavt. If it has not? 

Mr. Dexnetmer. We are so far committed that it would be inad- 
visable to change that commitment at this time. 

Mr. Rasavt. For what reason 4 

Mr. Dexuetmer. We would be going back on a contract commit- 
ment, which is not the best-—— 

Mr. Taper. How could you have a commitment, when you give out 
a statement to the newspapers that the contract is not going to be let 
for 3 weeks, and then come up here and tell us that you think the 
contract has been let? That kind of business does not go with me. 

Mr. Rasavr. When Mr. Nelson was in town about a week ago Fri- 
day we asked him about the status and were informed the shift in 
funds was still pending here in Washington and that the contract had 
not been let. He had only advertised for bids on the core drilling. 
What is this, a speedup deal ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. No, sir. It would just be the normal procedure. 

Mr. Taper. It is normal procedure to give out a statement like that, 
and then go ahead and let the contract right off? I do not know. 
That is not my idea of doing business. 

Mr. Rapavut. Have you got the date when this program change 
was approved ? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. I approved it informally on the telephone about 
February 14. 

Mr. Ravaut. When was the formal approval ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. I do not know whether the paperwork has all 
been done yet. or not. The commitment was made, however. 
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Mr. Taser. That is the only project in the whole setup that has no 
reclamation in it, is it not ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. We think it has very good reclamation potential 
in it, Mr. Taber. 

Mr. ‘Taser. How can that be? 

Mr. Dexnrrmer. By furnishing low-cost pumping power, which is 
so badly needed in Idaho and Oregon for irrigation, and by furnish- 
ing power revenues to the assistance of irrigation development. 

Mr. Taser. Building a dam for power revenues to operate other 
irrigation project ts—that is rather a far-fetched approach. 

Mr. Dexurimer. I might call Mr. Taber’s attention to the fact that 
Congress last year passed, by one of the greatest majorities that we 
have had for any of our projects, the Upper Colorado River project, 
which does ex xactly that. 

Mr. Bunce. Will the gentleman yield to me? 

What authority do you have to anticipate that in this instance? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Anticipate reclamation development ? 

Mr. Bunce. Anticipate the use of power revenues from the Pleasant 
Valley project, if it is ever built, to any irrigation development? 
There is no irrigation connected with it physically. 

Mr. Dexnetmer. By several acts of Congress within the last few 
years, where they have earmarked power revenues from dams and 
powerplants that are not physically connected with the irrigation 
projects. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Commissioner, I appreciate that the Congress has 
done that in some instances. It did it in the instance to which you 
just referred, but where is your authority to do it in this instance? 

Mr. Dexnemer. In our ‘planning of projects, we look toward the 
most feasible means of developing irrigation, and in this particular 
area we believe that power revenues from the Snake River Dams are 
essential to the further development of Idaho, Oregon, and Washing- 
ton for irrigation. 

Mr. Bupur. Why could you not tie it to Grand Coulee, or even, 
say, the Niagara power development ¢ 

Mr. Dexnermer. Niagara is a little out of our territory. 

Mr. Buper. There is no physical connection with irrigation or rec- 
lamation in any such project in that area, is there? 

Mr. Dextrermer. Not the immediate area ; no, sir. 

Mr. Buper. There is no physical connection in that immediate 
area, or any other area, is there? You are not going to use the water 
to irrigate anything, are you ? 

Mr. Dexnetmer. Not waters downstream from that dam, no; but 
it provides a water saving and makes easier upstream irrigation 
development. 

Mr. Buper. I would be interested to know just how that follows, 
but I will not belabor that question now. 

Thank you, Mr. Taber. 

Mr. Taner. That is all I have right now. 

Mr. Rapsavut. Are there any more questions? 
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SIZE OF COLORADO BASIN 


Mr. Fenron. What is the area of the Colorado Basin? 

Mr. Dexuermrer. A little over 1,200 miles of river, covering from 
the high Rocky Mountain range in Colorado, W yoming and New 
Mexico, down to the Gulf of California in Mexico. 

Mr. Fenton. What specific demands for agricultural products 
have not been met in this area? 

Mr. Dexnerer. Particularly for beef and other ae k, for 
dairy products, because of increased population in the area, and other 
crops, row crops and vegetables, and those things the at are in short 
supply in that general area. 


POWER SUPPLY IN COLORADO BASIN 


Mr. Fenton. What specific instances do you have where there is 
inadequate power supply for domestic or commercial uses and what 
are the maximum loads not supplied ? 

Mr. Dexuerimer. The general area has been deficient in power 
supply for expansion of REA’s and those places more than the cities. 
The growth has been phenomenal in the area, populationwise. There 
are probably the greatest mineral resources in the general area for 
development that need water supply and power for that develonment- 

Ten private utility companies in the area have endorsed this and said 
that they would be willing to purchase the power, whatever would be 
available for their purchase. 

Mr. Fenton. I notice in your justifications that you say that there 
are certain industrial companies that have expr essed a reluctance to- 
ward establishing new factories and plants in the area because there 
has not been adequate electric power. What area is covered by this 
statement as to lack of power? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. I think that has largely to do with the uranium 
and the oil shale processing, and the other minerals, as well as the 
industrial development that would naturally go along with the great 
amount of coal and mineral reserves in the area. 

Mr. Fenton. Specifically, what companies are reluctant to go into 
that area? 

Mr. Dexnetmer. I do not know that we have the details of that 
available right now. 

Do you have e any specific companies ? 

Mr. Larson. Yes. For example, in the Green River Basin, a branch 
of the Colorado River, where we have a tremendous deposit of phos- 
phate rocks, large chemical companies hold large land holdings of 
phosphate rock for phosphorous chemicals and phosph: ite fertilizers. 

That has not been developed, one of the largest, if not the largest 
potential in the United States. That is only one part of it. They pro- 
duce 90 percent of the vanadium out there, uranium, all sorts of ores 
related to them, and a great many of undeveloped minerals are in the 
area. 

It is very sparsely settled, and the industries want to go into Grand 
Junction, Salt Lake ¢ City, where you have a water supply and power. 

Mr. Rasaut. Would you yield to me, Dr. Fenton? 
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COMMITTEE APPROVAL REQUIRED FOR PLEASANT VALLEY PROJECT 
INVESTIGATION 


Mr. Raxzaut. For the record, before the contract on the Pleasant 
Valley project is finally executed, submit a request to the committee 
for approval of transfer of investigation funds. 

I want that on the record. 

Mr. Buper. I was wondering if you would include in that request 
the place from which the funds were transferred. 

Mr. Rasavut. Yes. Add that to the request. 


POWER SUPPLY IN COLORADO BASIN 


Mr. Fenton. Does that, Mr. Larson, complete your answer relating 
to the companies’ reluctance to go into this area ? 

Mr. Larson. Along the W asatch front in Utah, we have had con- 
tacts all the time from people interested in different commercial 
enterprises, wanting water, and in cases for power throughout the 
Colorado Basin and the Great Basin. 

Mr. Fenton. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kirwan (presiding). Do you have any questions, Mr. Budge? 

Mr. Buper. Please, Mr. Chairman. 


COLORADO RIVER DEVELOPMENT FUND 


NO LOCAL PARTICIPATION IN INVESTIGATION COSTS 


Mr. Buper. Mr. Commissioner, with regard to the Colorado River 
development fund, have you had requests from within that area to 
conduct investigations? 

Mr. Dexurimer. The Colorado River development fund, if I under- 
stand you correc Uy: Mr. Budge, is something set up by the Congress 
in the Boulder Canyon Act, the Adjustment Act, some years ago, 
to be used by ts Bureau of Reclamation for investigations within 
the Colorado River Basin. 

We have had a large number of requests, of course, for investiga- 
tions. A large part of that investigation culminated in the author- 
ization last year of the upper Colorado River stor age project, and 
priorities were set up in there by the Congress for investigations in 
the Upper Colorado Basin. 

Mr. Buper. If that is correct, that you have had all of these requests, 
from whom have they come? 

Mr. Dexuermer. From the Congress. 

Mr. Buper. I mean the requests from someone in the area to conduct 
these investigations. 

Mr. Dexuermer. We do not have what you term “a request” by 
a local group for an investigation of a specific project. We have 
been directed to investigate whatever development might seem 
appropriate. 

Mr. Buper. You mean that you have not had any requests from, 
say, the city of Salt Lake or the State of Utah or the State of Nevada, 
or the State of Colorado, or any municipalities thereof ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. We have had, I might say, pressures from the 
congressional delegations of those States to conduct certain inves- 
tigations, perhaps, over the period of years, but nothing in the nature 
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of a request by which we could ask those people for participation in 
the investigation. 

Mr. Bunee. I see that you anticipate my next question. 

I am just reading the language under General Investigations on 
page 55, and it says: 

Provided, That none of this appropriation shall be used for more than one-half 
of the cost of an investigation requested by a State, municipality, or other 
interest. 

There have been no contributions by anyone, have there? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Not in the Upper Colorado; that is correct. 

Mr. Bunce. Are we to take it, then, that you have had no requests 
for investigations by any of the States, any of the municipalities, or 
any other interests ? 

r. Dexnermer. We have had some requests, which we have not 
honored. We have not investigated in recent years. We have not 
spent any money on them. 

Mr. Bupag. It seems rather peculiar to me that you would investi- 
gate ones for which you have no request from the local people, and yet 
not investigate the ones that they are requesting. You have not in- 
vestigated any projects that have been requested by States, munici- 
palities, or other entities on the Colorado Basin? 

Mr. Dexuermer. We have done that in the past. In this particular 
instance, the ones we have not gone ahead with, investigations where 
we have been requested to do so, are based on water supply, on our in- 
terpretations of the Colorado River compact, and other documents 
connected with that, and we have refused in some instances to go 
ahead until the Supreme Court case is decided, which has been going 
on for several years. 

Mr. Bupcr. Under one of your documents here entitled, “Bureau 
of Reclamation,” it says, “Colorado River storage project and par- 
ticipating projects, advance planning.” At the top of the page it 
says, “Colorado River storage project, Curecanti unit, Colorado,” 
$50,000 for 1957, $121,905 for your current 1957 program, and you 
make this explanation: 

The increase was made to advance completion of the supplemental report on 
the economic feasibility, as required by Public Law 485, for fiscal year 1959, 
fiscal year 1957, as the State of Colorado has indicated a desire that the study be 
completed as soon as possible. 

Is that a request, or is it not ? 

Mr. Dexnetmer. That is in a different fund than the general in- 
vestigation funds, Mr. Budge. We were directed by Public Law 485 
to expedite our study on the Curecanti River. 

Mr. Bunce. This language, that none of the appropriation shall be 
used for more than one-half of the cost of an investigation, appar- 
ently has not brought any money in as a contribution from any local 
agency of any kind, has it? 

Dr. Dexuetmer. That language applies to the general investiga- 
tion funds. This investigation of the Curecanti unit is done out of 
a basin fund, which is not affected by that language. We were di- 
rected to carry on these Colorado Basin investigations with this other 
fund. 

Mr. Buper. What is the name of that fund ? 
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Mr. Dexuermer. Upper Colorado River Basin fund. 

Mr. Taser. Who directed them ? 

Mr. Dextrermer. The Congress, Mr. Taber. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Commissioner, this last fund to which you have 
referred, the Colorado River Basin fund, is not made up of funds 
transferred out of the Colorado River dev elopment fund ¢ 

Mr. Dexuermer. No, sir. 

Mr. Bunge. This same language as to participation is not included 
with regard to the Colorado River Basin fund ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. That isright. It is not. 

Mr. Buper. Apparently this language as to participation has not 
amounted to much since no one has partic ipated, have they ? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. We have a great deal of participation in our gen- 
eral approach. 

Mr. Bunce. This specific fund, where this language is contained ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. No, sir. In the Colorado Basin fund it does not 
apply. 

Mr. Buner. I am talking about the Colorado River development 
fund, where this language is written as a proviso. Have you had any 
participation from any source ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. The Colorado River development fund, under 
the Boulder Canyon Act, was specifically set up for investigation in 
the Colorado Basin by the Congress, and it does not require partici- 
pation, like the general investigation fund. 

Mr. Buner. I just read you the language here that follows under 
“General investigations.” 

Mr. Dexuermer. I am sorry. It does also come under that; that is 
correct ; but as I noted, the Congress has set up largely the investiga- 
tions that we are to make and there is no reason for local people to 
request nor contribute toward the investigations with that fund being 
set up for the purpose. 

Mr. Buper. If they do request, then you would be required to have 
them meet one-half the cost; is that right ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. That is right. 

Mr. Buper. So nobody has requested, I take it ? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. They have requested, but we have not done the 
work in some instances. 

Mr. Bunce. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kirwan. We will adjourn until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 


Tuespay, Aprin 9, 1957. 


CoNnSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


Mr. Rapaut. The committee will come to order. 
We will take up, under the “Colorado Basin, Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, construction and rehabilitation. ” 


QF ws 


Under that caption there is $5,737,000 for 6 projects. 


GILA PROJECT 


The Gila project in Arizona, $869,000. 
We will put pages BR-12 to 21 in the record. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 
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GILA PROJECT, ARIZONA 


Location.—Southwestern Arizona, in the southern part of Yuma County. 
Project works extend from Imperial Dam on the Colorado River to approx- 
imately 10 miles south of Yuma, Ariz., and east along the lower reach of the 
Gila River to approximately 50 miles east of Yuma. 

Authorization.—The project was initiated with funds allotted under the Na- 
tional Industrial Recovery Act (48 Stat. 195) and the Emergency Relief Apro- 
priation Act of 1935 (48 Stat. 115). A finding of feasibility dated June 8, 
1937, by the Secretary of the Interior was approved by the President on June 
21, 1937. The project was reauthorized by the act of July 30, 1947 (61 Stat. 
628). The act of June 13, 1949 (63 Stat. 172), authorized the furnishing of 
water to the Yuma auxiliary project, through the works of the Gila project. 
The act of January 28, 1956 (70 Stat. 5), authorized additional drainage work, 
additional pump capacity, and operation and maintenance, buildings and equip- 
ment, all in connection with the Yuma Mesa division. 

Description.—The project includes 19,970 acres on the Yuma Mesa, 8,099 acres 
in the north and south Gila Valleys, near Yuma, and 75,000 acres in the Wellton- 
Mohawk division, beginning some 12 miles east and terminating approximately 
50 miles east of Yuma. The primary purpose of the project is to provide a full 
water supply to 103,069 acres of arid lands within the project and to 8,305 
acres in the Yuma auxiliary project. Four main canal pumping plants are 
required to deliver water to the distribution systems. 

Benejfit-cost ratio—Construction started prior to establishment of this re- 
quirement. 

Summarized financial data 


I II ani cemeneberencousarmsiainanuis $55, 818, 664 
2s pees. co cues BO, 100s. oot a ee 52, 336, 017 
ens. GeeenOe.. POOR) FORT Be eddie deci ecewed 1, 319, 226 
aeons Oprepeuons,) Mec year 1056.0 ce ni denn 869, 000 
PUTIN ID PII eae on a ee ea 1, 294, 421 


On a cost basis, the fiscal year 1958 program will total $1,022,000. The nar- 
rative justification, which follows, explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program 
and the relation of costs to obligations. 


Change in total project costs and cbligations 


Costs | Obligation 
1957 congressional justification - ; j $51, 473,370 | $56, 037, 421 
1958 congressional justification __- em y 51, 697, 520 55, 818, 664 
6 eee tapedices - : +224, 150 — 218, 757 


The estimated total cost of the Gila project has been increased from $51,- 
473,370 to $51,697,520. The change is principally due to inclusion of costs 
in the estimate for Yuma Mesa Water Users’ headquarters buildings, and serv- 
ice equipment and increased capacity of Yuma Mesa pumping station. Ad 
justments have been made to reflect modification of canal banks, raising lateral 
lining and purchase of canal meters. These increases are offset in part by 
lower bid as a result of readvertisement of work under the Mohawk lateral 
system, reduction of anticipated overruns and decreased overhead costs. 


i, 
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Allocation of estimated total project costs: 
Reimbursable : 


Irrigation : : ‘$51, 072, 730. 00 

Other (project housing) —~......--~~-- eae CS ee 251, 495. 00 
Subtotal; reimbursable... 1.0.5... 5. Jie ae ae 

Nonreimbursable: Other (headquarters buildings and fa- 

SEIUE isc dace. HESS ee oie ce eae aie * 372, 845. 00 
Subtotal, nonreimbursable —___- asia 372, 845. 00 
CaS i sae nan em nk ee ke i eae a aa . 51,697, 520.00 

Repayment of reimbursable costs: 
Be ferigution ‘water Uders...a. SE Men 151, 072, 730. 00 
ey TORtAl SOVONOKE co oe eee ee 251, 945. 00 
TIMED ita tincethi ati tacien eden sethiacadadaia ss inital ensigns wn ce ae ia ee 


Repayment cost per acre: Federal investment per acre (to be 
Te PUN WHORUEE I a oni ir iisin enicccineeccmnnden sold * 495. 00 


Annual water users charges: 


EE eee ae scneinincrenscktinnaiiiaadcaees aint 8. 25 
Operation and maintenance____ a cctniinin aati 12. 60 
ke oe tht ache nnoln ‘aan ensanstics toc oebaosihc pees ce cdeasiaaadd as 20. 85 


1 Nonreimbursable irrigation costs authorized by sec. 3 of the act of Jan. 28, 1956 
(70 Stat. 5). have not been determined. 

“Construction by Corps of Engineers, Department of the Army with funds provided by 
U. S. Air Force and transferred to Bureau of Reclamation at Vincent Air Force Base, 
Yuma, Ariz. 

Repayment contracts.—-A contract, dated March 4, 1952, was executed with 
the Wellton-Mohawk Irrigation & Drainage District for a maximum obligation 
of $42 million. A contract, dited December 22, 1952, was executed with the 
Unit B Irrigation and Drainage District (Yuma auxiliary project) under which 
$456,090 of Gila project obligations will be repaid. A contract, dated May 12, 
1953, amended and supplemented by one dated June 24, 1954, was executed with 
the North Gila Valley Irrigation District under which $108,300 will be repaid 
for usable works constructed by the Yuma project and a maximum of $366,700 
of Gila project obligation will be repaid. A contract, dated May 26, 1956, was 
executed with the Yuma Mesa Irrigation and Drainage District under which 
$5,641,167 of Gila project obligation will be repaid. Preliminary steps have 
been taken which may lead to contract negotiations with the Yuma Irrigation 
District for capacity constructed in the project common features to serve the 
south Gila Valley. 
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Physical data 














| 
Feature | Type Capacity Height | Length 
| (tniles) 
| 
Project common features: 
Diversion works: Arizona head- |.................- 2,200 cubic feet per second... --- | 
works of Imperial Dam and | | 
desilting basin. ; | 
Gravity main canal...........-..- Earth lined.....| 2,200 to 2,100 cubic feet per |_....--- 15.0 
second, | 
Yuma mesa division: 
Pumping plant (1 plant) ........_|-.-- ...------| 975 cubic feet per second... -.| sini cals a Xa 
ey - ain canal... .....- ae Earth lined.....| 800 cubic feet per second _. Axel 5.9 
Canals A and B..................] Concrete lined. -.| 420 to 428 cubic feet per second eau S 22.9 
iaberas ayes. <5... .......... Various_........}| 28,069 acres. é ia . | 
Wellington-Mohawk divi ision: | 
Eumping plente G plants) .......].......---c«--.-- 900 to 1,300 cubic feet per |....--.-|-.- 
second. | 
Wellton-Mohawk Canal-.-.-..-. Concrete lined...| 1,300 to 900 cubic feet per |_...--- 18.0 
second. 
DOO DOOR, 2. nc cnccnenncnnes seit icici inaie 900 to 15 cubic feet per second_.|....-- 5 44.0 
lg eS eee 300 to 15 cubic feet per second --}_.--.---| 15.0 
Acres to be served: 
Yuma Mesa division: Acres 
Full supply_-_-_---- Baia teenies Naeteleaep an aaieiaciet tnd ard: iv SE 
Supplemental supply- ciel cihaciaadlesaoalncicinahcracenciraveniprialtah cba 0 


Wellton-Mohawk division: 
SN IE isinsncresicsnk eahchsenk Ronilbichesdoanicie aedatestar a ab hiaiecaanimdetacucee 75, 000 
NE I erceineresiersenetarsentictraenennnigytiitntrsetinainapinnnnesioes poseucsmeredsdohd 0 





aii ant tami bina mea. pred Je ..--. 108, 060 


Status.—On June 30, 1957, the project will be approximately 96 percent com- 
plete, with work on all major items except drains being functionally completed. 


WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 
Project common features 

Drainage investigations, $6,922.—Continue drainage investigations for north 
and south Gila Valleys. 


Yuma Mesa division 


Yuma Mesa pumping station, $116,000.—Purchase of additional pump, motor, 
and accessory electrical equipment, which, when installed will provide a total 
pumping capacity of 975 cubic feet per second. 

Yuma Mesa unit drainage facilities, $200,000.—The program provides for con- 
tinued drainage investigation studies and construction work scheduled to control 
rising ground-water conditions. 

Water users facilities, $100,000.—For the purchase of major items of equipment 
that will be required by the Yuma Mesa Irrigation and Drainage District in 
order to assume care and operation of Bureau-constructed works within the dis- 
trict. The items to be purchased are not available for transfer to the district 
from Bureau-owned equipment. This item is covered by the district’s repayment 
contract, dated May 26, 1956, as authorized by the act of January 28, 1956 (Publie 
Law 394, 84th Cong., 2d session) and is in accordance with Public Law 924, 84th 
Congress, 2d session (70 Stat. 940) approved August 2, 1956. 


W 


la 
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Wellton-Mohawk division 


Mohawk Canal, $1,000.—To complete necessary services in connection with 
land acquisition. 

Wellton Canal, $500.—To conclude land-acquisition procedure. 

Mohawk Unit laterals, $45,300.—This amount programed for final settlement of 
land-acquisition contracts, and costs associated with project closeout. 

Wellton unit laterals, $13,620.—Settlement of remaining land-rights contracts 
and share of project closeout costs. 

Dome unit laterals, $27,071.—This programed amount for final disposition of 
land-rights contracts and share of project closeout costs. 

Texas Hill unit laterals, $14,050.—This amount represents share of project- 
closeout costs and anticipated funds required to conclude land-rights contracts. 

Wellton-Mohawk Canal unit laterals, $4,000.—This amount is unit share of 
project closeout costs. 

Drainage investigations, Wellton-Mohawk area, $20,000.—The program of 
groundwater observations and maintenance of a continuing record of ground- 
water elevations will be continued as a means of advance determination of 
potential problem areas that may require installation of drainage works. 

Wellton-Mohawk main drain, $378,150.—Surveys and studies, to determine re- 
quirements and location of drains, will be continued until scheduled start of 
construction in third quarter. 

Lateral drains, $50,000.—Surveys and studies will continue, to determine re- 
quirements and location of drains, prior to initiation of construction scheduled 
in fiscal year 1959. 

Contribution to civil-service retirement fund, $31,800.—Initial-year contribu- 
tion to civil-servive retirement fund. 

Transitional development, $35,169.—Represents cost incurred in land-settle- 
ment activities less revennes received from development farm and the cost of 
operating and maintaining capacity of project common features and Wellton- 
Mohawk division common features allocable to lands not included in established 
irrigation blocks. 

Adjustments, —$21,582.—Represents net result of distribution of Wellton- 
Mohawk division closeout costs to division features and the salvage value of 
service facilities and stores transferred from project. 

Other expenditures and credits, —$60,000.—Cost of service facilities and 
stores accrued in prior years which will be distributed to permanent property 
or transferred from project in the budget year. 

Undelivered orders, —$93,000.—Liquidation of prior-year contract obligations. 
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Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1957 and 1958—Gila project, Arizona 














| Estimated | Totalto | Program Program | Balance to 
Program item | total | June 30, current budget year! complete 
| 1956 | year 1957 1958 
| | } | 
(1) | @ ee ee? ee Ph ae 
| 

| | | | | 

CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM | | | | 

Project common features: | | | } 
Completed works....................-.. $3, 583,617 | $3, 583,617 |.......-----|--. ee ee 
North Gila drains Nos. 2 and 3......--| 46, 612 | 11, 612 $35, 000 |_ Seen ss 
Drainage investigations............-..- 38, 462 | 23, 540 | 8, 000 | $6, 922 | ee 
ae ne Haein db bipnndstiiabihniotn ntinils a a ahibent 

Subtotal, project common features-- | 3, 668, 691 | 3, 618, 769 43, 000 | 6, 922 | . 

Yuma Mesa division: 
Seemnenes Werks.c..25. 2 fbn ccee ns) | B, 75K 29D |) 3,964, 19D 1a. secer dhibtectidincodbatedaes vinden 
Yuma Mesa pumping station, 975 | 

cubic feet per second__-____- -| 1,020,177 870, 177 18, 000 | 116, 000 $16, 000 
“A” laterals. PSH HO -| 1,199,694 | 1, 192, 748 6,946 |_. Eat 
Yuma Mesa unit drainage facilities... 988, 800 | 173, 229 30, 000 | 200, 000 | 585, 571 
Water users facilities _..............--- 200, 000 | 100, 000 | 100, 000 | 

Subtotal, Yuma Mesa division - --- 7, 162, 800 5, 990, 283 | 154, 946 416, 000 | 601, 571 

= <= = = : - — 
Wellton-Mohawk division: | 
Completed works ‘ y | 889, 466 | 889, 466 | 4 | . 
Pumping plant No. 1, 1,300 cubic feet | | | 

OT ie enn --| 1,357,789 1, 355, 951 | 1, 838 | 
Pumping plant No. 2, 1,200 cubic feet | } | 

per second____- " Soe . 1, 580,424 | 1, 578, 241 | TOL waactctamamalisencbwee 
Pumping plant No. 3, 900 cubic feet per | | | 

second : . pcptace 1, 229, 058 1, 227, 858 | DZEE iwiinsteknwestbtie danden 
Wellton-Mohawk Canal, 1,300 cubic | | 

SE NT WS 6 once ieicswe sear 4,945,135 | 4,814,904] — 130, 141 | : : 
Mohawk Canal, 900 eubic feet per | 

second... _. shat Res oan | 7,267,228 | 7,006,895 | 259, 333 | 1, 000 
Wellton Canal, 300 cubic feet per | 

second __. f aa Z 91, 000 500 
Mohawk unit, laterals............__- . | 1, 249, 848 | 45, 300 
Wellton unit, laterals o 4, 774 | 13, 620 i 
Dome unit, laterals..._....___- 45, 300 | 27, 071 
Texas Hill unit, laterals_..__._.__- . 540, 354 | 14, 050 ade 
Wellton-Mohawk Canal unit, laterals_| | 1, 431 4, 000 
Drainage investigations, Wellton- | | } 

Mohawk area .-. .| 149, 000 81, 528 20, 000 20, 000 27, 472 
Wellton-Mohawk main drain___--- | 563, 837 4,091 | 36, 000 378, 150 145, 596 
Lateral drains : 291, 763 20, 000 | 50, 000 | 221, 763 
Service facilities and equipment. 40, 000 40, 000 

Subtotal, Wellton-Mohawk division | 36,936, 772 | 33, 544, 848 2, 443, 402 553, 691 394, 831 

Total construction cost... } 47, 768, 263 43, 153, 900 2, 641, 348 976, 613 996, 402 

Contribution to civil service retirement 

 —a ‘ — a | 50, 000 - : 31, 800 18, 200 

Gila Share Laguna Dam 130, 479 230, 479 

Headquarters buildings and facilities 372, 845 372, 845 

Settlement land purchased. .--- ; - 40, 531 ~40, 531 iad : 

Nonsettlement land purchased. .-.-- 66,317 |_. ‘ ae 66, 317 

Investigation costs — ebieati nadine 132, 516 132, 516 ‘ a —_ 

Transitional development. .- suwoacat hen wae 2, 879, 956 72, 338 | 35, 169 155, 954 
Potel project cost............c.<-<- .| 51,697,520 | 46, 876, 544 2, 673, 155 1, 043, 582 1, 104, 239 

Adjustments._..-- : cil nciailitaciiiciaaices hmast.  a e 3, 719, 764 152, 703 | 21, 582 237, 390 
Total cost to appropriation..........} 55,785,795 | 50, 596, 308 2, 825, 858 1,022,000 | 1,341,629 

Other expenditures and credits. ...--- - 32, 869 260, 577 131, 000 —60, 000 36, 708 
Total expenditures. ................_| 55, 818, 664 | 50, 856, 885 2, 694, 858 962, 000 1, 304, 921 

Undelivered orders... a i ae . 1, 479, 132 ~1, 375, 632 93, 000 10, 500 


Total obligations. .............- 7 55, 818, 664 | 52, 336, 017 1, 319, 226 869, 000 1, 294, 421 


Method of financing: 
Allocation of appropriation, fiscal year 
1957. eR ee “at > 977, 000 
Application of prior year funds--....--- seiakien ints ‘ 342, 226 |... ‘ lee . 
7 ee cei eit thas i iiaiang iaioas 869, 000 1, 294, 421 
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Mr. Ranavr. Do you have repayment contracts now with the water 
users that will fully reimburse the irrigation costs? 

Will you tell us about them, Mr. Taylor ¢ 

Mr. Taytor. Yes. We have repayment contracts that will reim- 
burse us for those irrigation costs except those which were considered 
nonreimbursable by the act of January 28, 1956. 

Mr. Rasavt. You are certain that the ones that are nonreimbursable 
fully fall under that act ? 

What is the cost of the nonreimbursable ones ? 

Mr. Taytor. Nonreimbursable ones—the ones under that act—the 
excess capacity amount is estimated at $1,857,099; an item under that 
act for nonreimbursable dust control and land-development charges, 
$2,230,717; and then the excess cost of the Yuma Mesa division—those 
costs in excess of $200 per acre—a total of $1,920,650, which makes a 
total slightly in excess of $6 million nonreimbursable. These figures, 
totaling, say, slightly over $6 million, are subject to audit. 

Mr. Rapaut. Yes. They are in relationship to the estimated total 
obligation of $55 million ? 

Mr. Taytor. Yes, sir. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Mr. Rapavut. $473,400 is requested for operation and maintenance 
on the Gila project. Tell usa little about that. 

Mr. Taytor. Of that $473,000 which we have presented, I would 
like to suggest a reduction in that amount of $120,000 and transfer 
that to the category which is listed as “Funds advanced by water 
users.” Sothe two amounts would read : 

An allotment—$353,400; funds advanced by the water users— 
$238,516, or a total obligation program, fiscal year 1958, of $591,916. 

Mr. Ranaut. We will put pages BR-84 to 91 in the record on this 
project. 

(The pages referred to, pp. BR-84 through BR-9, follow :) 


Gila Project, Arizona—Summarized financial data 


Total obigations, fiscal year 1956__- 
Fiscal year 1957: 
EIEN iets cst can 2k boewinreteneocbeeaien es echinacea aad nia 
Funds advanced by water users___.._--.-_-.____-_- Pa 94, 838 


aL $462, 298 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1957____ 
Fiscal vear 1958: 

I i oe eee 2 ar Re ee SN nD A ai $473, 400 

punds advancea by water users........................ #78 :096 


pli inl ssh esha ceeds 


nsisading sibbcebmbaee 591, 916 
On a cost basis, the 1958S program will total $566,369, which includes cost 

financed with funds advanced by water users. The narrative justification, which 

follows, explains the 1958 cost program and the relation of costs to obligations. 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1958___- 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


Location.—In southern part of Yuma County, southwestern Arizona, project 
works extend from Imperial Dam on the Colorado River, 19 miles upstream 
from Yuma, Ariz., to approximately 10 miles south of Yuma, and east along the 
lower reaches of the Gila River to approximately 50 miles east of Yuma. 
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Description.—Project facilities consist of the 2,200 cubic feet per second capac- 
ity, Arizona headworks at Imperial Dam, a desilting basin 150 feet wide by 1,200 
feet long, 152 miles of canals, 14 miles of open drainage channels, 4 major pump- 
ing plants with capacities ranging from 700 to 1,300 eubic feet per second, and 195 
miles of laterals serving 103,000 acres of irrigable land. 

Operations.—The Bureau of Reclamation operates and maintains the project 
common works, the Yuma Mesa division common works, and the Yuma Mesa 
unit lateral system with appropriated funds. It also operates and maintains 
the three major Wellton-Mohawk division pumping plants, and maintains all 
completed canals and laterals in the Wellton-Mohawk division which have not 
been incorporated into development blocks. The Wellton-Mohawk development 
blocks Nos. 1, 2, and 3, comprising 53,835 acres, are under the care and operation 
of the Wellton-Mohawk Irrigation and Drainage District. That district also 
assumed, on January 1, 1956, responsibility for operation of all facilities, except 
the pumping plants, not included in development blocks. The district advances 
funds to cover a share of the cost of operation and maintenance of the works 
common to the development blocks under their care and operation, 

The North Gila Valley Irrigation District operates and maintains the dis- 
tribution system serving the 6,231 irrigable acres in the district and advances 
funds to cover an allocated share of common feature costs and direct costs in 
connection with water service. 

Individual Warren Act contractors in the south Gila Valley unit are provided 
water service at the main canal on a water rental basis. 

It is now anticipated that on veneer’. 1, 1958, the Wellton-Mohawk Irrigation 
and Drainage District will assume care and operation of the remaining distribu- 
tion system facilities, to be emenaeabed in development block No. 4. The Yuma 
Mesa Irrigation and Drainage District, it is anticipated, will assume care and 
operation of the Yuma Mesa unit distribution system by January 1, 1959. 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1958, cost program 





Difference, 


| increase (+-) 
crease (—), 


' 

| fiscal year 

1958 1958 com- 

pared with 
1957 


| 
Program | or de- 
| 
| 
| 
| 


Yuma Mesa unit: 
A canal, stations 471 to 717 (end): For normal operation and maintenance | 
of canal reach below the common section. Increase due to periodic 
rehabilitation and painting of check and turnout gates $14, 700 | +-$5, 700 
B canal, stations 0 to 491 (end): For normal! operation and maintenance | | 
of distribution canal. Increase due to periodic rehabilitation and | 
painting of check and turnout gates ; 12, 900 | 
A laterals: For normal operation in de livery of water to users and routine | 
maintenance activity, including moss and sand removal, road mainte- | 
nance, and minor lining repairs. Increase is due to normal periodic 
rehabilitation and painting of check and turnout gates..........-..-..-] 53, 000 
B laterals: For normal operation in delivery of water to users and | 
routine maintenance activity, including moss and sand removal, road | 
maintenance, and minor lining repairs. Increase is result of periodic 
rehabilitation of check and turnout gates 
Tile drainage system: For operation of electric motor-driven exhaust 
pumps, measurement of pumped water, and maintenance ee nt 
ee Ao ona cs UResac sce ccenmnconssaneaieenecussien . lave 3, 000 


+-2, 200 


+4, 000 


2, 000 +3, 300 





on 
bn 


I eS SERS, cncntsqusdnandeannmosaniinkdnaeeerneate 7 135, 600 4-15, 200 


North Gila Valley unit: 

North Gila turnout and connection to gravity main canal: Maintenance 
of turnout and connection channel through which water is delivered to 
the North Gila Valley Irrigation District. Reduction is due to above- 
normal maintenance performe: d in 1957....- 900 

Unit drainage investigations: For reading and maintaining records of 
the depth of ground water and maintenance of test wells in connection 
with drainage requirements. Increase results from only 4% year of 
activity in 1957 after transfer from construction..................----- 


—300 


1, 400 | +700 


Total, north Gila Valley unit..._.....- Rishi, Ths nabbed si 2, 300 | +400 
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Work proposed, fiscal year 1958, cost program—Continued 





| Difference, 
| increase (+) 
Program | or de- 
| fiscal year | crease (—), 
1958 | 1958 com- 
| pared with 
1957 


South Gila Valley unit: 
Gravity main canal turnouts to Warren Act contractors: For normal 
operation and maintenance of 5 turnouts from the main canal through 
which water is delivered to the contractors’ distribution systems. 
Reduction is due to above-norma] maintenance performed in 1957_..___| $840 —$615 
Unit drainage investigations: For reading and maintaining records of 
depth to ground weter and maintenance of test wells in connection 
with drainage requirements. Increase results from only 4% year of 
activity in 1957 after transfer from construction _. 2, 000 +1, 000 


Total, south Gila Valley unit_._- oe 7 ; 2, 840 | +385 
Wellton-Mohawk division: 

Wellton-Mohawk Canal, stations 0 to 972: For normal operation of the 

Wellton-Mohawk check and turnout from the gravity main canal and 

for normal maintenance of the lined canal. -- ao 16, 000 
Wellton-Mohawk pumping plants Nos. 1, 2, and 3: For the purchase of 

electrical power, normal servicing of equipment and maintenance of 

electric motors, primary pumps, and miscellaneous electrical and serv- 

ice equipment and buildings at the 3 major pumping plants along the 

Wellton-Mohawk Canal. Reduction is net of increased power costs 

due to increase in pumpage volume to serve additional lands being 

developed and nonrecurring maintenance items completed in 1957 151, 000 —5, 770 
Mohawk Canal, stations 0 to 1405+60: For normal maintenance of the 

canal and appurtenant storm-water protective dikes and channels, 

This canal will be included with facilities incorporated in development 

block No. 4 to be transferred to the Wellton-Mohawk Irrigation and 

Drainage District on Jan. 1, 1958. Maintenance activity by the Bureau 

of Reclamation will cover only 44 year, resulting in decreased cost 8, 000 —8, 000 
Delivery of water to completed distribution system units: For normal 

maintenance of laterals and structures in Mohawk unit No. 4, Texa 

Hill lateral unit, Mohawk laterals, Ralph’s Mill area and lateral M 

29.1 prior to their incorporation in development block No. 4. Reduc- 

tion results from the above units being maintained in this category for 

only a 5-month period ‘ : 29, 000 —28, 000 
Delivery of water to development blocks: For normal maintenance of 

development block No. 4, for the period from its designation to Dec. 

31, 1957. This, the final development block, is scheduled to be trans- 


ferred to the water users’ organization on Jan. 1, 1958 ; ; = 8, 000 +8, 000 
Total, Wellton-Mohawk division 212, 000 --33, 770 
Project common features: For the operation and maintenance of works com- 
mon to all divisions and units of the project_. ‘ 154, 453 —1, 362 
Headquarters division: 
Water accounting and collecting: For cost of operating a consolidated 
water office for water scheduling, maintenance of adequate records, and 
for billing purposes. waded 21, 646 +-378 
General expense: For normal expense of administration and general serv- 
ices in connection with the project program... 47, 430 +900 
Total, headquarters division 69, 076 +1, 278 
Contribution to civil service retirement fund: Initial year contribution to 
civil service retirement fund ; . ‘i . ‘ ; re ‘ 14, 000 +14, ONO 
Total operation and maintenance cost 590, 269 —3, 869 
Future year capacity provisions: Represents the net of operation and main- 
tenance cost financed with construction funds as future year capacity 
provision - 22, 000 +26, 000 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures: Transferred regional solicitor’s 
office cost which does not require funding -_- —1, 900 —359 
Total cost to appropriation and funds advanced ; 566, 369 —21, 772 
RECONCILIATION TO TOTAL OBLIGATIONS 
Cost adjustments: Represents net increase in operating facilities account for 
purchase of motor grader and 6 pickups ae 8 } 25, 547 —13, 176 


Be Ia i. chosinannaceedocsdedscbanshughncume acaaretedetie gend 591, 916 | +34, 948 
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Costs by functions, fiscal year 1958 


a i a an aa a sitet $576, 269 
Contribution to civil service retirement fund____________-___-___- 14, 000 
ORT “-COBECICY (DTOVUMNODRs ne i i oo ene ene —22, 000 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures__.__..__.________________ 900 





Total cost to appropriation and funds advanced 


Project statistics 





| Estimated 
| Actual, fiscal 
Feature or item i Unit year 1956 
| Fiscal year Fiscal year 
| 1957 1958 
——— — — Ee — —_ acca ns el cle tmnt - 
FACILITIES OPERATED BY BUREAU 
Irrigation system: 
Irrigable acreage for service: Irriga- 
tion service land, full !__.....-. Acres ae ae 31, 039 43, 004 21, 839 
Irrigated area 2 TE Ne do 29, 657 22, 650 17, 000 
Gross crop value. __..- Dollars _-. 3, 454, 148 3, 057, 750 2, 380, 000 
Average gross crop vi alue pe T acre de nd 116 | 135 140 
Diversion dams__........-.- .----| Number 1 1 1 
Paria peamts. . oc... 62k cs does do . 4 { 4 
Canals_......... sedate | Miles... 4 89 99 62 
Laterals____ echo iaateule ate ‘ do ; 67 90 46 
Drains s patie ‘ ct do “ 14 14 14 
Operating roads_............-. . ....do | 108 131 76 
FACILITIES OPERATED BY WATER USERS 
Irrigation system: 
Irrigable acreage for service: Irriga- | 
tion service land, full_...__- | Acres__- 60, 065 60, 065 81, 230 
Irrigated area. _. sanitedd ‘te do ‘ 24, 734 38, 000 46, 200 
Gross crop value ___. Dollars ___. 3, 994, 568 6, 080, 000 6, 930, 000 
Average gr¢ ss crop value per acre do 161 160 150 
Canals clic ek is ptiatiiks cova ig cha Miles_..- 53 53 90 
Laterals : > cel 02.1 ; 105 105 149 
Ee ' . 92 92 147 


1 Irrigable acreage under completed distribution systems. 
2 Includes cultivated acreage in irrigable acreage for service and cultivated acreage in systems not 
completed. 


Mr. Ranaut. You may proceed. 


DELAY IN YUMA MESA IRRIGATION AND DRAINAGE DISTRICT ASSUMING 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE WORK 


Mr. Tayior. The reason for that change is that the Yuma Mesa 
Irrigation and Drainage District goes on an advance-funds basis as of 
January 1, 1958, whereas, as this has been set up, it had not. been 
finally determined. 

Mr. Rasavur. It was supposed to have been taken over by January 
1, 1957. Last year we were told the repayment contracts for this 
irrigation and drainage district should be executed in a few 
months and that the district was hopeful of taking over operation and 
maintenance by January 1, 1957. Now, the justification states it is 
anticipated they will not take over until January 1, 1959. Why the 
sudden 2-year delay ? 

Mr. Taytor. The Yuma Mesa Irrigation and Drainage District 
ran into internal troubles and has been completely reorganized, 

Mr. Taser. What do you mean by “internal troubles” ? 
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Mr. Rapaur. That is what I am going to ask him right now, Mr. 
Taber. What do you mean by “internal troubles” ? 

Mr. Taytor. A difference of opinion among the water users as to 
whether they should proceed to take over operation and maintenance 
and other factors of dissatisfaction with certain of their employees 
resulted in the recall of one member of the board, resignation of an- 
other, and the third member’s term automatically expired. So, now 
we have a complete new membership of the board, new attorney and 
new secretary. In other words, there is a complete new management 
for the—— 

Mr. Rasaur. Does the new board see eye to eye with your agency ¢ 

Mr. 'Tayxor. | think our relationships are improved. 

Mr. Ranaut. Isn’t this sort of a late hour for trouble to develop 
It is about time to take it over and you start to have trouble. What 
do you have to say about it? 

Mr. Dexurermer. Well, it is a very unfortunate circumstance that 
we have no control over, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rasaur. There doesn’t seem to have been a very good under- 
standing in the beginning, or something. 

Mr. Dexnermer. It is unusual, but we are keeping the pressure on 
them to take over and do these things as much as we can, but when you 
run into a situation where they just are unable or refuse to do so we 
just have to delay; but we anticipate now there will be no further 
difficulty. 

Mr. Rasautr. Are they paying for the water they are using now? 

Mr. Taytor. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasaut. What is the stumbling block on taking over? What is 
their contention as to why they don’t want to take over the operation 
and maintenance ? 

Mr. Downy. Mr. Rabaut, the main problem here is that this division 
was all public land. There were no established farms. These are all 
new farmers, mostly young veterans, with somewhat limited exper- 
ience in any endeavor, right out of the Army and into farming, 
and they are cooper: ating by going on an advance-funds basis, which 
relieves the Congress of appropriating funds after January 1, 1958; 
but they do feel they need at least 1 more year of working with the 
Bureau very closely before they are able to assume the management 
of that district. 

Mr. Ranaut. What will the extra year’s expense be to the Govern- 
ment to manage this? 

Mr. Domriny. It will all be reimbursed to the Government. 

We are asking only for a half a year’s operation and maintenance 
appropriation. 

Mr. Raswavut. I asked the question: What would be the expense to 
the Government ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. The amount that was requested was $473,400. We 
are asking now that that be reduced by $120,000, as the 6 months 
starting January 1 would not be required because they would advance 
the money beginning January 1 for that operation. 

Mr. Ranavr. Are you going to do it now by January 1, 1958? 


91488—57—- 40 
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Mr. Domriny. They are going on an advance-funds basis January 1, 
1958, but they are not actu: tally assuming the management until Janu- 
ary 1, 1959. 

Mr. Rasavr. Are they going to assume the cost after 1958? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Domrny. Yes, sir; on an advance-funds basis. 

Mr. Rasavt. I want to ask the question: Are they going to assume 
the expense of this after January 1, 1958? 

Mr. Domrny. Yes, sir. 

I want you to know they are assuming the cost now. They pay it 
back after we have got the money. 

Mr. Rapavt. They are assuming the costs at the present time ? 

Mr. Domrny. They are, sir. 

Mr. Rapavr. I understand. 

Mr. Dominy. But on January 1, 1958 they will advance the money 
and we will no longer have to have an appropriation for the money. 
That is the distinction. 

Mr. Rapsavt. What is going to happen if they advance the money 
to you? Are you going to turn it into the Treasury or use it someplace 
else ? 

Mr. Domrny. I can assure you, sir, it will be used. 

Mr. Rapavut. There will be $400,000 here. We want to know who 
is going to get that $400,000. Is that a good question, Mr. Taber? 

Mr. Taper. It is. 

Mr. Dexuermer. We are suggesting now, Mr. Chairman, the amount 
we have in this appropriation be reduced $120,000. 

Mr. Rapavur. Yes. I heard that. What about the rest ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. We haven’t gone beyond January 1. 

Mr. Ranaut. That is right. 

Then they are going to give you those funds back that you operate 
on now until January ! ¢ 

Mr. Dexuermer. They do that. 

This money all comes back to the Treasury. 

Mr. Ranavr. You are going to put it in the Treasury. 

That is the question I asked. 

Then it is going to go back to the Treasury. 

Mr. Crosrawair. This money goes into 2 trust fund they advance. 
In other words, when they advance—— 

Mr. Rapavut. You mean when they give it to you, when they are 
holding it, they put it in a trust fund? 

Mr. Crostuwatir. That is correct. 

Mr. Ranaut. I don’t want to get twisted up. 

Mr. Crosruwait. That is right. 

Mr. Rapavt. Then when it gets out of the trust fund you either use 
it or hold it, one or the other. 

If you hold it, what happens when it gets released from the trust 
fund ? 

Mr. Crosruwarr. It is their money, and it is in the trust fund for 
paying the expenses of the operation where they have advanced it. 

Mr. Rarsavr. Right. 

Mr. Crostuwarr. It goes in that trust fund and is used for O. and M. 
purposes for this project. 


Mr. Rapact, Yes. 
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Mr. Crostuwatir. Now, the money that is being appropriated they 
will repay. In other words, they pay all the O. and M. 

Mr. Rapaur. Yes. 

Mr. Crosruwatir. But now, as soon as they take over on an advance- 
payment basis, we will not or the Gover nment will not, have to appro- 
priate money from that point forward. 

Mr. Razavrt. I know that. 

What I want to know is: When they repay the money we are giving 
you now, what happens to that money 4 

Mr. Crostuwair. That money goes back into the Treasury. 

Mr. Rasavut. That is all we want to know. 

So we are making you a loan for a while and they are going to pay 
the loan off for you ¢ 

Mr. Crostuwatt. That’s correct. 

Mr. Rapaut. Is that it? 

Mr. Dexuermer. That is true of our operation generally, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. Rasavur. Are there any other reasons why there is misunder- 
standing here except they just want to be more familiar with it? 

Mr. Dexuermer. We think not at the present time. ‘Those misun- 
derstandings and payments, and so on, have all been ironed out in the 
past now. So we think tliat is cleared up. 

Mr. Rapnavutr. Are there any questions before we go to the Parker- 
Davis project ? 

Mr. Kirwan. Yes. 


VETERANS HOLDING LAND 


How do they get in possesison of the land ? 

You say they are mostly young veterans; it is all public land. 
How do they get in possession of the land ? 

Mr. Taytor. We had several land openings and public drawing. 

Mr. Kirwan. And by being lucky they got hold of that land ? 

Mr. Taytor. Yes. 

Mr. Kirwan. And a number of them who went out there, as you 
say, they are young veterans and I assume had only limited farm 
experience before going into the Army ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. They had not had a great deal of experience on 
that type of farming. 

Mr. Kirwan. They had no responsibility, you might say, up until 
they got hold of this land ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. They didn’t have it on their own; that is correct. 

Mr. Kirwan. I think, from the way I view it, you have done a 
pretty good job in handling these veterans and public lands, and now 
they want to continue to work with the Bureau a while longer before 
taking over the management end. Until they have got more expe- 
rience ? 

Is that correct ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. I think you have done a very, very good job. You 
are able to take a good group of veterans and get them started in 
farming. I believe this is the first time you have had trouble to this 
extent with a board. 

I would say you have done a good job down there. 
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Mr. Dexuermer. It has been rather difficult and trying at times. 

Mr. Kirwan. It has been trying, especially when you have got to 
return every dollar to the Government. 

Mr. Dexuermer. That’s correct. 

Mr. Kirwan. It must be very, very trying. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


SEEPAGE PROBLEM 


Mr. Bouanp. I understand there has been a seepage problem on the 
Yuma Mesa or on the Yuma auxiliary project. How have you met 
that problem ? 

Has there been some objection to these projects because of the seep- 
age problem that accrues to owners who are at lower elevation down 
there ? 

Mr. Domriny. Yes, Mr. Boland. We have had considerable discus- 
sion of that problem and, at the request of the Senate committee, we 
did employ a firm of consultants to review the technical data available 
to determine whether irrigation on the Yuma Mesa area of the Gila 
project was in fact contributing seriously to the drainage problems 
of the valley division of the Yuma project, which lies immediately 
below it, topographic wise along the river. The general conclusions 
are there is some contribution of additional water to the drainage 
problem of the valley division by reason of the irrigation on the Yuma 
_ sa of the Gila project, and at the moment we are continuing investi- 

gations, with money made available in the 1957 program, of the general 
i ainage problem of that whole lower valley. 

It is all involved with several divisions of the Gila project, as well 
as the Yuma project. 

Mr. Boranp. Are there actual objections from some of the owners 
of the property ? 

This would be the Yuma auxiliary. 

This is below the Yuma Mesa, isn’t it ? 

Mr. Dominy. The Yuma auxiliary project is on the Yuma Mesa. 

Mr. Botanp. It ison the Yuma Mesa ? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes; and it is not affected adversely. 

Mr. Botanp. Will you point to that area on the map ? 

Mr. Domrny. Yes, sir. 

That is the valley division of the Yuma project [pointing on map]. 

Mr. Bouanp. Yes. 

Mr. Dominy. Immediately to the right is a very sharp escarpment, 
something over 50 feet; isn’t it, Wade ? 

Mr. Taytor. Yes. 

Mr. Dominy. Fifty to a hundred feet higher is the benchland of the 
Gila Mesa and the Yuma auxiliary project—it is directly south of the 
Yuma Mesa division of the Gila project. 

Mr. Boranp. Isn’t there considerable objection to the landowners 
in that area ? 

Mr. Dominy. Not in the Yuma auxiliary project. I believe not. 

Mr. Botanp. Those in the lower—— 

Mr. Dominy. In the Yuma Valley and in the South Gila district. 

Mr. Botanp. How is this problem going to be met now ? 
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Mr. Dominy. The problem ultimately will have to be met by some 
provision of permanent interception or by drainage through wells or 
other means, and the exact method of controlling the problem is what 
we are studying at the moment. 

Mr. Botanpb. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you. 


STATUS OF GILA PROJECT 


Mr. Taper. How many acres have you got in this project alto- 
gether ? 7 

Mr. Taytor. 103,069 acres in the total Gila project. 

Mr. Taser. And how many of those acres are presently under irri- 
gation contract ? 

Mr. Tayrtor. Under contract—approximately 95,000, the exception 
being that acreage in the Yuma Irrigation District area commonly 
referred to as South Gila area, a portion of the Yuma Mesa division. 

Mr. Taner. How many of these 95,000 are under contract to vet- 
erans ? 

Mr. Taytor. I would have to—— 

Mr. Dexuermer. Those lands, Mr. Taber—some of them—have 
been developed for a great many years. Some of the lands were pri- 
vately: financed in pump irrigation. 

We are only concerned with those public lands and the openings to 
veterans, and that has largely been in the recent years, in the Yuma 
Mesa area. 

Mr. Taper. And that is where most of the veterans are; is that it? 

Mr. Dexnermer. That is the place we have had most of the land 
openings for veterans. 

Mr. Taser. How many acres are involved in that? 

Mr. Taytor. 19,970. 

Mr. Taner. And those are contracted to veterans ? 

Mr. Dextrermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taner. How many ? 

Mr. Dominy. The farms averaged a little over a hundred acres 
per unit. So, that would be 185 to 190 veterans. 

Mr. TABER. Llow near complete is this w hole project 2 

Mr. Taytor. It is more than 95 percent complete. 

The few items remaining involve additional pump capacity for 
the Yuma Mesa, drains and clean-up work, final completion of the 
distribution system on the Wellton-Mohawk Division. 

Mr. Taner. How much money does the whole thing cost? 

Mr. Taytor. 51 million. 

Mr. Taper. 51 million. 

That means a little better than $500 an acre; is that it? 

Mr. Dexnermer. No, sir. 

Mr. Taser. How much? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. The Federal investment, which is to be repaid 
by water users, is 495. 

Mr. Taper. $495? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taper. An acre? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. What do they raise on this land? 
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Mr. Dexuermer. They raise a large variety of crops. There is a 
great deal of winter lettuce, head lettuce. They fatten stock on it. 
They raise vegetables. They raise lemons, citrus fruits, alfalfa, a 
great variety of crops of that type, and some cotton. 

Mr. Tazser. How are the contracts coming along on those? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Very well. They are current in their— — 

Mr. Taser. They are current? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. You mean you have got 185 veterans in there and 
there is not one of them in default ? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. They haven’t started their construction payments 
yet because of the development period on the new lands. 

Mr. Taser. When do they start? 

Mr. Dominy. The Yuma Mesa division of the Gila project will 
start their repayments in a year. 

I don’t have the exact date, but their 10-year development period 
is pretty well reaching the end of the line. 

On the Wellton-Mohawk division the first block—we are developing 
it by irrigation blocks, since it is a large project, and the first block— 
was estadlished October 28, 1953. The first payment will be due 
from the first block December 31, 1963, when their 10-year develop- 
ment period will have expired, and other blocks will be coming in 
over a period of about 4 years. 

Block 2 will start December 31, 1964. There is one block that will 
be opened- — 

Mr. Taytor. Next January. 

Mr. Dominy. Next January 1, 1958. So, it will have 10 years froin 
that date before it starts payment. 

Mr. Taper. You mean they don’t start payments on projects for 10 
years ¢ 

Mr. Dominy. That’s right, sir. On new-land projects the law per- 
mits the Secretary of the Interior to establish a development period 
for as much as 10 years; and, where they are starting from scratch on 
desert land, experience indicates that 10 years is little enough time to 
develop a farm. They do have to pay operation and maintenance 
during that period, and it is only the construction installations that 
are deferred for the development period. 

Mr. Taser. Is there considerable obsolescence on these projects ? 

Mr. Dominy. On the Gila project—no, sir. It is in very excellent 
condition. It is being built to modern standards, and there is no 
obsolescence on that project, sir. 

Mr. Taser. You mean no seepage or anything of that kind? 

Mr. Dominy. I believe not. 

Mr. Taser. Nothing that wears out? 

Mr. Dominy. Well, of course, the pumping plants will require con- 
tinual maintenance, as any machinery does, and will require some 
replacement parts from time to time, but that is not anticipated in the 
early years. 

Mr. Fenton. How far is it from Imperial Dam over to the eastern 
extremity of this project ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. It is approximately 65 miles—— 

‘ ar. Fenton. This water comes from the Colorado River, from the 
am ¢ 
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Mr. Dexuerer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenron. That is the only dam involved in the whole area; is 
that right ? 

Mr. ‘DexHerMer. No. There are other dams below Hoover, but 
Hoover is the main storage dam for irrigation water in the lower basin. 

Mr. Fenron. Hoover Dam? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. I went over that project some time ago. 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. I don’t believe there was a drop of water in the Gila 
River when I was there. 

Mr. Dexurmmer. There seldom is. 

Mr. Fenton. As far as the river is concerned, Gila River, there is 
no water ¢ 

Mr. Dexnermer. No, sir. Most of the water in the Gila River is 
utilized way upstream in Arizona by irrigation and municipal develop- 
ment up in the vicinity of Phoenix and downstream from that a little 
ways. 

Mr. Fenton. All the water must come from the Colorado River, or 
practically all of it? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Nearly all the water; yes, sir. 

The water supply for the Gila project comes from the Colorado 
River essentially. 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. This project is almost completed ? 

Mr. Dexuerer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. As I understood from previous testimony, it seemed 
to indicate the reason for not taking over was the veterans’ prob- 
lems. It would only seem to be, according to the testimony, about 20 
percent of the total was taken over by veterans; is that correct? 

Mr. Domtiny. Well, Dr. Fenton, we are speaking here of two differ- 
ent entities, all within the Gila project. If you will look at the map, 
the Wellton-Mohawk division is the area that the Commissioner men- 
tioned that had a lot of private lands in it—— 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. 

Mr. Dominy. And that division is taking over operation and main- 
tenance immediately upon completion of each block. 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. 

Mr. Dominy. Then the other division of the Gila project is the all- 
public-land area of the Yuma Mesa, and that is the one that is now 
planning to take over on January 1, 1959, but which is advancing funds 
so as to avoid appropriation requests after January 1, 1958. 

Mr. Fenton. That is where the veterans are going to be? 

Mr. Domrxy. Yes. They are all veterans, with new farm area, with 
no previous farm experience on the Yuma Mesa division. 

On the Wellton-Mohawk there are a lot of veterans also. There 
is public land scattered all the way through it, but there is also a lot 
of oldtimers and people who have been there and pumped and had 
some irrigation experience. So, they are able to set up their own 
management and operate the project. 

Mr. Fenton. How many operators are in that area? 

Mr. Domriny. Well, there are roughly 75,000 acres in the Wellton- 
Mohawk division. 

Mr. Frenron. Wellton-Mohawk. 
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Mr. Dominy. Those farms will average somewhat larger than on the 
Yuma Mesa. So, I would say ultimately there will be about 500 farms 
on the Wellton-Mohawk division. 

Mr. Frenron. Some of them are pretty big operators ? 

Mr. Dominy. Some of them, under the reclamation law, will be per- 
mitted to own—a man and wife—up to 320 acres. So, there will be 
some sizable irrigated farms on that project. 

Mr. Fen'ron. Thank you. 


STATUS OF INDIAN VETERANS 


Mr. Kirwan. Are there any of these veterans who have sold out 
their claim there since they won it? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes; there have been some. 

Mr. Kirwan. Some have? 

Mr. Domryy. Some have sold. 

One of the former board members sold his farm and went into the 
real estate business in Yuma. 

Mr. Kirwan. There is always a lot of interest in doing something 
for the Indians. Arizona and Oklahoma are two of the States we 
drove the Indian to. Why wasn’t the Indian veteran given the privi- 
lege, and he alone, let’s say, on that Mesa division ? 

‘W hy wasn’t the Indian alone given the privilege? 

I am not criticizing you on that side of the table. It was the duty 
of Congress if it wanted to take care of the Indian, especially in these 
States. 

Mr. Dominy. As a matter of fact, there are, of course, quite a lot of 
irrigation developments on Indian lands. 

Mr. Kirwan. Oh, yes. I understand that, but this is public land. 
The Indians have many problems trying to make a living which we 
are trying to solve through appropriations to the Indian Service which 
we handle in the Interior bill. 

Now, Congress, in my humble belief, if it was on the alert—not you 
people; all you are doing is what you are authorized to do—would 
have made that land open to the Indian veteran, and he alone. 

That is where we put them, down in the sands there. 

Mr. Dexnermer. Mr. Kirwan, just north of there, there are extensive 
Indian irrigation projects that are owned by Indians, and they have 
ample opportunity there to farm. 

They also have an equal opportunity here with white veterans to 
apply and get one of these farms; but we find in many of those Indian 
projects on Indian reservations the Indian doesn’t actually farm. He 
leases it to some white operator. 

Mr. Kirwan. He leases it, as you say, but it would be very easy to 
put a restriction on that. 

When you consider the number of Indians that we have now, over 
400,000 of them—and the amount of money it is costing the Congress 
of the United States to assist them, even though he is farming to the 
north of this area, I think the Yuma Mesa area should have been open 
only to the Indians to relieve the amount of Federal aid required. 

Mr. Dexuermer. You understand, too, they have more of an incen- 
tive to farm on their own lands because they, under the Leavitt Act, 
are not required to pay any of the construction charges—— 

Mr. Kirwan. I understand. 
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Mr. Dexnetmer (continuing). So long as they own the land. 

Mr. Krrwan. But I am t: alking now about this: I have been over 
that area, down in the Navajo Reservation area 

Mr. Kirwan. I drove up there in an automobile, and it takes a long 
time to get anywhere in that area. It took a day to drive 48 miles with 
all the rolling logs and stones. I wanted to make sure I got a good look 
at what the Indian had to contend with, if it was possible to get an 
automobile up in there. 

I saw little girls, 6 and 8 years of age, on my way, trying to get back 
to what you call civilization, out guarding sheep. Their only com- 
panions were rattlesnakes and all they had were 6 and 8 sheep. 

Now, we put them there, and this is their country, their land, and 
we fenced them in. 

Wouldn’t it be much better if we took an Indian veteran out of this 
group ¢ 

Ben Jensen and myself got up on that Indian rock there where they 
hold that snake dance. There is nothing there but a solid rock where 
they live, and they walk miles to get down off that rock to try to grow 
some corn. 

Mr. Dexnetmer. I think it would be a very desirable thing if you 
could get the Indian to farm the land. I think if you gave him one of 
these he would do like he does on his own reservation—lease it out to 
someone else. 

Mr. Kirwan. Now, I am talking about this Indian walking miles 
down from that rock to farm. He would do all right if you gave him 
water. He would farm it. 

If he can walk miles a day to try to farm, if you ever put him out 
where you had water, I think he would farm. 

Mr. Crostuwatrr. Those Hopi did an excellent job. 

Mr. Kirwan. The Hopi did an excellent job. 

I don’t know why we didn’t put some of those Indians down there 
instead of taking a veteran from up in New England or Ohio. 

Mr. Crostuwatir. I think you have a good point. 

Mr. Kimwan. Here we have a good chance to help the Indian to sur- 
vive, and we put somebody else down there. 


That is all, Mr. Chairman. 
PARKER-DAVIS PROJECT 


Mr. Ranavr. Now we will take the Parker-Davis project in Arizona, 
California, and Nevada, $815,926, 

We will put pages BR-22 to 27 in the record. 

(The pages referred to follow :) 


PARKER-DAvis ProvecT, ARIZONA-CALIFORNIA-NEVADA 


Location.—The principal features of the Parker-Davis project are located in 
Arizona, southern Nevada, and southeastern California. Parker and Davis 
Dams are located on the Colorado River, 155 and 67 miles, respectively, below 
Hoover Dam. The transmission lines, which interconnect Parker, Davis, and 
Hoover powerplants, and extend to the load centers, traverse Mohave, Yuma, 
Maricopa, Pinal, Pima, Yavapai, and Cochise Counties in Arizona; Clark County 
in Nevada; and San Bernardino, Riverside, and Imperial Counties in California. 

Authorization.—The Parker-Davis project was formed by the consolidation 
of the Parker Dam power project and Davis Dam project by the act of May 28, 
1954 (68 Stat. 143). The Parker Dam power project was authorized by the 
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River and Harbor Acts of August 30, 1985 (49 Stat. 1028). The Davis Dam 
project was authorized on April 26, 1941, by the Secretary of the Interior, under 
provisions of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939 (53 Stat. 1187). 

Description.—Project facilities consist of 1 concrete dam, 1 earth-filled dam, 
2 reservoirs, 2 hydroelectric powerplants, 1,599.8 miles of transmission lines, 
and 1,987,833 kilovolt-amperes of installed transformer capacity at 37 substa- 
tions. The installation in fiscal year 1958 of 1 transformer with 35,833 kilovolt- 
amperes of capacity will bring the project total to 2,023,666 kilovolt-amperes. The 
total nameplate rating of the 4 units installed at Parker powerplant is 120,000 
kilowatts, and of the 5 units installed at Davis powerplant is 225,000 kilowatts, 
The transmission system interconnects the Parker, Davis, Hoover, and Siphon 
Drop powerplants of the Bureau. It also serves domestic, irrigation, and indus- 
trial loads in the area and is connected to private and public utility generation 
and transmission systems in the three States, forming part of an integrated 
power system in the Pacific Southwest. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—Construction started prior to establishment of this 
requirement. 

Summarized financial data 


stimated total obligations—__~ a Sg en 
Total obligations to June 30, 1956_- ‘i See 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1957 __ DS Ee oeeN 556, 489 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1958____ pee sy ai ereee 815, 926 


RIND SO INO ccc cme cncnsnneledeaien ears ae bikinies ‘sci ahweae eee 

On a cost basis, the fiscal year 1958 program will total $815,926. The narrative 
justification which follows explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program and the 
relation of costs to obligations. 


Change in total construction costs and obligations 


Costs Obligations 
eet ee ae Ot ee ee | 
I Tn acu Wo ccsmansdmmwcdseke Te Rh Ba es | $143,094, 591 | $143, 121, 631 
NN WON oo ck. Bc 3 ser eee ache skaetecommeeee=—sees | 142,844,961 | 142, 934. 694 
Decrease_.....- ee eh ceee tt kee te eee ee oe 249, 630 | 186, 937 


The decrease in total estimated costs results principally from deletion of the 
proposed additions at Cochise Substation, revisions in estimates, and revised 
costs of completed features as a result of the plant cost audit. 


Allocation of estimated total project cost 
Reimbursable : 
With interest: All electric plant investment not itemized be- 


I eae te NN eb Rn Ltt FO Bo ark te a ree 
Without interest: 
Servicing the Treaty with Mexico_____-_~- _. $10, 524, 000 
SPORES | DOU MEUissck, obi eet diceirdamnen 11, 785, 879 


———-_ 22, 309, 879 


nee III IIINNIIININIIT CL 1. ss ccexcss somssipeiciueielni ignite Wi ie ectainiai exasai 128, 713, 756 








Nonreimbursable : 
Metropolitan Water District contribution for construction of 








a bum Lape poe 
Highway construction, State of Arizona______-_______~_ Be as 31, 060 
Highway construction, PRA, act of July 29, 1946 (60 

Sn IIT sciies scdicerdacaces elesheaa dein edaran silanes lass inca aaeale taiitiliaanaais 872, 395 

I en er ddsletee 13, 890, 407 
a ae 142, 604, 163 
Adjustments to completed features_____...-.__-.-_____-_-_--- 240, 798 


SU ta as a a a a i a aS 142, 844, 961 
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Repayment of reimbursable costs.—All reimbursable costs will be repaid from 
power revenues. 


Physical data 








Feature Type Capacity Height Length 
Davis Dam._............| Earth and rock fill- cal 1,820,000 acre-feet..........| 200 feet_...| 1,600 feet. 
Davis powerplant___..._- ee ee ea eee 225,000 kilowatts_....-.- wa einigienersi atelatta eceaateinianioal 
Parker Dam... ..........} Concrete arch........- 716,600 acre-feet._.........| 320 feet....| 856 feet. 
ID ial baniiionnndinetbuadicnmaas SOR O00 lier atte: «5 - dnc dice <cucetatbadsakens 
BUDStSlIONS (G7) .w cncecnnlecnnccsacanccacncseoccns)| BGNOS6: Kilovolt-amperes.j\o..ccncncoas aa 
OD FINDS ccncnnlcsncnomunnaibiedidnttins iemmeivuinasermenenemienndel acme 


Status.—All dams, powerplants, transmission lines, substations, and facilities 
originally scheduled for construction are complete and in operation, with the 
exception of the microwave system. The contract for a microwave system survey 
was awarded in fiscal vear 1955, and the contract for installation of equipment 
will be awarded in fiscal year 1957. 

During fiscal year 1953, a contract with the Arizona Power Authority was 
executed whereby the Bureau wheels the output of the Saguaro steam electric 
generating station built by the Arizona Public Service Co. to electric loads 
throughout Arizona. Under this contract, the Bureau has built about 47 miles 
of 115-kilovolt transmission lines, 2 new substations, and 3 tap stations; has 
enlarged or altered 5 substations; has added metering and minor equipment in 
3 substations and switchyards, and plans to build 1 tap and enlarge 2 existing 
substations. Of the additions under this contract, only minor work remains at 
Gila substation; contracts for construction of Marana Tap and additions to 
Prescott and Coolidge substations will be awarded in fiscal year 1958. 


WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


Substation additions (APA wheeling contract) ($789,000).—Contracts will be 
awarded for construction of Marana Tap in the Saguaro-Tucson 115-kilovolt line, 
for installation of 230/115-kilovolt transformer and associated switchgear at 
Prescott substation, and for a 115-kilovolt oil circuit breaker and associated 
switches at Coolidge substation. This completes all work now scheduled on these 
facilities. 

Microwave system ($21,000).—The amount programed provides for comple- 
tion of construction to be initiated in fiscal year 1957. 

Contribution to civil service retirement fund ($5,900).—This amount repre- 
sents the estimated contribution by the Parker-Davis project in accordance with 
Public Law 854. 

Adjustments ($26).—Minor cost adjustment. 
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Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1957 and 1958—-Parker- Davis project, 
Arizona-California-Nevada 


Estimated Total to Program Program | Balance to 
Program item total June 30, current budget year; complete 
1956 year 1957 1958 | 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 6) 
| 
sagen ioe . . pemapgeense a ss 
Completed facilities: 
Parker Dam and powerplant. -_______..|$18, 873, 144 |$18, 873, 144 - 24 3 
Davis Dam and powerplant é 63, 202,173 | 63,202,173 |.......- we - 








Transmission system 
Construction program: 


ints -.---.--.| 59, 331, 963 


Carrier current system. -.....-. 26, 781 eel $26, 781 neon 
Substation additions (APA wheeling | 
4 eR ee = ae 990, 000 ae ; 201, 000 $789, 000 
Microwave system............- Jou 290, 000 13, 676 255, 324 21, 000 | ; 
Total construction costs... 142, 714, 061 (141, 420, 956 483, 105 810, 000 
Cost adjustments to completed fea | | 
tures a | 125, 000 sstierel 125, 000 |-.......- 
Contribution to civil-service retir« | 
Si a RAE SR 5, 900 eal = 5, 900 
Total project costs............... ...'142, 844, 961 (141, 420, 956 608, 105 | 815, 900 = 
Adjustments... .. wnaoneeececenne| 136, 375 175, 306 38, 051 26 > 
rn oC a = — 
Total cost to appropriation ...--.-|142, 981, 336 |141, 596, 256 569, 154 815, 926 
Other expenditures and credits L 46, 642 —§2, 328 5, 686 wes 
Total ONO... a bnnctenncdus 142, 934, 694 |141, 543, 928 574, 840 815, 926 . 
Undelivered orders ss 18, 401 | —18, 401 
Total obligations...............-. 142, 934, 694 141, 562, 329 556, 439 815, 926 
Method of financing 
Allocation of appropriation, fiscal | 
year 1957 ‘ i = see ‘ 312, 000 |.. 
Application of prior year funds “ otee : 268, 365 23, 920 
Balance available in subsequent year_._|_...- aaa —23, 926 |... 
Funds required __..- : jutbnamdeliataccaa ; 792, 000 


Mr. Rapavr. It is going to take this sum of money to complete 
the project ; is it? 
Mr. Taynor. Yes, sir. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Mr. Ranaut. $2,296,300 is requested for operation and maintenanue 
of this project. 
We will put pages BR-108 to 115 in the record. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 
PARKER-DAVIS PROJECT, ARIZONA-CALIFORNIA-NEVADA 


Summarized financial data 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1956 sin silastic calcite $2, 059, 542 
Fiscal year 1957: 

Allotment______~_- ™ fa Di : j ccines, Wy Ae. woe 

Funds advanced by Metropolitan Water District_- 170, O75 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1957_.-.-_---__ las a ee 2, 358, 935 
Fiseal year 1958: 

leit $2, 296, 300 

Funds advanced by Metropolitan Water District_- 163, 250 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1958_________-~_~ lie ag ie re _ 2,459, 550 


635 


On a cost basis the 1958 program will total $2,462,550 which includes cost 
financed with funds advanced by water users. The narrative justification, 
which follows, explains the 1958 cost program and the relation of cost to obli- 
gations. 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


Location.—The principal features of the Parker-Davis project are located 
in Arizona, southern Nevada, and southeastern California. Parker and Davis 
dams are located on the Colorado River 155 and 67 miles, respectively, below 
Hoover Dam. The transmission lines, which interconnect Parker, Davis, and 
Hoover powerplants and extend to the rad centers, traverse Mohave, Yuma, 
Maricopa, Pinal, Pima, Yavapai, and Cochise Counties in Arizona; Clark County 
in Nevada; and San Bernardino, Riverside, and Imperial Counties in California. 

Description.—Project facilities consist of 1 concrete dam, 1 earth-filled dam, 2 
reservoirs, 2 hydroelectric powerplants, 1,599.8 miles of transmission lines, and 
2,023,666 kilovolt-amperes of installed transformer capacity at 37 substations. 
The total nameplate rating of the 4 units installed at Parker powerplant is 
120,000 kilowatts and of the 5 units installed at Davis powerplant is 225,000 
kilowatts. The transmission system interconnects the Parker, Davis, Hoover, and 
Siphon Drop powerplants of the Bureau. It also serves domestic, irrigation, and 
industrial loads in the area and is connected to private and public utility genera- 
tion and transmission systems in the three States, forming part of an integrated 
power system in the Pacific Southwest. 

Operation.—The powerplants, transmission lines, substations, and dams are all 
operated and maintained by the Bureau of Reclamation with appropriated funds, 
except that the Metropolitan Water District advances funds to the Pureau for 
its share of the costs of operating and maintaining Parker Dam, powerplant, and 
camp. 

The Parker-Davis project dispatches power from the Parker, Davis, and Siphon 
Drop powerplants and, in addition, 165,000 kilowatts and 132,500 kilowatts of 
Hoover power for the Arizona Power Authority and the Colorado River Commis 
sion, respectively. Through the Arizona Power Authority, the transmission sys 
tem is also used to carry 200,000 kilowatts of steam power generated by the Ari- 
zona Publie Service Co. 


W ork proposed, fiscal year 1958, cost program 








Difference 
reast 
iT or de- 
cal year ease 
1958 158 com- 
red witt 
1957 
Parker Dam division: 
Parker Dam and powerplant: For continued operation and maintenanet 
Increase is due to higher costs of operatior dm tenance us result 
wage increases 
Production expense, operation $139. 041 Lge 975 
Production expense, mainte 102, 05 { 
Prot tion expense, other 12, 22 12 
lrransmissiom system: For continued operation and maintenanice In 
crease is due to higher costs of operation and maintenance esult oi 
wage increnass 20, 967 +1, 207 
Replacements: For replacement of 3 pickup trucks and 1 242-ton dump 
truck which have exceeded General Service Administration replace 
ment standards and are no longer economical to operate, $5,400; for 
eoolers, refrigerators, and range in the Government camp, $4,000; 
small tools and work equipment, $2,000 11, 400 — 22, 2K 
Additions: For small tools and work equipment, $1,000; and other minor 
small additions, $1,000 2, 000 —16, 110 


lotal, Parker Dam division 287, 688 27, 136 
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Work proposed, fiscal year 1958, cost program—Continued 














Davis Dam division: 

Davis Dam and powerplant: For continued operation and maintenance. 
Increase is due to higher costs of operation and maintenance as result 
of wage increases: 

Production expense, operation 
Production expense, maintenance ._..-.. 
Production expense, other. ............-- 5 eekicenit 

Transmission system: For continued operation and maintenance. De- 
crease is due to reduction in work required peated dens . 

Replacements: For replacement of 2 4¢-ton pickup trucks and 1 carryall 


and 1 sedan which have exceeded General Services Administration re- 


placement standards and are no longer economical to operate, $5,900; 
for coolers, refrigerators, and ranges in the Government camp, $1,100; 
for generator collector rings, $1,000; for generator cooling water supply 
pipe, $500; for miscellaneous tools and minor replacements as required, 
$1,500 

Additions: None contemplated. 


Total, Davis Dam division-...-- ‘ 


Transmission division: 

Transmission system: For continued operation and maintenance. 
crease is due to higher costs as a result of wage increases 

Production expense, operation se 
Transmission expense, operation prewar 
Transmission expense, maintenance... 

General property: For continued maintenance. .... sate = ipa teu 

Replacements: For replacement of 3 sedans, 2 carryalls, 5sedan delivery, 
1 4-by-4 pickup, and 6 42-ton pickups which have exceeded General 
Services Administration replacement standards and are no longer 
economical to operate, $26,400; for replacement of metering equipment 
as required, $2,500; for relaying and control, $2,509; substation and !ine 
equipment, $5,000; tools and equipment, $5,000; miscellaneous office 
equipment, $1,000... 

Additions: For additional metering facilities, $7,500; protection and con- 
trol, $7,550; substation and line improvements, $5,000; for laboratory 
and test equipment, $3,500; for spare parts, $5,000° and to start design 
work for supervisory control of Phoenix substation, $3,000 


In- 





Total, transmission division. 


System operations division: For normal continuing expenses of operation. 
Increase is due to wage increase: 
Producticn expense, operation. 
Interchange power (does not require funding) - 
Transmission expense, operation 
Accounting and collecting expense. 


Total, system operations division 


Headquarters division: For normal continuing expenses of operation. In- 
crease results from higher cost of labor: 
Administrative and general expense _ . - 
Replacements: For normal replacement of office furniture and equip- 
ment in the headquarters office oe 
Additions: one contemplated. J adh in sekiasilih 


Total, headquarters division._- 


Contribution to civil-service retirement fund. This amount represents the 
project’s contribution in accordance with Public Law 854. 


Total operation and maintenance cost... : ae ‘ 

Transfers, credits and other expenditures: Represents $30,000 for interchange 
of power which does not require funding and $39,352 depreciation on trans- 
portation equipment charged to cost... 

Total cost to appropriation and funds advanced. -- 
RECONCILIATION TO TOTAL OBLIGATIONS 


Cost adjustments: Represents reduction in stores inventory. 


Total obligations. . bailed icibideni 








286, 423 


a} 4,000 |} 


568, 780 
598, 623 


| 9, 000 


10, 376 
30, 000 
37, 147 


oF 787 
a0, (04 


| 42, 400 





203, 290 | 


373, 948 


4, 500 | 


378, 448 


121, 700 


| 2, 631, 902 


| 


| —69, 352 | 


2, 462, 550 


—3, 000 
2, 459, 550 


Difference, 
increase (+) 
Program or de- 
fiscal year crease (—), 
| 1958 | 1958 com- 
pared with 
1957 
| 
$152, 931 -+-#3, 675 
93, 521 +7, 471 
Seite -| BR la esinuniesneiiin 
a 20, 971 —1,115 
10, 000 +5, 700 
Stesasondsusewucese|ecsocos — 2, 700 


+13, 031 


—58, 600 


—12 


+1, 411 
£516 


+1, 915 


+9, 405 


—5, 000 
+4, 405 


i 
iH] 


+121, 700 


+91, 815 


—32, 117 
+59, 698 


+40, 917 


+100, 615 
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Costs by functions, fiscal year 1958 


I cai bss adios fll cecil tn a ea anise litem ainda $2, 410, 202 
Contribution to civil service retirement fund___-___________ 121, 700 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures.________-_-_.___-______- —69, 352 

Total cost to appropriation and funds advanced______________ 2, 462, 550 


Project statistics—Parker- Davis project, Arizona-California-Nevada 


Estimated 


Actual, ae ae ae 
Feature or item Unit fiscal year 
| 1956 Fiseal year Fiscal year 
1957 1958 
Facilities operated by Bureau: 
Power system 
Annual sales- - aie Kilowatt-hours_.__/|1, 096, 509, 537 |1, 344, 220,000 | 1, 342, 360, 000 
Revenues from sale of electrical 
energy / i 4, 519, 416 5, 190, $22 5, 168, 610 
Powerplants ii: — 2 2 2 
Plant capacity (nameplate ca- | 
pacity) . Kilowatts 345, 000 345, 000 345, 000 
Patrol roads chant Miles- -- 1, 394 1, 394 1, 394 
Transmission lines: 
oo erate MR alti ai 1, 600 1, 600 1, 600 
Structural. ‘ ee ideal 1, 508 1, 598 1, 598 
Substations. .-. = Number 2 36 26 37 
Substations, cé apac ity onaeunand Kilovolt-amperes 1, 967, 833 1, 987, 833 2, 023, 666 


BOULDER CANYON PROJECT, ARIZONA-NEVADA 


Mr. Rasavutr. Boulder Canyon project in Arizona and Nevada— 
$187,000 from available balances. 

We will put pages BR-28 to 32 in the record. 

(The pages referred to, pp. BR-28 to BR-82, follow :) 


BouLpDER CANYON PROJECT, ARIZONA-NEVADA 


Location.—In the Black Canyon of the Colorado River on the Arizona-Nevada 
State boundary, 30 miles east of Las Vegas, Nev., and 7 miles northeast of 
Boulder City, Nev. 

Authorization.—Boulder Canyon Project Act of December 31, 1928 (45 Stat. 
1057) as revised by the Boulder Canyon Project Adjustment Act of July 19, 1940 
(54 Stat. 774). 

Description.—The project consists of the highest dam in the United States 
with appurtenant outlet works, spillways, a powerplant, and transmission and 
switching facilities for delivery of power to high voltage transmission lines of 
the power allottees. The primary purpose of the project is to regulate the flow 

the Colorado River for control of floods, for irrigation and municipal water 
supplies, for improvement of navigation, and for generation of electrical energy. 
The Hoover powerplant is designed to have an installed capacity of 1,354,300 
kilowatts. 

The project also includes Boulder City. which is an outgrowth of the Boulder 
Canyon project but is now budgeted as a separate activity. 

Benefit-cost ratio—Construction started prior to establishment of this re- 
quirement. 

Summarized financial data 


DGtA TREO, | CORRE CE II sic cid do acne sng ci gente ten main $166, 597, 000 
een. geen ine Ree EU EI a a ees tte cicmesttenamidedneaieuees 160, 625, 524 
FREE COLRIOIER,.. OOO SOO. Se ceviiecctiic ecto a aericcctsnatatiigiinly 252, 000 
Pete) GDUMRTIGRE. TIOCRE BORE Tie cnnnicccinstemnciepmntintstemetntennenaiin 187, 000 


EEINOD. 20). CODER iingicie tein ncdinetiemambuan cab uarinen etna 5, 532, 476 
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On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program totals $187,000. The narrative 
justification, which follows, explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program and rela- 
tion of costs to obligations. 


Change in total project costs and obligations 


j 


Costs Obligations 
1957 congressional justification _- ‘ ‘ ; $173, 100, 000 $165, 584, 000 
1958 congressional justification = . 174, 000, 000 166, 597, 000 
.. ——— ea rs a ji 900, 000 1, 013, 000 


The total estimated cost of the Boulder Canyon project has been increased 
from $173,100,000 to $174 million. This change was a result of an increase of 
approximately $900,000 interest during construction. Interest during construc- 
tion was recomputed during a recent comprehensive audit. 


Allocation of estimated total project cost 
Reimbursable: 


Power _- tei , 3 _ $149, 000, 000 
Flood control________ akan oe a 25, 000, 000 
Total, reimbursable______.____~_- alae Bic 174, 000, 000 


Repayment of reimbursable costs 


a ; _...__... $174, 000, 000 


Sn 2 ee - ee ee : Te 


Repayment contracts.—Charges for electrical energy generated at Hoover Dam 
under existing contracts together with net revenues shall be sufficient to meet the 
cost of operation and maintenance, to provide for replacements during the pe- 
riod beginning June 1, 1937, and ending May 31, 1987; to repay the Treasury, 
with 3 percent interest, advances to the Colorado River dam fund made prior to 
June 1, 1937, within 50 years from that date (excluding $25 million allocated 
to flood control), and the portions of advances made on and after June 1, 19387, 
which are the basis of repayment within a 50-year period will be repayable prior 
to June 1, 1987: to pay $300,000 annually to each of the States of Arizona and 
Nevada; and to pay $500,000 annually to the Colorado River development fund. 


Physical data 


Feature Type Capacity Height Length 
(feet leet 
Hoover Dam and Reservoir. Concrete arch—grav- | 31,047,000 acre-feet 726 1, 244 
ity. 
Hoover powerplant. --.-_-.-- Hydro- - 1,354,300 kilowatt 


Status.—The prime construction contract was awarded on March 11, 1981. 
On June 30, 1957, the project will be approximately 97 percent complete with 
an installed nameplate rating of 1,249,800 kilowatts. Contracts for the NS 
turbine and generator, the last unit to be installed, are scheduled for award in 
fiscal year 1957. 

WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


Hoover Powerplant, $158,000.—This amount provides for preparation of speci- 
fications, and award of contracts for furnishing and installing equipment for 
unit N&8, and minor additions and improvements in the powerplant. 

General property (dam and reservoir), §20,000.—This amount will be required 
for payment for materials and labor for minor additions and the purchase of 
minor items of project equipment. 

Contribution to civil service retirement fund, $8,900.—Initial year contribution 
to civil service retirement fund. 
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Interest during construction, $3,000.—Interest during construction applicable 
to work underway in fiscal year 1958 in accordance with authorizing act. 

Adjustments $3,000.—Represents interest during construction included in 
project cost but for which funds are not required from this appropriation. 





Schedule of construction program fiscal year 1957 and 1958—Boulder Canyon 
project, Arizona-Nevada 











| | 
Estimated | Total to Program, | Program, | Balance to 
Program item total June 30, | current budget complete 
1956 | year1957 | year 1958 
(1) (2  @i: in @ hea (6) 
Construction program: | 
Hoover Dam and Reservoir $84, 399, 218) $84, 399, 218) comaht 
Hoover Dam and Reservoir, minor | 
additions 9, 000 Oe... | ; a 
Hoover powerplant_ 57, 643, 802} 51, 999, 036 217, 000 $158, 100} $5, 269, 666 
Hoover switchyard... _. | 11,234,962) 10, 957, 983 276, 979 
General property (dam and reservoir) 5, 120, 051) 4, 994, 618 83, 000 20, 000) 22, 433 
General property (Boulder City in- 
vestment retained by Boulder Can- | 
yon project) 1, 671, 425 1, 671, 425 
General property, minor additions 3, 000 3, 000 ‘. 
General property (Boulder City in- 
vestment transferred to Boulder City 
Municipal Office___._-- 5, 445, 542 5, 445, 542 
Total construction costs... 165, 527,000) 159, 467, 822 312, 000 178, 100) 5, 569, 078 
Contribution to civil service retirement | 
COE bic 6 di eudatodawten sae ; ; 40, 000 8, 900) 31, 100 
Interest during construction. ; 8, 432, 000 8, 183, 678 3, 000 3, 000} 243, 322 
Total project cost 174, 000, 000) 167, 651, 500 315, 000) 190, 000} 5, 843, 500 
Adjustments 1, 030, 000 1, 090, 570 | —60, 570 
Interest during construction iia | —8, 433, 000} —8, 183, 678 —3, 000 —3, 000 —243, 322 
Total cost to appropriation 166, 597, 000! 160, 558, 392 312, 000 187,000} 5, 539, 608 
Total expenditures ___- 166, 597, 000) 160, 558, 392 312, 000 187,000} 5, 539, 608 
Undelivered orders_-__.-- 67, 132 —60, 000 —7, 132 
Total obligations_._- 166, 597, 000! 160, 625, 524 252, 000 187, 000 5, 532, 476 
Method of financing 
Allocation of appropriation, fiscal year | 
1957 20, 000 
Application of prior-year funds 1, 045, 923 813, 923 626, 923 
Balance available in subsequent years 813, 923 — 626, 923 
Funds required 4, 905, 600 


ILOOVER POWERPLANT NS TURBINE AND GENERATOR 


Mr. Razaur. The $187,000 is requested for preparation of specifi- 
cations on the N8 turbine and generator. 

What will the total cost be and when will appropriations be re- 
quired under the contract ¢ 

Is that the last of the generators ¢ 

Mr. Tayuor. That is the last of the generators. 

I do not know when the appropriation will be required. 

As of September 25, 1956, the operating agent and two of the allot- 
tees submitted a proposed side agreement for sharing the use of N8. 

As of December 14, 1956, the Secretary of the Interior rejected that 
proposed side agreement and the allottees are reconsidering it. 

Mr. Rasavur. You might explain that a little further. 

Mr. Taytor. Under the Boulder Canyon Project Act and the Ad- 
justment Act and the energy contracts and the general regulations 
which were made pursuant to the Adjustment Act, the installation of 
units in Hoover powerplant is based upon or made upon the request of 
an individual allottee who, once such unit is placed in service, is re- 


91488—57 41 
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sponsible for the repayment of the cost of that unit with interest at : 
percent in 50 years, plus the operation and maintenance expense of 
that unit. 

This being the last unit, the city of Los Angeles and its department 
of water and power and the State of Nev: ada and its Colorado River 
Commission are in competition for this last unit. 

So the proposed side agreement was a document whereby they would 
share the use and expense of such unit. 

Mr. Ranavt. They had a side agreement but it was not acceptable to 
the Department. Is that right? 

Mr. Taytor. They did as of September 25, 1956, but there were cer- 
tain provisions in it that were not acceptable to the Department of the 
Interior. 

Mr. Rapavr. Yes. 

Mr. Tayor. So, under the contracts, the Secretary announced that 
the side agreement was detrimental in his opinion to the interests of the 
United States. 

Mr. Rapavr. Yes. 


Mr. Taytor. They accepted that refusal and are trying again. 
CARRYOVER BALANCE NOT NEEDED 


Mr. Rasavut. Then there is $187,000 involved here. If this agree 
ment isn’t going into effect and they are still endeavoring to work out 
something, c an’t we save that money for this vear? 

Mr. Crostawarr. Mr. Chairman, you understand we are asking for 
no money this year. This is money that has been in budget reserve for 
the last 2 or 3 was It is money that was appropriated, as I recall, 
about 2—at least 2—vears ago. So, there is actually no money being 
requested in my 8 for this item. 

Mr. Razacr. We could use it, then, as a carrvover for something else, 
couldn't at: 

Mr. Crostuwart. Yes, sir. 

It has been in budget reesrve now for about 2 vears.. 

Mr. Rasavr. In one way we can save some money here, [ think. 

How long has this been in controversy ? 

Mr. Tayvor. Five years. 

Mr. Raravrt. It is about time they did something or else let us take 
that money out of there and do something else with it. 

We don’t want $187,000 standing around just because people can’t 
agree. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Now, they have got about $1,407,900 requested for operation and 
maintenance of the project. 

We will put pages BR-116 to 120 in the record. 

(The pages referred to, pp. BR-116 through BR-120, are as 
follows :) 
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OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
BouLpER CANYON PROJECT, ARIZONA-NEVADA 


Summarized financial data: 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1956_.___.._..--_---------------------- $91, 168, 052 
Fiscal year 1957 allotment a2 eh set Do ae ae eee 

Total obligations, fiscal year 1957______-__------ -ccudtucwewacomaa 1, 470, 000 
Fiscal year 1958 allotment—- __.. $1, 407, 900 . 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1958_____-_- lotic J lelerudp es Spade oe 1, 407, 900 


On a cost basis the 1958 program will total $1,407,900. The narrative justifi- 
eation, which follows, explains the 1958 program. 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


Location.—Hoover Dam and powerplant are in the Black Canyon of the Colo- 
rado River on the Arizona-Nevada boundary, 7 miles east of Boulder City, Nev. 

Description.—The capacity of Lake Mead, formed by Hoover Dam, is 31,047,000 
acre-feet, of which 9,500,000 acre-feet are reserved primarily for tlood-control pur- 
poses, with incidental use for production of secondary pewer. Releases from 
Lake Mead for tlood control and irrigation are re-regulated by Davis Dam where 
additional power is generated. Davis Dam is located 67 miles downstream from 
Hoover Dam. Water releases are used for the further generation of electric 
power at Parker Dam located 155 miles downstream from Hoover Dam. 

The project is designed to regulate the flow of the Colorado River for control 
of floods, storage for irrigation and municipal water supplies, improvement of 
navigation, and generation of electrical energy. 

The Hoover powerplant is designed to generate more than 4 billion kilowatt- 
hours of firm energy and large quantities of secondary energy annually when 
water is available. The present installed name plate ratin«: is 1,249,800 kilowatts. 

Operations.—Under provisions of the Boulder Canyon Project Adjustment Act, 
the city of Los Angeles, and the Southern California Edison Co., as agents for 
the United States, operate and maintain certain powerplant machinery and other 
facilities. 

Operation and maintenance costs incurred by the agents in operating and main- 
taining the machinery and facilities are not reflected in estimates presented by 
the United States, except for an amount of $25,000 which represents work to be 
performed by the United States for, and reimbursed by the operating agents. 

The project operation and maintenance costs are financed by allocations from 
power revenues as specified by yearly appropriation acts. Improvements are 
financed by advances from the Colorado River dam fund. 
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Electric generation: 
Hoover Dam and powerplant operation: For continuation of normal 
operation of Hoover Dam, powerplant, and appurtenant works 
Maintenance: For continuation of normal maintenance of Hoover Dam, 
powerplant, and appurtenant works-. 
Replacements: 


For replacement of elevator equipment, “service water 


piping, cooling water piping, safety island floor and other replacements. 


Other expenses: Water control services provided by region 3 and Geologi- 
cal Survey. Increase is due to increased charge from region 3 


Total, electric generation 


Transmission system: 
Operation: For continuation of normal operation of transmission system 
Maintenance: For normal maintenance of transmission system 

> 
Total, transmission system --_--..---.-.-.-- seesd da si es Bs 

Administrative and general expense: For continuation of normal operation 
of Hoover Dam, powerplant, and appurtenant works 

General property replacements: For replacement of trucks, passenger carry- 
ing vehicles, miscellaneous shop equipment, tools, and work equipment, 
and office machines and equipment- 

Guide service: For continuation of guide ‘service to conduct the public 
through Hoover Dam and powerplant. Revenues from the guide service 
approximately equal its costs. Revenues are deposited in the Colorado 
River dam fund and cannot be used to finance the guide service 

Work performed by operating agents: 
and the Southern California Edison Co., as agents of the United States, 
and reimbursed by them, such revenues cannot be used to finance this 
Was «bo cccenmeaddscninaceds 

Contribution to civil service retirement fund: 
civil service retirement fund_-_------- 


‘Initial year contribution to 


Total operation and maintenance cost 


Total cost to appropriation -_ -__- 
Reconciliation to total obligations: Cost adjustme mnts...... j 


Total obligations. __._.._-- . 


Costs by functions, fiscal year 1958 


Power UPAR PREY 
Contribution to civil service retirement fund___ 


Total cost to appropriation 


Project statistics—Boulder Canyon project, 


Actual, fiscal 





Feature or item Unit year 1956 
FACILITIES OPERATED BY BUREAL 
| 
Irrigation system: 5 | 
Storage dams and reservoirs Number 1 
Telephone lines. - Miles. - 9 
Operating roads do 5 


Power system: 
Annual sales 


r : Kilowatt-hours 
Revenues from sale of 


‘ 2, 662, 983, 968 
electrical | | 


energy - .- Dollars 7, 378, 332 
Powerplants - : Number 1 
Plant capacity (ni ame plate capac ity ).| Kilowatts | 1, 249, 800 
Patrol roads ; i Miles 15 | 
Transmission lines: | 

Rs csinislat ibscccwinint = ata | cide 23 
Structural____- = do | 23 
Substations ---__- i Number 5 


Substations, capacity - - Kilovolt-amperes 1, 441, 850 


For work for the city of Los Angeles 


Work pprapeses, fiscal year 1958, cost preeram 


Program 
fiscal year 
1958 


$377, 100 


310, 000 


54, 000 


819, 100 


-| 500 


2, 300 


-| 2, 800 


.| 340, 000 


27, 000 


129, 000 


25, 000 


65, 000 
1, 407, 900 


| 1, 407, 900 


1, 407, 900 


Arizona-Nevada 


Fiscal year 
1957 


2, 706, 000, 000 


, 695, 806 
] 

, 249, 800 
15 


y 
a“ 
23 

) 


| 1, 441, 850 


78, 000 | 


Difference, 
| increase (+-) 
or de- 
crease (—) 

1958 com- 
| pared with 
| 1957 


+-$12, 100 

| - 5, 000 
—117, 000 
} +9, 000 
- 100, 900 

+400 

— 600 


200 


—11, 500 
| +500 


—15, 000 
+-65, 000 
—62, 100 


| —62, 100 


| —62, 100 


$1, 342, 900 
65, 000 


407, 900 


Estimated 


iscal year 
1958 


4, 154, 800, 000 


9, 265, 000 
1 

1, 249, 800 
15 


MMs 


1, 441, 850 
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COLLBRAN PROJECT, COLORADO 


Mr. Razavr. All right. We will take up the Collbran project in 
Colorado—$2 million. 

We will put pages BR-33 to 37 in the record. 

(The pages referred to, BR-33 to 37, inclusive, follow :) 


COLLBRAN PROJECT, COLORADO 


Location.—Mesa County, Colo., on the west slope of the Continental Divide in 
the drainage basin of the Colorado River. 

Authorization.—The project was authorized for construction by act of July 3, 
1952 (66 Stat. 825). 

Description.—The primary purpose of the project is to provide a full water 
supply for the irrigation of 2,310 acres of new land and a supplemental supply 
for 18,340 acres of inadequately irrigated land located in Plateau Valley. The 
project is also designed to have an installed capacity for the generation of 13,000 
kilowatts of hydroelectric power. Project facilities include Vega Dam and Res- 
ervoir, Bonham Dam and Reservoir, Southside Canal, Bonham-Cottonwood pipe- 
line, and Upper and Lower Molina powerplants. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.6 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


SUCRE CN: COCs ce enero ean ene eae een $13, 883, 649 


Total obligations to June 00; 1006 q.3cs cncc eS eae (*) 
TOSS Cm UNA COIS, TRONS WINS TN i ccnp is woskcassieesin heck iain 970, 000 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1958 2, 000, 000 


OURO Ce URE i occ nsctcin noes arrose en nbeeicicule ee 10, 913, 649 


1 Preconstruction work financed from general investigations funds. 


On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program will total $1,733,000. The narra- 
tive justification, which follows, explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program and 
the relation of costs to obligations. 


Change in total project costs and obligations 





Costs Obligations 
Congressional justification, fiscal year 1957 : =< ; $14, 006, 000 $13, 891, 000 
Congressional justification, fiscal year 1958 . sad cial ; : 14, 152, 000 13, 883, 649 


Change...- —7, 351 


enanen ea eC wneS ieee . a a nietnees +146, 000 


The total estimated cost of the Collbran project has been increased from 
$14,006,000 to $14,152,000, principally due to inclusion of investigation costs for 
municipal water features and the addition of $90,000 for contribution to civil 
Service retirement fund. The decrease in estimated total obligations is due 
to adjustment in the estimate for nonappropriation transfers. 


Allocation of estimated total project cost 
Reimbursable : 


Irrigation____~- ‘ -... $3, 914, 000 
Power__ ese ‘ . _ 9,992, 000 


ciib iain eile a caisinetinaiaca sa dd 


Subtotal, nonreimbursable____--~- 


Nonreimbursable : 


Fish and Wildlife___ 100, 000 
Colorado River development fund expended on investigations__ 146, OOO 
Subtotal, nonreimbursable__---~~~-- eanenarid ch me lacie oem 246, 000 
ON io: csdiocadun 5S asaartid fans -oildactelapsei's apa arieinaastuaisetihik whidiaant ae 14, 152, 000 











644 


Repayment of reimbursable costs 
Irrigation : 
a a $1, 070, 000 
nn asi hacen ca teeth, 2, 844, 000 
Power: By power revenues gwks i 9, 992, 000 


OB inchs G53 5 eusnis hk bined s Shbcks ind h add patience (eee Coe 


Repayment cost per acre 


Federal investment per acre: 


To be repaid from water users sss eanbe ’ as! oe 

To be repaid from power revenues_- tod 137 

iin kcinck ase peabad = isthe aie . 189 
Annual water user charges: 

a ob beatae ss ptt tcc dainesaading boats. 1. 03 

Operation and maintenance oe 1, 00 

acal.... ‘ i ol (Sees piled de acetal ; ons es 


Repayment contracts.—Negotiations are in progress with the Collbran Con- 
servancy District. Execution of a repayment contract is scheduled for the latter 
part of fiscal year 1957. Negotiations this far and the interest of the Collbran 
Conservancy District indicate no difficulty will be encountered in procurement 
of a satisfactory repayment contract. 


Physical data 


| } 
Feature Type | Capacity Height | Length 
aieitinthieiiiadaats ‘ —|—- ; -——| x ‘ 
Vega Dam and Reservoir__-_. | Rolled earth | 33,500 acre-feet | 145 feet | 1,950 feet. 
Bonham Dam rehabilitation and | Earth and rock 1,300 acre-feet 38 feet 1,700 feet. 
betterment. | | | 
Grand Mesa Reservoir rehabili- | do | 5, 800 acre-feet | 
tation and betterment. | 
Southside Canal. --- _..| Earth lined__.._| 240 cubic feet per second_|_- 29.2 mile 
Bonham-Cottonwood pipeline Welded steel 50 cubic feet per second_.| 9 miles. 
Upper Molina powerplant. - -- | Hydro... 8,400 kilowatts_ _- | 
Lower Molina powerplant - - - - do 41,600 kilowatts 
Transmission facilities | 69 kilovolts 22.5 miles 


Acres to be served 


oO ES eae eee a a al — . . 2,310 
I lai Se ciastnibenies kab Re edie Be ate: ai ee 
ies Th ca tr ores gk ia ha i Ba dn aun 20;650 


Status.—Construction is scheduled to begin in April 1957. As of June 30, 
1957, the project will be approximately 7 percent complete. Construction will 
be underway on Vega Dam and Reservoir and the first section of Southside Canal. 
Preconstruction operations will be active in connection with the second section 
of Southside Canal. Project investigations in connection with remaining fea- 
tures will be continued. 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1958 


Vega Dam and Reservoir, $910,000.—The program provides for the continua- 
tion of construction activities on the dam and relocation of 6.6 miles of country 
road. Specifications will be issued, contract awarded, for construction on Leon- 
Park feeder canal. 

Bonham Dam and Reservoir, $10,000.—Collection of design data will continue 
through the year with construction scheduled for 1959. 

Grand Mesa Reservoirs, $5,000.—Collection of design data will continue 
throughout the year with construction scheduled for 1959. 
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Southside canal, section 1, $400,000—The program provides for the continua- 
tion of construction on the canal and structures. The canal will be approxi- 
mately 35 percent complete by the end of the budget year. 

Southside Canal, section 2, $57,000.—The program provides for award of con- 
tract and initiation of construction. 

Bonham-Cottonwood pipeline, $60,000.—Collection of design data will be ¢on- 
tinued and specifications issued for the prime contract. 

Upper Molina powerplant, $150,000.—Collection of design data and negotiations 
for purchase of water rights will be continued and specifications issued for the 
powerhouse and penstock. 

Lower Molina powerplant, $110,000.—Collection of design data and negotia- 
tions for purchase of right-of-way will be continued throughout the year. Pur- 
chase of right-of-way is scheduled for the fourth quarter of the budget year. 

Contributions to civil serice retirement fund, $31,000.—Initial year contribu- 
tion to civil service retirement fund. 

Other expenditures and credits, $267,000—Cost of service facilities and stores 
procured in the budget year which will be distributed to permanent property 
in subsequent years. 


Schedule of construction program fiscal years 1957 and 1958—Collbran Project, 
Colorado 


| Estimated | Total to Program, | Program, | Balance to 
Program item total June 30, current budget year! complete 
1956 } year 1957 1958 
(1) (2) 3 (4) (5) ! (6) 
ilcinaiaeaiaiagain ae . \— = 
Construction program: 
Vega Dam and Reservoir | $4,067,000 | $138, 700 $647, 000 $910,000 | $2, 371, 300 
Bonbam Dam and Reservoir } 210, 000 7, 200 10, 000 192, 800 
Grand Mesa Reservoir rehabilitation | 80, 000 | 2,700 | } 5, 000 72, 300 
Southside Canal, station 4+35 to | | 
1257+-57. 1, 768, 000 60, 300 185, 000 400, 000 1, 122, 700 
Southside Canal, station 1257+-57 to 
end... 273, 000 9, 300 13, 000 57, 000 193, 700 
Bonham-Cottonwood pipeline | 1,770,000 60, 500 60, 000 1, 649, 500 
Upper Molina powerplant 3, 099, 000 106, 000 150, 000 2, 843, 000 
Lower Molina powerplant 2, 291, 000 78, 400 110, 000 2, 102, 600 
Upper Molina-Lower Molina trans- 
mission line- .-- 54, 000 1, 851 52, 149 
Lower Molina-publiec service trans- 
mission line - - - 169, 000 5, 800 163, 200 
Upper Molina switchyard 110, 000 3, 800 106, 200 
Lower Molina switchyard 85, 000 2, 900 82, 100 
DeBeque substation 86, 000 2, 900 83, 100 
Total construction cost. 14, 062, 000 480, 351 845, 000 1, 702,000 | 11, 034, 649 
Contribution to civil service retirement 
fund 90, 000 31, 000 59, 000 
Total project cost 14, 152, 000 480, 351 845, 000 1, 733,000 | 11, 098, 649 
Adjustments - - — 268, 351 — 482, 351 214, 000 
Total cost to appropriation 13, 883, 649 — 2, 000 845, 000 1, 733, 000 11, 307, 649 
Other expenditures and credits 2, 000 125, 000 267, 000 — 394, 000 
Total expenditures... 13, 883, 649 970, 000 2, 000, 000 10, 913, 649 
Total obligations 13, 883, 649 970, 000 2, 000, 000 10, 913, 649 
Method of financing 
Allocation of appropriation fiscal year 
1957 _. 970, 000 
Funds required 2, 000, 000 10, 913, 649 


REPAYMENT CONTRACT PENDING 


Mr. Rasavur. Funds were provided to start this project this year 
when the repayment contract is signed. 

What is the status of the contract ! 

Mr. E. O. Larson. The contract was approved, Mr. Chairman, by 
the Secretary of Interior last. Monday and the water users are now 
setting the date to vote on the contract, after which they will execute it. 
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Mr. Rasavr. What is the reason it was delayed up to now and just 
approved when you are coming up before the committee ? 

Mr. E. O. Larson. There are several delays, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Razavr. Why is it so late? 

Mr. E. O. Larson. There have been several delays in arriving at 
some of the articles in the draft of the repayment contract. 

Mr. Rasaur. Do you feel it is going to be signed now? 

Mr. E. O. Larson. I do, sir. 

Mr. Rasaur. When are they going to have this local election ¢ 

Mr. E. O. Larson. The water users have been actually waiting for 
it, and to set the dates, and I think probably by this time they have 
set it this week, and it has to be advertised in the newspapers, I believe, 
2 weeks, and then they will vote. 

Mr. Rapavur. Suppose the clerk gets in touch with you about 3 weeks 
from today to see what progress has been make on’ the contract. 

Now, inasmuch as this is a new project, you might briefly tell us 
about it, and somebody might trace it for us over ‘there at the map. 

Mr. E. O. Larson. This project consists of the Vega Dam and 
Reservoir with capacity of 33,500 acre-feet, the rehabilitation of the 
present Bonham Dam, and the construction of canals to cover mostly 
supplemental lands—there are 18,340 acres in need of a supplemental 
water supply—and there are included about 2,310 acres of new lands 
that will receive a full supply. 

There are two powerplants on the project, the Upper Molina power- 
plant—the Upper Molina powerplant has a generating capacity of 
8,400 kilowatts—and the Lower Molina powerpl: int, with 4,600 kilo 
watts capacity. 

Mr. Rapavutr. Now, you are asking for $2 million in 1958. Will all 
this money be needed, considering the late start / 

Mr. E. O. Larson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapautr. You know Congress is looking for savings this year. 

In 1957 you got $970,000. You haven’t used that; have you? 

You haven’t made a contract yet? 

Mr. E. O. Larson. No, sir, but we have gone a long way, and we have 
prepared the plans and specifications. 

Mr. Raravt. You have gone a long ways thinking about it. 

Mr. E. O. Larson. We appraised the land to be purchased for reser- 
voir right-of-way, prepared plans, specifications, and then did a lot 
of preparatory work to be ready for going ahead with construction. 

We are now ready to purchase lands and land rights the rest of this 
fiscal year and construct a temporary camp and make—— 

Mr. Rasavut. That is kind of a big bite for the first time on construc- 
tion, if we give you two million nine—almost $3 million. 

Mr. Dexnermer. We are prepared, Mr. Chairman, to award the 
contract for the Vega Dam, which is the main feature, and we will need 
that money largely to pay the earnings under that contract and acquire 
rights-of-way and go ahead with the pli ins and specifications for other 
works to complete the project in an orderly manner. 

Mr. Rapsavt. - is not unusual to give about a quarter of the money 
for the first yea 

Mr. Dexnermer. On a small project that is not unusual. 

Mr. Rasavut. Not in my experience. 

You kind of creep into it until you get up near the hump: then 
you jump over it, and then you want to finish it up. 
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Mr. Crosrawatr. Mr. Chairman, as of February 28 we have esti- 
mated we might have $125,000 carryover of that $970,000. 

Mr. Dexuermer. We have got into that easy part this year. 

Mr. Rapautr. So, you think you are going to need all that money ¢ 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. All right. 

You figure you will ‘have it e xpended down to about—— 

Mr. Crosruwarr. We figure as of February 28 we might have 
$125,000 unobligated as of the end of this fiscal year. 

Mr. Rapaur. All right. 

The benefit-cost ratio has gone down from 1.81 to 1 to 1.6 to 1 this 
last vear. What is the reason / 

Mr. E. O. Larson. In the definite plan report I think the benefit- 
cost ratio includes mostly direct benefits, whereas in the authorizing 
report it included some indirect benefits when the ratio was 1.8 to 1. 

Mr. Ranaut. You have taken the indirect benefits out of it? 

Mr. E. O. Larson. We took out municipal water for the city of 
Grand Junction when it decided to be eliminated. 

Mr. Ranaut. What is the effect of that on your repayment ? 

Mr. FE. O. Larson. It has no effect on the repayment. 

Mr. Rapautr. Does it stretch the time or anything ? 

Mr. E. O. Larson. No, sir: it does not. 

Mr. Rapavr. All right. 

It is going to remain normal as to the repayment ? 

Mr. E. O. Larson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasautr. Any questions on that ¢ 

Mr. Taper. This is a setup where you are figuring on $13,883,000 
for 2,300 acres ? 

Mr. Crostuwatr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taner. And that means 

Mr. Crostuwatrr. That is for a full supply, Mr. Taber. There are 
18,340 acres that will get a supplemental supply of water, in addition 
to the 2,310 that will get a full supply. 

Mr. Taser. Are the 18,000 acres presently operated ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Well, to some extent, yes. They need additional 
Water, 

Mr. Taser. They need additional water? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, si! 

The total acreage 1s 20,650. 

Mr. Taper. Is this the same project that was authorized ¢ 

Mr. Dexnermer. It was authorized several years ago; yes, sir. 

Mr. Taper. Was it authorized for the same purposes that you are 
constructing ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Essentially the same purposes. 

At the time there was a municipal water supply included, which the 
city has since eliminated itself from the project. 

Mr. Taper. Is that the only difference ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 


PLANS FOR SALE OF POWER 


Mr. Taper. What did you tell the legislative committee when you 
were up in front of them about where you could sell the power? 
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Mr. Dexuermmer. We have indications from the power users in the 
area that they will be willing to buy the power when it becomes avail- 
able. 

Mr. Taser. You still will have a cost of something like $600 an 
acre, or a little better. That sounds like a pretty big figure for that 
Jand. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. That cost, Mr. Taber, includes the powerplants 
you are figuring in there. The water costs 

Mr. Tarver. How much do you get for the power ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. We anticipate that power will be—— 

Mr. Taser. Eight and eight-tenths. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. About 8.8 mills for firm power. 

Mr. Taser. And you have got a capacity of 13,000 kilowatts in your 
machinery setup. How much do you expect to produce ? 

Mr. Larson. Sixty-five million seven hundred thousand kilowatt- 
hours of salable energy. 

Mr. Taser. What power rate will be required so that you can get 
8.8 mills per kilowatt? 

Mr. Dexnermer. You mean what rate to the ultimate consumer? 

Mr. Taper. Yes. 

Mr. Dexuermer. That will depend, of course, on the distance and 
the costs of distribution systems that others will provide. 

Mr. Taser. No. Don’t you know what that will be? 

Mr. Dexnetmer. No, sir; I don’t. It is—— 

Mr. Taser. How could you do a job like this without carrying your 
estimates through ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. We don’t provide those facilities, but it is usually 
in the neighborhood of several mills per kilowatt-hour additional cost 
for distribution, billing, and all the other financing we do. 

Mr. Taper. Several cents rather than mills? 

Mr. Dexuerer. The ultimate consumer will probably pay about 2, 
maybe 21% cents; yes, sir. 

The average rate in the United States, Mr. Taber, for household use, 
on a normal household demand, is about 2.7 cents per kilowatt-hour. 
The average home user has to pay that. 

Mr. Taser. All right. 

Who do you expect to sell the power to when you get through with 
it ? 

Mr. Dexurmer. Some REA’s in the area, and probably the Public 
Service Company of Colorado. 

Mr. Taser. Will they pay that price for it? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. As I understand this, the annual water-use charge 
comes to a total of $2.03 and the total cost per acre is $189? ITs that 
right ? 

Mr. Crostuwatr. That’s correct. 

Mr. Rapavut. Reimbursable from irrigation is $3,914,000 and from 
power $9,992,000 ? 

Mr. Crosruwarrt. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapaut. Making a subtotal on reimbursables of $13,906,000. 

Repayment of reimbursables or reimbursable costs : 

The water users will pay $1,070,000. 
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The power will pay revenues of $2,844,000, under irrigation, but 
power itself will pay $9,992,000, bringing that total to the same fig- 
ure—$13,906,000. 

Mr. Dexurimer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. You have two powerplants in the project; is that 
right? 

Mr. Dexnermen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. The Upper Molina powerplant takes up water from 
the Vega Dam? 

Mr. Dexnermer. No, sir. 

To some extent, perhaps we can show on the map- 

Mr. Fen'ron. The lower one comes in there? 

Mr. Dexurimer. Partly; yes, sir, and partly from penstocks con- 
necting the two. 

Mr. Fenton. Where does that Buzzard Creek enter into the picture ? 

Does that supply water to the project ? 

Mr. E. O. Larson. The Vega Reservoir is located on Plateau 
Creek 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. 

Mr. E. O. Larson. And the Molina plants are located on Cotton- 
wood Creek. 

Mr. Fen'ron. On Cottonwood Creek ? 

Mr. EF. O. Larson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenron. You are building this temporary Government camp, 
are you ¢ 

Mr. Dexuerer. Yes, sir. That is to be for our employees during 
the construction of the project. 

Mr. Fen'ron. How much money are you putting out for that? 

Mr. Dexuermmerr. Approximately twenty to thirty thousand dollars, 
Dr. Fenton. 

Mr. Fenron. That is for your employees ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Crostrnwair. The temporary camp during the construction 
period. 

Mr. Dexuermer. In a job like that, we use trailers and demountable 
houses that we can move to other projects when we complete this one. 








EDEN PROJECT, WYOMING 


Mr. Ranaut. The Eden project, Wyoming. 
We will put pages BR-38 to 43 in the record. 
(The pages referred to, pages BR-38 through BR-43, follow:) 


EDEN PROJECT, WYOMING 


Locations.—Southwestern Wyoming in Sweetwater County. Project area sur- 
rounds communities of Eden and Farson, Wyo. 

Authorization.—Originally under appropriation of 1940 (53 Stat. 685). 
Changed to WCU project under act of August 11, 1989 (53 Stat. 1418). Re- 
authorized June 28, 1949 (Publie Law 132, Sist Cong., Ist Sess.) (63 Stat. 277). 

Description.—The purpose of the project is to provide a full water supply 
for the irrigation of 20,200 acres of arid land. Project facilities consist of Big 
Sandy Dam and Reservoir with a storage capacity of 39,700 acre-feet; the 
Means and Eden Canals which convey water from the Big Sandy Reservoir 
to a lateral svstem which is now in the process of enlargement, relocation, and 
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extensions; the rehabilitated Little Sandy Diversion Dam and Canal which 
1 will divert water from Little Sandy Creek to the Eden Canal; and a project 
} drainage system. 
Benefit to cost ratio.—1.3 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


EOE TOOER) . COMBOTIONS... 6c ice ite cic aontme ne ; , $7, 722,,. 583 
Total obligations to June 30, 1956____.___-__--__--__--~- : 5,511, 551 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1957_______- Stee Lethe dL 1, O79, 367 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1958________~- peices = neta al 875, 000 


Balance to complete.._............... es 256, 615 

On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program will total $947,700. The narrative 
justification which follows explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program and the 
relation of costs to obligations. 


Change in total project costs and obligations 


Costs Obligations 
1957 congressional justification $7, 519, 332 $7, 546, 627 
1958 congressional justification 7, 672, 532 7, 722, 533 
Increase... 7 i 153, 200 175, 906 


The total estimated cost of the Eden project has been increased from $7,519,332 
to $7,672,532. This increase reflects cost of completed work, adjustment of the 
estimate to reflect actual bid prices, and adjustment for civil-service retirement 
contributions. 


Allocation of estimated total project cost 
Reimbursable : 


Gini se cesses sie Y ; cage . $7, 672, 532 


eeehe. Ws 7, 672, 582 


By irrigation water users____-____- £3038 tied we he : $1, 500, 000 
By power revenues___-__- 7 ; cae i * 6, 172, 532 
Te th deen Da as cinch deen scoyal tlieane whee s 7, 672, 532 


1 Pursuant to act of June 28, 1949, costs in excess of $1,500,000 to be returned from 
power revenue of the Colorado River storage project. 


Repayment costs per acre 


Federal investment per acre: 


To be repaid from water users_- S74. 00 
To be repaid from power revenues sa 306. 00 


POs sisleich ta tancgin me tev eg oe 380. 00 


Annual water user charges: 


Construction __- a Eis i 1. 25 
Operation and maintenance 2. OO 
|) — a 3. 25 


Repayment contracts.—A contract was executed on June 8, 1950, with the Eden 
Valley Irrigation and Drainage District consistent with Public Law 132, S81si 
Congress, 1st session, authorizing completion of the Eden project. This law 
provides that construction costs of the irrigation features of the project which 
are not made reimbursable by the water users will be repaid from net revenues 
derived from the sale of power generated at hydroelectric plants of the Colorado 
River storage project in the upper basin when such plants are constructed. 
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Physical data 


Feature Type Capacity Height Length 
Big Sandy Dam and Reservoir Earth filled_| 39,700 acre-feet 80 feet.....| 2,300 feet. 
Little Sandy diversion dam_ do sta 10 feet_..-.- 500 feet. 
Means Canal ee eae | 6.0 miles. 
Little Sandy Canal_. ..<-.-.--| 3.4 miles. 
Eden Canal rehabilitation and enlargement ...---| 10.8 miles. 
Laterals 20,200 acres Da eel 67.3 miles. 
Drains : \ ..----| 37.0 miles. 


Status.—Construction began July 30, 1941. As of June 30, 1957, the project 
will be approximately 85.3 percent complete. Construction will be underway 
on Little Sandy diversion dam, Little Sandy canal, Farson area laterals, Eden 
area laterals, Farson area drains, Eden and Sandy area drains, and west side 
drains. 

WORK PROPOSED FISCAL YEAR 1958 


Little Sandy diversion dam, $46,400.—The program provides for continuation 
of construction with completion of Little Sandy diversion dam scheduled for 
March 1958. 

Little Sandy canal, $35,600.—Continuation of construction under the same con- 
tract as Little Sandy diversion dam. Completion is scheduled for March 1958. 

Farson area laterals, $365,000.— Construction will continue through fiseal year 
1958. : 

Eden area laterals, $225,000.—Construction will continue through fiseal year 
1958 with substantial completion scheduled for June 1958. 

Farson area drains, $186,000.—Construction will continue through fiscal year 
1958 under the same contract as Farson area laterals. . 

Eden and Sandy area drains, $56,000.—Construction will continue through 
fiscul year 1958 under the same contract us Eden area laterals. Substantial 
completion of construction is scheduled for June 1958. 

West side area drains, $15,000.—Construction will continue through fiscal year 
1958 under the same contract as Farson area laterals. , 

Contribution to civil-service retirement fund, $11,700.—Initial contributions to 
civil-service retirement fund. 

Transitional development cost, $7,000.—This represents costs incurred in op- 
eration and maintenance of unused reservoir, canal, and lateral capacity pend- 
ing project settlement. 

Other expenditures and credits, $72,700.— Credit entry representing prior year 
expenditures which are charged to permanent project features in fiscal year 1958. 
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Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1957 and 1958—Eden project, 












Wyoming 
Estimated | Totalto | Program | Program, | Balance to 
Program item total | June 30, | current |budget year; complete 
1956 | year 1957 | 1958 
| | | 
() (2) | (3) | (4) (5) (6) 
Construction program: | 
Big Sandy Dam and Reservoir $2, 174, 000 | $2, 172, 667 $1, 333 | 
Little Sandy Diversion Dam | 106, 000 | 11, 642 47, 958 | $46, 400 
Means Canal | 515, 935 | 515, 935 | 
Little Sandy Canal | 100, 000 | 10, 977 | 53, 423 35, 600 
Eden Canal rehabilitation and enlarge- | 
ment_ : |} 1,102,500 | 1,097,013 | 5, 487 
Farson area laterals -_- 940, 000 | 133, 452 | 224, 323 365, 000 $217, 225 
Eden area laterals__ | 1,324,397 570,618 | 503, 629 | 225, 000 25, 150 
West Side laterals__- __- | 551, 000 | 519, 993 | 31, 007 
Farson area drains | 544, 100 163, 527 | 132, 304 186, 000 62, 269 
Eden and Sandy area drains 189, 500 61, 698 | 65, 402 56, 000 6, 400 
West Side area drains oa | 64, 000 | 4,255 | 33, 945 | 15, 000 10, 800 
Total construction cost nee | 7,611, 432 | 5 261, 777 1, 098, 811 929, 000 321, 844 
Contribution to civil service retirement | | | 
fund __. sie 20, 000 | 11, 700 8, 300 
Transitional development costs 41, 100 | 9, 285 | 7, 715 | 7, 000 17, 100 
Total project cost__-_. +. oa 7, 672, 532 | 5, 271, 062 1, 106, 526 | 947, 700 347, 244 
Adjustments__-_...-.-- pis easRoks 16, 222 | 16, 222 | 
- | 
Total cost to appropriation. 7, 688, 754 | 5, 287, 284 1, 106, 526 | 947, 700 | 347, 244 
Other expenditures and credits_-_ : | 33, 779 | 222, 313 —70, 234 | —72, 700 | —45, 600 
Total expenditures_._.....-.- | 7,722,533 | 5,509,597 | 1,036,292 | 875, 000 301, 644 
Undelivered orders. -_-......-.------ 1, 954 43, 075 | —45, 029 
Total obligations............_- | 7, 722,533 | 5, 511, 551 1, 079, 367 | 875, 000 | 256, 615 
Method of financing: | | 
Allocation of appropriation, fiscal year 
1957__ bi : 869, 000 |.. 
Application of prior year funds. --- seh tes Sa 210, 367 |.. 
Funds required __-- : eal ie 875, 000 | 257, 000 


Mr. Rapavt. I see that this project is 85 percent complete and will 
require $875,000. 


DRAINAGE AND Minor Construction Procram, Bureat 
OF RECLAMATION 


Mr. Ranaut. Drainage and minor construction program. 
We will put pages BR—44 to 47 in the record. 
(The pages referred to, pp. BR-44 through BR-47, follow :) 


DRAINAGE AND MINOR CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM, COLORADO BASIN 
Fiscal year 1958 


Ieee IT a sic eeenerecennon Silchar cca slliubiimdeqicicbacaee acdsrameia’ 
I accesses lcs cacao ned cic *20, 000 


1 Includes $9,740 contribution of civil service retirement fund. 


Description.—The drainage and minor construction program consists of proj- 
ects on which all major construction has been completed, except for facilities 
which are temporarily deferred, and relatively small amounts of funds are being 
requested in the budget year for drainage work, minor repair or replacement 
work, miscellaneous finishing activities, or preconstruction work on the tem- 
porarily deferred facilities. 

During fiscal year 1958, work under the drainage and minor construction activ- 
ity in the Colorado Basin will be confined to 3 projects and the completion 
reports and as-built drawings work. 
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All-American Canal System, California, $7,000 


Description.—The primary purpose of the system is to provide a water supply 
to 530,000 acres in the Imperial Valley and 74,800 acres in the Coachella Valley, 
through works constructed entirely within the United States. Principal facilities 
of the system include Imperial Dam and desilting works and Laguna Dam on 
the Colorado River, the 80-mile All-American Canal, the 145—mile Coachella 
Canal, the Coachella Valley flood-protective works, and the 450-mile concrete 
pipe distribution system serving the Coachella Valley. 


WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


This program financed with prior-year funds provides for continued review of 
Coachella Valley County Water District drainage plans by the office of the 
assistant commissioner and chief engineer in Denver and assistance to the dis- 
trict by regional personnel in drainage matters. Some activity continues in 
connection with the public land settlement program. 

Boulder City municipality, Nevada, $20,000 

Description.—The townsite is about 2 square miles in area and has a popula- 
tion of about 4,000 persons. Originally constructed for the purpose of housing 
personnel working on Hoover Dam, the town now provides facilities for Gov- 
ernment employees of the Bureau of Reclamation, the Bureau of Mines, and 
the National Park Service. The Department of Water and Power of the City 
of Los Angeles, and the Southern California Edison Co., which agencies operate 
the generating equipment at Hoover Dam as agents of the United States, also 
have employees living in Boulder City. 

In order to establish adequate facilities for a population of nearly 4,000, the 
city has provided a city management, police and fire protection, health and sani- 
tation supervision, and maintenance departments for streets, sidewalks, and 
street lights; parks, lawn, and parkways; water and electric systems; public 
buildings ; and Government-owned dwellings. 


WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


In fiscal year 1958 it will be necessary to make minor extensions of the water, 
electric, and sewer systems within the existing developed area of the townsite 
as required and to purchase additional capitalized equipment as the need arises. 
Also, two blocks of existing dirt road on Avenue B, which carries considerable 
traffic, will be surfaced, and steel guardrails will be installed on a portion of 
Nevada highway in the northern part of the townsite. 

Completion reports and as-built drawings, $20,000 

Description.—Subsequent to completion of a project or a major segment 
thereof, it is necessary to prepare technical records of design and construction 
and as-built drawings for purposes of permanent records. These reports and 
drawings constitute the complete records of the final design and construction 
of project features and facilities, such as dams, powerplants, etc. These final 
records make available to Bureau engineers and others the procedures adopted 
and the experience gained in the planning, design, construction, and initial 
operation of the features or project. These records are of vital importance 
in case of future alterations, rearrangements of machinery, emegency repairs 
or replacements. 

WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


During fiscal year 1958, technical records of design and construction and 
as-built drawings will be prepared on completed separable features which 
have passed from the construction status to operation and maintenance status 
before the necessary work of preparing these records could be completed. 
Palo Verde diversion project, Arizona-California, $1,046,109 

Description.—Consists of the Palo Verde diversion dam, a rock-and-earth-fill 
structure on the Colorado River. The dam will provide diversion of river water 
into the irrigation system of the Palo Verde Irrigation District and will repiace 
au temporary rock weir completed in 1945 which was required by the retro- 
gression of the Colorado River. 
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Appurtenant works will include a spillway with a normal design capacity 
of 75,000 second-feet and canal headworks with a capacity of 1,800 second-feet. 
The project will also include construction of levees and drainage canals up- 
stream from the dam to protect river bottom lands in the Colorado River 
Indian Reservation against floods of 75,000 second-feet or less. On the Arizona 
side the levee will be nearly 22 miles long and on the California side about 8 
miles. The project also includes a $500,000 loan, authorized by law, to the 
irrigation district for modification of its existing work to conform to the 
new dam. 

WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


The program provides for completion of all work on the diversion dam, 
drains, and levees during fiscal year 1958. 

Other expenditures and credits, —$11,725.—Represents costs of stores and 
service facilities acquired in prior years which will be distributed to permanent 
property in fiscal year 1958. 

Undelivered orders, —$734,384.—Liquidation of prior-year contract obligations, 


PALO VERDE DIVERSION PROJECT 


Mr. Rapavt. $1,046,109 is scheduled for completion of construction 
work on the Palo Verde diversion project, Arizona and California. 

Why is this item included under “Drainage and minor construc- 
tion,” $1,046,000 plus? 

Shouldn’t that be set up as a regular project under construction / 

Mr. DexuHermmer. Yes, sir; it 1s under the appropriation entitled 
“Construction and Rehabilitation.” 

Mr. Rapavt. Yes; but it is under the category “Drainage and minor 
construction program.” 

Mr. DexHetrmer. But the title ahead of that is “Construction and 
Rehabilitation.” 

Mr. Rasavr. On page BR-46 you have only two little paragraphs 
justifying it and it involves over a million dollars. 

Mr. DE: XHEIMER. The reason for this—it is carryover funds. There 
is no request for new funds under this project. It will be re ted. 

Mr. Rapavut. Are you going to use all those funds this vear 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavut. Didn’t even stutter on it? 

Mr. Dexuermer. No, sir. 

Mr. Rasavut. What is this last sentence: 

The project also includes a $500,000 loan, authorized by law, to the irrigation 
district for modification of its existing work to conform to the new dam. 

What does that mean ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. That is a loan for the irrigation district to do some 
rehabilitation work within their own existing district as a loan from 
the Government. 

Under quite norma! procedure, they do the work to modify their 
irrigation ditches and their works to fit with this new structure that 
we are building across the Colorado River. 

Mr. Ranaut. What is the $500,000 going to do? 

Mr. DexHermer. It essentially changes the main canal, taking out 
of this new diversion dam at the intake, and puts it into much better 
shape, and some other minor work they have in the irrigation district 
to modify their works to fit with the new structure. 

Mr. Ranavr. Why would that type of work fall within their purview 
and not yours / 
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Mr. Dexueimer. We try to get them to do their own work whenever 
we can rather than us doing it, and Congress has encouraged that. 

Mr. Rasavur. What is the difference whether they are doing it or 
whether you are doing it, if you are loaning them the money / 

Mr. Dexnermer. They can do it and still operate the project and 
meet their needs for water in that country where they irrigate 11 
months out of the year with a minimum of interference and not put- 
ting us in the middle, too. 

Mr. Rasavr. You think it isa better way to do it ¢ 

Mr. Dexnetmer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasaur. Has anybody checked the work that is being done 
when the Government makes them a loan of that size 

Mr. Dexueimer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavr. It has supervision ¢ 

Mr. Dexuemmer. We see that it is properly done and that the money 
is expended for the work it is intended to be spent for; and it is fully 
covered by repayment. 

Mr. Ranavur. And not only recovered by repayment, but you are 
certain you get that much work done ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ranavr. In justice to the loan and to the area ¢ 

Mr. Dexurtmmer. That’s correct. 

Mr. Rapavr. Do you have a contract on it / 

Mr. Dexnetmer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavr. All right. That is the only part that we have on this 
Palo Verde project. 

Are there any geustions on that and the drainage and minor con- 
struction program / 

Mr. Fenton. How near complete are the projects you are reha- 
bilitating? When are the users going to take over the project them- 
selves / 

Mr. Dexueimer. Palo Verde, which we were just discussing, has 
been developed and has always been operated by the water users. 

Mr. Fenron. That is where they have that mass of rocks in the river 
there ? 

Mr. Dexnrimer. Yes, sir. This new diversion dam will replace that 
one we were having to keep in shape every year and spent quite a bit 
of money every year. This one will replace that. So, we won’t need 
to spend money on it in the future. 


REHABILITATION AND BeTreERMENT OF ExistinG Progecrs, BuREAU 
or RECLAMATION 


Mr. Rasavr. Rehabilitation and betterment of existing projects. 
We will put page BR-48 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


REHABILITATION AND BETTERMENT OF EXISTING PROJECTS, COLORADO BASIN 
Fiscal year 1958 


Obligations program_____-~- iektialiastteshetlahaniiiiidgininacaniestl wwttei8i2 Gi aay oae 
Funds required_______-_-~- sic gl ei mp cach eamaaeaeia ld aoldiaa eat weiss bj ROT OOD 


1 Inelndes $1,100 contribution to civil service retirement fund. 


9148857 42 








Descriptivon.—On older projects which have been in operation for many years 
it has been found that many structures have far exceeded their useful life and 
are requiring an excessive maintenance program to continue operations. The 
deteriorated facilities also often result in inefficient use or loss of irrigation 
water. The needed repairs are in most instances beyond the ability of the water 
users to finance on a current basis. In addition, there have been many changes 
in land use, methods of irrigation, and types of crops raised; and to place these 
older projects on a basis comparable to those now being constructed, the facili- 
ties must not only be rehabilitated but also improved. 

During fiscal year 1958 work under the rehabilitation and betterment activity 
in the Colorado Basin will be confined to two projects. 


WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


Grand Valley project, Colorado, $181,000.—The program provides for urgently 
needed repairs to or replacement of the gates and appurtenant facilities of the 
diversion dam serving this project. 

Salt River project, Arizona, $1,003,000.—-The program provides for lining one 
or both banks of main canals at critical locations totaling approximately 500,000 
square feet, constructing 3 additional canal structures, lining approxiamtely 25 
miles of laterals with pneumatically applied mortar or unreinforced concrete, 
replacing approximately 8 miles of open laterals with underground concrete 
pipelines, and rehabilitating additional lateral structures. 

Other expenditures and credits, —$3,000.—Service facilities acquired in previ- 
ous years, the cost of which will be distributed to permanent property in fiscal 
year 1958. 


Upper Cotorapo River Bastn Funp 
CoLorApo River Srorace Progecr 


Mr. Ranaut. We will take up the Upper Colorado River Basin 
Fund, Bureau of Reclamation, the Colorado River storage project. 

We will put pages BR-52 to 58 in the record. 

(The pages referred to, pages BR-52 to BR-58, follow :) 


CoLoRADO RIVER STORAGE PROJECT AND PARTICIPATING PROJECTS 


Location.—In the upper Colorado River Basin in the States of Arizona, Colo- 
rado, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming. 

Authorization.—By act of April 11, 1956 (70 Stat. 105). 

Description.—The Colorado River storage project and participating projects 
constitute a single comprehensive basinwide multipurpose project that will de- 
velop part of the presently unused water resources of the upper Colorado River 
Basin. The overall plan consists of two closely integrated activities. These are 
the storage units and the participating projects. The storage units have as 
their primary objective the regulation of the flows of the widely fluctuating Colo- 
rado River and its major tributaries by storing water in holdover reservoirs 
during good water years for use during the lean years. In addition, these units 
will produce hydroelectric power from which revenues can be derived to aid in 
paying for the costs of irrigation projects which are beyond the ability of water 
users to repay. The participating projects are for irrigation and municipal 
water development. These projects use the water conserved by the storage 
units. The present authorization for the Colorado River storage project includes 
4 storage units and 11 participating projects. 





Summarized financial data 


I a lia ce emclia $938, 727, 000 
Dota gelientsonn to Jame GO; TOG ne i eee cad ett *1, 982, 261 
eens See, Geen) FOP W001... eee nnncecune * 14, 100, 000 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1958_.__________ Richter band $95, 682, 000 
I a i ee 896, 962, 739 


1 Paonia project construction costs. 
* Includes $500,000 contribution from State of Arizona and $600,000 allocation from 
Bureau of Public Roads. 
‘ Includes $540,000 contribution from State of Arizona. 
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On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program will total $22,127,037. The nar- 
rative justification which follows explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program and 
the relation of cost to obligations. 


Change in total project cost and obligations 


| 
Costs | Obligations 


1957 congressional justification 


$916, 589, 492 
1958 congressional justification 


942, 414, 000 


$915, 065, 000 
938, 727, 000 








Increase - | 25,824,508 | 23, 662, 000 


| 


The increase in total project cost is principally due to refinement of field data, 
additions of civil service retirement contribution and addition of costs from the 
Colorado River development fund. 


Total estimated project cost and allocation 


Total estimated project cost to be allocated__...___-________- _.. $942, 414, 000 








Allocation of estimated total project cost: 
Reimbursable : 
NEI ns cs ancacepssctninden cuashaiiaciemaitena anda seanaciain eee 258, 778, 000 
Miumicipal and industrid). WRtGP en ncn ncnecccciccnccenamene 45, 500, 000 
I ai: sess; since ois sca enti leita ttre aaa be aaa 624, 430, 000 


Subtotal____- ia i i tain id lata aaa aaa he Sa 928, 708, 000 
Ultimate. piase S1lOcRtlOR 16h 6k nnn cccmcnnecnm = 5, 500, 000 


Nonreimbursable : 
Recreation_____~_- a 3, 283, 000 


Forest resources development______-_____-_-___ ddccanheataieeieoaee 48, 000 

re I IG wa a ee ee 4, 522, 000 

Fish: ene Wittteis te oe See ae eee eee 353, 000 
Subtotal_____ death Aid SM ORIG wath eeksbomee tec 8, 206, 000 
OU as dint Tadens Su Se 


nals 942, 414, 000 
Repayment of reimbursable costs 


Irrigation System by: 
ee SI a tt dhen erent dade eas steak ial Githitas Sonal itn seca $35, 046, 000 
*articipating project power____-----__~~- pe ubteenaid a cle ae Se 35, 852, 000 
Upper Colorado River Basin fund 778, 000 





I tek a ete ee apt te Ses had Sicha a el eshte de 5 ces 258, 778, 000 
Municipal and industrial water by: 
WEOOGR) WOGPiikcs eine nletinn 
Power systems by: 
Participating project power revenues 
Upper Colorado River Basin fund_ 


a winnie! Gao Ge 


tentang ancl 46, 699, 060 
wien csi das nsicandattais dst ie * ciak Sn 1S ee 








| NS LE ee ee Meee 


— i ce TS oy a ee ae ____ 928, 708, 000 


Repayment costs per acre 


Federal investment per acre: 
To be repaid from water users___-~-~-~- 
To be repaid from power revenues 


vid thee Meaty ts oe hm btn pe 
sitesi atte Peeye eer errerrer reser | 


CN is ani S cicada nasa tlaenca sells dh hanas aged eka & td lalla ighaaee eae 713. 00 
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Repayment contracts.—Cost of the project will be repaid from irrigation water 
users, municipal and industrial water users, power revenues, and advalorem tax 
revenue collected by conservancy districts. 


PHYSICAL DATA 


The Colorado River storage project and participating projects as now author- 
ized consists of the following storage units and participating projects and trans- 


mission division : 


Installed Acreage to be developed 
Storage power 
capacity, capacity, 
acre-feet kilowatts Full supply Supplemental 
'*? 
Construction, fiscal year 1957: 
Storage units: 
Glen Canyon 28, 000, 000 900, 000 
Flaming Gorge 4, 360, 000 100, 000 
Navajo 1, 450, 000 
Participating projects: 
Central Utah (initial phase) ' 1, 663, 500 | 61, 000 28, 540 138, 21 
Hammond 3, 670 
Paonia 18, 000 1, 160 4, Rl 
Seedskadee - 60, 720 
Transmission Division 
Advance planning, fiscal year 1957 
Storage units: 
Curecanti 1, 039, 000 152, 000 
Participating projects 
Emergency county 57, 000 3, 630 20, 450 
Florida 23, 300 6, 300 2 650 
LaBarge 7, 970 
Lyman 43, 000 40, 600 
Pine River extension 15, 150 
Silt 10, 000 1, 900 5 400 
Smith Fork - 14, 000 2, 270 8, 160 
Total 36, 677, 800 1, 213, 000 131, 310 229, 850 


Includes only those reservoirs cf over 36,000 acre-foot capacity 


Status.—As of June 30, 1957, construction work will be under way on three 
units of the Colorado River storage project. On Glen Canyon unit it is expected 
that work on the Bitter Springs access road will be about 75 percent complete and 
that the Waterholes bridge will be completed. The right diversion tunnel and 
powerplant access road will be approximately 40 percent complete and work will 
be started on the Glen Canyon bridge. The prime contractor will have work 
underway on the left diversion tunnel, spillway tunnels, coffer dams and on the 
abutments for the dam. Work will be in progress on both the permanent town- 
site and the temporary camp. 

On Flaming Gorge unit work will be in progress on the access road, diversion 
tunnel, temporary camp, permanent townsite and the designs and specifications 
for the dam. 

Work under way on the Navajo unit will consist mainly of access road and 
camp construction and the preparation of designs and specifications for the dam. 

Definite plan reports will be in progress on the Vernal unit of central Utah and 
on Seedskadee and Paonia projects. 


WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


Colorado River storage project, construction, cost program 

Flaming Gorge unit, Utah, $3,700,000.—This program includes the completion 
of the access road and diversion tunnel and the award of the prime contract on 
the dam and powerplant. Funds are also required for continuing the work on the 
permanent townsite and temporary camp. In addition, location surveys will be 
performed and a contract awarded for a construction powerline. 

Glen Canyon unit, Arizona, $15,602,000.—These funds are required for comple- 
tion of access roads, diversion tunnels, coffer dams, powerplant service road and 
the Glen Canyon bridge. The river will be diverted after completion of the left 


diversion tunnel and excavation for the dam and powerplant will be continued, 
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The balance of the funds requested will be for continuation of work on the perma- 
nent townsite and temporary camp. 

Navajo unit, N. Mew., $1,530,000 —These funds are requested for completion of 
the access road and Government camp and for the preparation of designs and 
specifications and the award of a contract on the dam. 

Transmission division, $100,000.—These funds would be used for rate studies, 
market studies, network analyses studies, aerial surveys for the locations and 
other preconstruction activities. 

{dvance planning, cost program, $1,195,037.—The planning program provides 
for the collection of field data, including land classification, foundation explora- 
tion, topographic surveys, aerial mapping and the performance of engineering and 
economic studies which are necessary preliminary activities to the preparation 
of detailed plans. The funds requested will permit completion of definite plan 
reports on the Florida, Hammond, Pine River Extension, Seedskadee, and Smith 
Fork projects and the Curecanti storage unit, and continuation of report prepara- 
tion on Emery County, LaBarge, Lyman, and Silt projects. Also includes funds 
for quality of water studies required by Public Law 485. Repayment contracts 
where required will be obtained in connection with the projects scheduling con- 
struction starts early in the following vear. 


Total cost program___- siiaiiel Sy satin ges Oe caste piles hl la nescence oid $22, 127, 037 
Other expenditures and credits, $3,654,963.—Represents expenditures in fiscal 
year 195s for temporary housing, service facilities and stores that will be dis- 
tributed to permanent project features in future years. 
Undelivered orders, $100,000.— Represents obligations incurred for current 
contracts which will be paid in the following year. 
Total cost adjustments $3, 554, 963 
Total obligation program site eiealision i 25, 682, 000 


PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


Mr. Rawavr. This project is being started this year with $13 million 
appropriated for 1957 and $25,142,000 is requested for 1958. The 
total cost will be $938,727,000. 

Please explain the overall plan on the map and give us the current 
status of this project. 

This is almost a billion-dollar project. 

Mr. Larson. The Colorado River storage project and participating 
projects is a basinwide plan to develop the water and other resources 
in the upper Colorado River Basin. 

The Colorado River storage project is comprised of several units, 
and four have been authorized. 

The large reservoir, the Glen Canyon Reservoir, just below the 
Utah-Arizona line, backs the water up the Colorado River 186 miles 
and up the San Juan River about 73 miles. It has a capacity of 28 
million acre-feet. 

Mr. Rasavut. Twenty-eight million ? 

Mr. Larson. Twenty-eight million acre-feet. 

The next one is on the Green River—the Flaming Gorge. It has 
a capacity of 4,360,000 acre-feet and backs the water up the Green 
River about 85 miles. 

Mr. Ranaut. What is the total of the acre-feet there? 

Mr. Larson. About four and a half million acre-feet. 

I will have to look that up, but that is very close. 

Mr. Rapavur. All right; proceed. 

Mr. Larson. On the Gunnison River the Curecanti unit has been 
authorized, but no construction is to be commenced until a special 
report is submitted to the Congress. 





660 


That is the Curecanti, and a special report is to be submitted to the 
Congress showing the feasibility. That report will be completed by 
June 30 of this year. ; 

That unit will consist of 2 or 3 dams on the Gunnison River, the 
upper one being the Curecanti Reservoir, which will have a capacity 
limited by congressional act to 940,000 acre-feet. 

Mr. Raravt. Is this project included in this overall cost estimate ? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sit 

The fourth reservoir authorized is the Navajo unit on the San Juan 
River. That reservoir will have a capacity of about 1,700,000 acre-feet 
and includes the construction of a large earth dam. 

The powerplants will be located at the Glen Canyon, Flaming 
Gorge, and Curecanti units. 

Now, the participating projects—there were 11 authorized: 

Starting in Wyoming, the LaBarge, Seedskadee, and Lyman 
projects. 

In Colorado, the Silt, Paonia, Smith Fork, Pine River extension, 
and Florida projects. 

In New Mexico, the Hammond project and a part of Pine River 
extension. 

In Utah, the initial phase of the Central Utah project and the 
Emery County project. 

There are 11 of them. 

Mr. Raravt. This is a very expensive project; $13 million was 
provided in 1957 to get it under way. 

What is the status of your money at the present time, or the last 
available date? 

Mr. Crostuwatr. Through February 28 we had actually spent 
$5,706,507. 

Mr. Rasavut. What do you anticipate for the balance of the year 

Mr. Crostiwarr. We anticipate we will obligate $13 million. 

Mr. Rapavr. You do? 

And you need $25,142,000 for your request for 1958 ? 

Mr. Dexuemrmr. That, Mr. Chairman, is a very minimum and will 
not let us proceed on some of the projects that the schedule originally 
anticipated. 

INCREASED COSTS 


Mr. Razavt. I note the overall cost has already gone up $25,824,000 
since last year. 

Are we going to get this with a hypodermtic needle each year’ Are 
these costs going to keep increasing as the project semaines ti or have 
we more or less got a firm figure here ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Ranaut. We get into these figures, you know, and we just don’t 
want to see these continuous escalations. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Mr. Chairman, the figures we gave last year were 
based on our best estimate of the costs of these works at that time, 
and we are doing everything we can to cut down on the design as 
we get further into these to save costs and to make them as prac 
tical as possible; but, unfortunately, we are not able to control the 
rising labor and material and equipment costs. They are going up. 

As we all know, everything seems to be continually rising in cost, 
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and I would anticipate, unless that levels out, there will be some in- 
crease in cost as we go along. 

Mr. Rapavur. We are asking the whole country to follow the ex- 
ample that Congress is setting and try to stop some of these rises. 
They have simply got to be stopped. 

Mr. Dexuermer. We are doing our best. 

Mr. Rasaut. Have you got any idea what you think the overall 
cost of this project might be ¢ 

Mr. Dexuerer. I am not trying to speculate for the next 20 years. 

Mr. Rapavr. I am now opening the door so you can say, “Well, 
you asked that question in 1957.” 

Mr. Dexneimer. I would like not to speculate what the cost may be 
in the next 20 yearrs, but our experienc e has been that they rise ap- 
proximately 4 percent a year. They have risen approxim: ately 4 per- 
cent for the last 10, and I don't know whether they will continue to 
rise in a like manner or not. 

Mr. Rasaur. How long do you think it is going to be before we can 
complete this project ? 

Mr. Dexueimmer. Oh, 20 to 50 years. 

Mr. Ranaut. Four percent a year. 

Mr. Taber, you are a good mathematician. Four percent a year. 

Mr. Dexnermmer. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Rapavt. Fifty years. 

Mr. Dexnerer (¢ ontinuing). There is one thing I would call your 
attention to. The revenue-producing parts of this project—specifi 
cally the Glen Canyon and Flaming Gorge —o and power- 
plants and the large storage for irrigation—will be completed, we 
think, within the next few years. Then the amount of additional 
work that you do 20 years from now can be controlled in accordance 
with the requirements for payout. 

Mr. Rapsaut. What effect would the increased cost, even this in- 
creased cost, have on the payout schedule ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Very little, Mr. Chairman, because the estimated 
costs make it possible for us to market power well below costs of preo- 
ducing that power by some other means. 

Mr. Rasavr. You think we can get the money back ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir. 


CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE AND COST 


Mr. Rapavtr. Please insert in the record the construction schedule 
and cost for the Glen Canyon Dam, Flaming Gorge, and the Navajo. 
Will you do that ? 

(The schedule follows :) 
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Construction schedule, units of Colorado River storage project 


Construction fund requirement Flaming Glen Canyon, Navajo unit 
Gorge unit unit 
Total ‘ ; $57, 506, 000 | $299, 789, 838 $36, 887, 000 
To June 30, 1956 (1) ( ( 
Fiscal year 1957 1, 300, 000 10, 377, 000 800, 000 
Fiscal year 1958 4, 800, 000 17, 840, 000 1, 800, 000 
Fiseal year 1959 12, 135, 000 42, 509, 000 11, 070, 000 
Fiseal year 1960 . 11, 770, 000 49, 287, 000 12, 100, 000 
Fiseal year 1961 11, 402, 000 49, 412, 000 11, 117, 000 
Fiscal year 1962 . 10, 892, 000 50, 419, 000 
Fiscal year 1963 ; 5, 207, 000 $2 801, 388 
Balance to complete - - - 37. 144. 450 


Financed from general investigations funds. 


Mr. Dexuetmer. Would you like me to guess on how much money 
we are going to have in this appropriation so I can tell when we w ill 
start the F laming Gorge and some of these other 

Mr. Ranaut. You will have to predicate it on your request. 

Mr. Dexuermer. On the budget estimate / 

Mr. Rapavt. Yes. 

Mr. ne We can do that. 

Mr. Rapavr. That is what this is predicated upon. 


SUMMARY FINANCIAL PLAN 


Also submit for the record a current summary of the financial plan 
for the project, showing sales of electricity and electric energy by unit, 
power revenue deductions, amortization of the power investment, and 
irrigation assistance from power revenues, 

That is in line with the explanation you had on some of the other 
projects. 

Mr. Dexnermer. Mr. Chairman, may I ask that, rather than put 
that in the record, we submit it for the committee / 

It will take some time to get. We wouldn't want to hold up the 
record, 

Mr. Chairman, I also- 

Mr. Taner. Why don’t you want it in the record ? 

Mr. Dexnetmer. Mr. Taber, we just didn’t want to hold up the 
record. 

The authorizing act requires that we furnish that material to the 
Congress January 1, and we would be delayed in making a new one 
now and wouldn't want to hold up the record. 

It is available. We furnish that material to the Congress as part 
of the legislation. We are required to do so. 

Mr. Ranavr. Couldn’t vou give us a total—not paid out by years, 
and so on, but just sort of a total? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir; we can give you a summary. 

Mr. Ranavcr. You can summarize those? 

Mr. DexuermMer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapsavt. I think you had better do that, and then we will get 
the full information according to the request the first of the year. 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. All right. 

How is that, Mr. Taber / 
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Mr. Taner. Well, you have got—— 

Mr. Rapvavr. Totals under the request. 

Mr. Taser. According to the way it looks to me, you have got to 
add to the cost of this setup about $450 million on account of your 
4 percent-a-year increase. 

Mr. Rapaut. Maybe that won’t continue. 

Mr. Taser. Maybe not. 

Mr. Razaut. We hope it won't. 

Mr. Taser. They say that that is their experience, and you might 
just as well figure that is going to run your cost up to a billion four. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Well, Mr. Taber, 1 would like to suggest this: 
The Glen Canyon and the Flaming Gorge together will cost some- 
thing over $500 million of this $900 million. Those 2 units we are 
hoping to get built within the next 6 or 8 years, assuming that we 
have adequate appropriations. So, then—— 

Mr. Taser. How much are those units going to take? 

Mr. DexHEIMER. The Glen Canyon and Flaming Gorge will run 
a little over $500 million. 

Mr. Taser. Five hundred million? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. You expect to get that in 6 years? 

Mr. Dexuermer. We would like to have that. 

Mr. Rapaut. The answer to this is you are going to supply it? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. Yes, sir; we will supply that. 

Mr. Rasautr. The act apportions surplus power revenue among the 
States. 

Please submit a statement showing the extent to which and when 
these surplus revenues will be available to each State to meet repay- 
ment costs of participating projects in each State. 

Mr. Dexuermer. We can give you that in the summary statement, 
Mr. Chairman. 


Mr. Raravt. All right. 


(The information requested follows :) 


The first power unit is scheduled to be installed in 1962 and power revenues 
begin in 1963. The average annual salable energy in kilowatt-hours during 
the repayment period by units is approximately as follows: 


Unit Firm kilowatt- Secondary 
hours kilowatt-hours 
Flaming Gorge 390, 000, 000 15, 000, 000 
Glen Canyon 3, 580, 000, 000 39, 000, 000 
Curecanti 630, 000, COO 33, 000, 000 
Potal 4, 600, 000, 000 87, 000, 000 


At the rate of 6.5 mills per kilowatt-hour for firm energy and 2.5 mills for 
secondary energy the approximate average gross annual power revenues, and 
the operation, maintenance, and replacement costs during the payout period 
(including irrigation payout by the water users) would be $30 million and 
86 million, respectively. 

The total construction cost allocated to power would be repaid with interest 
at 2% percent in the period 19638 to 2005, or 48 years after the first unit becomes 
revenue producing. The excess power revenues would repay the allocation of 
the storage units to water conservation in the period 2005 to 2008, and excess 
power revenues would then become available to the States for repayment of the 
costs of participating projects that are allocated to irrigation that are beyond the 
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repayment ability of the irrigators at the end of year 2008. Sufficient surplus 
power revenues would accrue to the State to pay the irrigation allocation to be 
repaid by power of the 5 authorized participating projects in Colorado (namely, 
Florida. Paonia, Pine River extension, Silt, and Smith Fork) in 3 years; of 
the 2 New Mexico projects (namely, Hammond and a portion of Pine River ex- 
tension) in 2 years; of the 4 projects in Wyoming (namely, LaBarge, Lyman, 
Seedskadee, and Eden) in 11 years; and of the 2 projects in Utah (namely, cen- 
tra! Utah and Emery County) in 12 vears. 

The balance of the estimated annual revenues, $24 million, will cover interest 
and amortization of the Federal investment in power facilities and the amorti- 
zation of the irrigation allocation of the storage units, all within a 50-year pay 
out period. 


POW ER-DISPOSAL PLANS 


Mr. Rasavur. What are the project plans for disposal of power / 
Will it be all Federal or handled under partnership ¢ 

Mr. Dexnermer. We have at this time no definite disposal of that 
energy planned. However, there will be full consideration given to 
any preference agencies that we ean supply in full with their needs. 

In addition to that, of course, as I mentioned yesterday, the 10 priv- 
ate utility companies in that general area have all indicated they 
they would be glad to buy any power available through their sy stem, 
and they would also wheel over their lines to any preference agencies 
that we could serve. 

Mr. Rasaur. But the power features in the dam will be built with 
Federal funds; right ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. That is our plan now, and we have had no indi- 
cation from any other agency that they are interested in participating 
in this. 

Mr. Rapavt. But they are interested in the power? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir; and they would build whatever trans- 
mission lines they have indicated to get that power. 

Mr. Rasavut. There will be no cost as to transmission lines 

Mr. Dexuermer. No,sir. We have a large cost in transmission lines 
here to connect our plants so as to properly utilize those, but the dis- 
tribution from those may largely be provided by others. Those de- 
tails, of course, are a long way off until we get somewhere near gen- 
erating power. 

FLAMING GORGE UNIT, UTAH 


Mr. Rapavt. As to Flaming Gorge unit on page BR-60, for which 
$4,800,000 is requested in 1958, the total cost. is $57,508,000. 

We will put pages BR-60 to 64 in the record. 

(The pages referred to, pp. BR-60 through BR-64, follow :) 


CoLoRADO RIVER STORAGE ProJEcT, FLAMING GorGeE Unit, UTAn 


Location.—On the Green River in northern Utah, 1 mile below the mouth of 
Cart Creek and about 6 miles below the Utah-Wyoming boundary. 

Authorization.—Public Law 485, 84th Congress, 2d session, approved by the 
President, April 11, 1956. 

Description.—The Flaming Gorge unit of the Colorado River storage project 
will help to provide the long-time regulatory storage needed to permit States of 
the upper division to meet their flow obligation at Lees Ferry and still utilize 
their apportioned water. It will also permit production of a portion of the elec- 
trical energy needed in the upper basin. Facilities of the unit include Flaming 
Gorge Dam, reservoir, powerplant, and switchyard. The reservoir will have a 
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capacity of 4,360,000 acre-feet and the powerplant will have an installed capacity 
of 100,000 kilowatts. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.4 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Tntiepa ted. Lebel. CAT IOUR ask Son sens ~excieaee ee eda ptnienniabedatin $57, 506, 000 
Total obligations to. June 30, 1956... . ..2.....«.-- ate te (" 

Total obligations, fiscal vear 1957__--_-------~-- ail ie cnet lees 1, 300, 000 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1958____-.--___- ~~ istic 4, 800, 000 
Balance to complete___--------~-- ieee eatin dent sia sale tacs alae 51, 406, 000 


1 Financed with general investigation funds. 


On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program will total $3,700,000. The narra- 
tive justification which follows explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program and 
the relation of costs to obligations. 


Change in total project costs and obligations 








! 
| 
| Costs Obligations 
: : _ saisanehdenicietnniica paieiageaaliaedl aia 
1957 congressional justification : ----------| $65,014, 000 $65, 000, 000 
1958 congressional! justification : - 5 sailppilacetasssaraecitath ened 57, 650, 000 57, 506, 000 
Decrease - . nits lnesieacipeieiaiaeindae trainin eae canes 7, 364, 000 7, 494, 000 


The total estimated cost of the Flaming Gorge unit has been decreased from 
$65,014,000 to $57,650,000. The change is due in part to transferring the trans- 
mission system to the transmission division of Colorado River storage: project 
and to an increase of $466,000 for the civil service retirement fund. 


Allocation of estimated total project cost 
Reimbursable : 


iy) acc actscballNhcsebceateassniie tare etaeegantetaades ine _..... $5, 988, 000 
a gee oe ee ae nilessinds wun ecient tof sj evs nie cinlisos ainsi oe sisi laa 
a oii sind site sacar lee cae Ne lil ney ‘ _... 57, 650, 000 


Nonreimbursable: None. 


Repayment of reimbursable costs 


By power revenues__- oe Se ‘ $57, 650, 000 
Toho th ce aenta neki cehaeineiihtesuae sine niet eee radia cael 57, 650, 000 
Repayment contracts.—Entire costs will be repaid from power revenues. It is 
not anticipated that any power sales contracts will be negotiated in fiscal year 
1958 and none has been executed to date. 


Physical data 


Feature ly pe Capacity | Height | Length 
Flaming Gorge Dam Concrete areh 4,360,000 acre-feet 495 1, 150 
Flaming Gorge powerplant 100,000 kilowatts 


teres to be served. None. 

Status.—As of June 30, 1957, work will be underway on the access road, tem- 
porary bridge, diversion tunnel, and Government camp. Preconstruction opera- 
tions will be active in preparation for awarding the prime contract in fiscal year 
1958S. 

WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 
Flaming Gorge Dam and Reservoir, $2,783,000—This program provided for 


completion of the access road, temporary bridge, diversion tunnel, and start of 
work on the prime contract. 
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Flaming Gorge powerplant, $200,000.—The prime contract will be awarded si- 
multaneously with that on the dam. This amount is chiefly for preparation of 
designs and specifications. 

General property, $610,000.—This provides for continuation of work on the 
administration building, warehouse and permanent housing. 

Contribution to civil-service retirement fund, $107,000.—Initial year contribu- 
tion to civil-service retirement fund. 

Other expenditures and credits, $1,100,000.—Consists of expenditures for tem- 
porary construction camp, housing, service facilities, utilities and stores which 
will be charged to permanent project features in subsequent years. 


Colorado River storage project, Flaming Gorge unit, Utah—Schedule of construction 
program, fiscal years 1957 and 1958 


Estimated | Totalto | Program Program Balance to 
Program item total June 30, current budget year) complet 
1956 |} year 1957 1958 
(1) (2) (3) | (4) 
Construction program: 
Flaming Gorge Dam and Reservoir $41, 971, 000 $105, 988 $770, 000 | $2,783,000 | $38, 312, 012 
Flaming Gorge powerplant and 
switchyard. 12, 813, 000 33, 000 50, 000 200, 000 12, 530, 000 
General property 2, 400, 000 5, 000 200, 000 610, 000 1. 585. 000 
Total construction costs - . 57, 184, 000 143, 988 1, 020, 000 3, 593, 000 52, 427, 012 
Contribution to civil service retire- | | 
ment fund | 466, 000 | 107, 000 559, OOM 
Total project cost | 57,650; 000 148,988 | 1,020,000 3, 700, 000 52, 786, 012 
Adjustments. - - —144, 000 — 143, 988 12 
Total cost to appropriation 57, 506, 000 1, 020, 000 3, 700, 000 52. TSH, OOF 
Other expenditures and credits | 270, 000 1, 100, 000 1, 370, 000 
Total expenditures 57, 506, 000 1, 280, 000 4, 800, 000 416, 000 
Undelivered orders. 10, 000 10, OOF 
Total obligations - - 57, 506, 000 1, 300, 000 4, 800, 000 406, OOO 
Method of financing: 
Allocation of appropriation, fiscal year 
1957 1, 300, 000 
Funds required 4, 800, 000 51, 406, OOK 


Mr. Rasavur. What is the status of construction and what is planned 
with the $4,800,000 asked for in 1958 ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Up to the present time we have built an access road, 

We are working on an access road under contract to get into the 
site. 

We are also doing exploratory drilling and working out our speci- 
fications and plans and. a minor amount of camp construction for our 
employees. 

The plan—— 

Mr. Rapaut. You had 1.3 million. How much have you spent ? 

Mr. Crosruwair. In the Flaming Gorge we had spent ¥742,842 
through February 28, 1957. 

Mr. Ranaut. How is that expenditure broken down? 

Mr. Crostuwair. I do not have that detail, sir. We will furnish 
it for the record. 

Mr. Ragavt. All right. 

I don’t mean down to the last little item. 

Mr. Dexnermer. It was spent for access roads to get in there for 
design work on the dam, investigation work on the site and some on 
camp. 

Mr. Rapavt. Supply a little statement on how it was spent. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 
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(The information follows :) 


The expenditures on the Flaming Gorge unit as of February 28 were $742,842 
and were expended as follows: 


Engineering studies, surveys, and designs......__....___-_-_.____-.- $300, S87 
Material and foundation exploration___________- pd thst i Saics eheteta doe _ 154,678 
Construction contract earnings_____- iia ait a oleate 52, 886 
Purchases and supply contract___--__----_------ EES 

ON casos ca Seealettidenaaenaite aed ein ss aoc cas oe a ca 742, 842 


Mr. Rapaut. Now, your request is for $4,800,000 for fiseal 1958, 
and this is a project which, as I mentioned, is estimated to cost 
357.506.000. 

Are you going to need $4.8 million in 1958 considering the little work 
lone on the site of the dam and on access roads ? 

Mr. Dexnetmer. We will have to delay awarding the contract for 
the dam, so that the earnings can be held to that part of the $4 million 
that we can apply to the dam, 

We could utilize more by letting that contract sooner. 

So, I think we will need all the money that is set up. 

There again, Mr. Chairman, we have voluntarily delayed this thing 
in order to cut down our requirement for appropriations and expendi- 
tures. 

CAMP FACILITIES 


Mr. Ranaut. What sort of camp facilities are being set up in terms 
of number and types of houses and what is the Federal cost? 

Have you got any pictures of those houses here / 

Mr. Dexnetmer. No, sir. 

We would have a few. 

I am not sure just how many people are going to be required there 
us permanent operating staff—perhaps 20 to 25 that would be a perma- 
nent type house. The others would be temporary or movable housing 
or trailers or transa houses that we would set up for the construction. 

Mr. Ranaut. For the construction part of it you would have some 
trailers: is that right ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Some trailers; some transa houses, and so on. 

Mr. Rasautr. What do those cost ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Trailers run $4,000 to $5,000. 

The transa houses run about $5.300 to 26.000, 

The other—if you build more permanent and temporary houses— 
the costs run up somewhat. 

The permanent houses— 

Mr. Rasaut. Do you always buy new trailers or do you transfer 
trailers that have been used in other places? 

Mr. Dexuermer. We have been moving the trailers and the movable 
houses that have been used in other projects from year to year, and 
that is our plan to do that. 

Mr. Rasautr. How much money have you got in your current esti- 
mate for housing and what you have planned for the total for housing? 
And you might put with that how much of it can be salvaged out of 
this in the form of trailers, and so on, afterwards. 

Mr. DexueiMer. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Rapavt. It seems to me we ought to have an awful lot of trailers 
around here. 
(The following information was supplied later :) 


BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, COLORADO RIVER STORAGE PROJEC! 


Glen Canyon unit, Camp facilities 


l'otal est 


Permanent camp: mated cost 


Administration buildings and warehouses___-—.___-_-_-__ ie $500, 000 
Police and fire building..__._.__________ Bete 785 Ak i 277. 000 
Municipal water and sewer system______--------_ Sh tin nth is tok w (0h, ORE ODD 
nib a i i a 200, GOO 
I i ae 2, 050, 000 
ee PEE CUMUEROES,, ..n Sta nenceseramecusn ee WO, OOO 
Temporary camp: 

DITION SD etbe Ua ieee diese duck. _... 1, 390, 000 
Dormitories, eafeteria, and. ET seiitcsa citi ikenterien sora 1, 120, 000 
Parking area and entrance road_______-__ ieee as 45, O00 
PIII) UIE is ccc quieres et spencers weenie 310, 000 
Minor contracts... ED ete N Se te ik bd 35, 000 
Engineering and administration pada tat alee 8 3 oP 1, 890, 000 

I teers Mak eal tak asanalh oasnisieiei tid dk ln etiid ed : . Stl ot 9, 011, 000 


Flaming Gorge unit, camp facilities 
Permanent camp: 
Administration building. fire station, conference hall, garages 


and warehouse < 4 “i ‘ pan 100), OOO 
Permanent housing_-_-- . eas ee a teaeadiate tla S00, 000 
Streets, utilities, electric distribution system_ aa 670, 000 
pen eeennee GOmeraces..2 tk. : 230, 000 

Temporary camp: 
Temporary housing units___--_-- adislaenlas dota wade abl 900, 000 
Telephone carrier system____--~-~-- Si a A a ta 70, 000 
Water supply, sewage disposal, and. ‘stree ts conan aS 7 330, 000 
Engineering and administration______._______--_- + 1, 130, 000 
Se aD kk Sh SER ints lh Sob ws thik wach een aid i Jcscnnes 4 880:000 


Mr. Dexuetrmer. Well, Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Rasavrt. Off the record. 

(Off the record.) 

Mr. Rasaur. Back on the record. 

Mr. Dexnermer. We have been doing that for several years—inov\ 
ing trailers—and we borrowed some trailers, got some trailers from 
other projects to move into this area. 

Mr. Ranaut. All right. That is a good way to save money. 

Mr. DexnerMenr. It is not entirely adequi ite sometimes to keep your 
engineers on a job, if their families have to live in the trailer,’ So. 
sometimes we have to provide a little better housing for some of 
them. 

Mr. Ranaut. That is right. 

What are these permanent houses going to cost / 

Mr. Dexnermrr. We are not sure yet until we get bids in the iso 
lated areas 

Mr. Rapavr. The reason I ask that: The committee has been sui 
prised once or twice with what they do. They seem to get loose on us. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. Of course, you understand, we are restricted in the 
floor footage that we are permitted to build in any Government house 





' 
: 
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by regulation ; but in isolated areas we sometimes find that those houses 
are expensive, more expensive than they would be in the city, and some 
of these permanent houses at these isolated sections that are a good 
many miles from the nearest community and over sometimes made 
quate roads, requiring people to go out there to build, run from $20,000 
to $30,000 each. 

Mr. Rasavur. How many bedrooms do they have / 

Mr. Dexuemer. Two and three bedrooms. 

Mr. Rapaur. $30,000 for 2 bedrooms. 

How far are you from a town ¢ 

Mr. Dexuermmer. Well, Flaming Gorge is about 60 miles from the 
nearest railroad or town of any size. 

At Glen Canyon it is 135 miles, and very rugged country. 

Mr. Rapavr. It is a place where economy should be exercised for 
the purpose of curtailing expenses, because it is a matter of how you 
have supplies delivered, and you are going to have to bring your mate- 
rial there for your work, So, you could bring the material in there 
for housing, too. 

Mr. CrostHwarr. Our big cost on those, Mr. Chairman, is for labor, 
and most of the unions in that area have contracts that require the 
contractor not only to pay them the going wages, but likewise to pay 
them an isolation factor that runs those costs up over what they would 
be ina normal community where they have those facilities. 

Mr. Dexuermmer. That is one of our big problems in trying to keep 
down the overall costs. 

The housing probably needs to be built first because I think the aver- 
age payments in Arizona for working in an isolated area, where your 
family cannot be with you, under those labor contracts is about $8 per 
day per man and, so, the contractors, of course, want housing, and we 
need to have our people out there when they are- 

Mr. Rapovur. $8 per dav extra per man / 

Mr. DEXHEIMER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ranour. Yes: you better put that in there. 

Now, I just had the F laming Gorge project up here. 

Are there any questions / 


STATUS OF CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Evins. Mr. Dexheimer, the Upper Colorado storage project was 
approved in the 84th Congress, and, of course, you are just getting 
underway on this great project; is that about right ? 

Mr. DEXHEIMER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. The Glen Canyon and the Flaming Gorge are indicated 
in your justification as under construction. How far along have you 
gotten with the construction / 

Could you give us a picture / 

Mr Dexnemer. Well, on the Glen Canyon we have about 6 or 5 
million dollars in contracts for access roads and for the right diversion 
tunnel which is to carry the flow of the river during the construction. 

We expect to open bids on Thursday, the 11th, for the main dam, 
itself, which will be a very large contract. 

Mr. Evins. In other words, you haven't let the contract yet for the 
building of the dam / 
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Mr. Dexueimer. Not the dam, itself, but we have contracts of a 
$4 million bridge that crosses the canyon just below the dam. 

We have a contract for the ver y large diversion tunnel on the right 
side of the river, at the site, and— 

Mr. Evins. What about the Flaming Gorge unit? How far along 
i construction are you with that? 

Mr. Dexueimer. Flaming Gorge-—we are building the access road 
to get in there under contracts. 

We have done some additional drilling, and we are pretty close to 
getting ready to issue specifications for the dam and the diversion 
tunnels. 

We have had to delay that work because of inadequate money to 
award the contract, and we will have to del: Ly it some more if we stay 
within the budget request that we have before you now for Flaming 
Gorge. 

Mr. Evins. You have made studies for this project for many years. 
Many surveys and investigations were undertaken. 

The President recommended it. 

I believe he has been quoted in the press as having said: “This is a 
thing in which I believe, in deve ‘loping river basins, as a whole.” 

Now, the C ongress has approved it. 

About the Curecanti unit: Y ou are going to build some power dams 
there. That is in the picture, isn’t it? 

How far are you along with that? 

Mr. Dexuemmer. Well, the authorizing legislation requires us to 
submit a more definite plan in conformance with the limitations that 
were put on us by that legislation, and that plan should be ready 
within a few months. 

Mr. Evrns. I notice in the hearings of last year at page 1220 you 
stated that that report would soon be submitted to the Congress. How 
far along with it are you? 

Mr. Larson. That report is scheduled for completion by the end of 
June this year 


POWER AND OTHER BENEFITS OF COLORADO RIVER STORAGE PROJECT 


Mr. Evins. Is it planned to tie in, then, the Glen Canyon unit, the 
Flaming Gorge unit and the Curecanti unit in the triangle and have 
connecting power lines between all those three units ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. There will be a connecting belt line between those three 
and, after that, then the power companies, private power companies, 
will tie into the Government system ? 

Is that the long-range proposal ? 

Mr. DexneiMer. They have indicated they would do that if we 
could sell them power. Of course, under our law, the preference 
agencies have the first call on that power. However, at the present 
time there are not many of those or not very large loads. 

Mr. Evins. The preference customers would be the municipalities 
and the cooperatives, and you don’t have too many in that area? 

Mr. Dexuermer. That’s correct. 

Mr. Evins. So, you anticipate there w ult be a large surplus of power 

available for sale to the private companies ? 





tl 
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Mr. Dexuermer. We think there will be; yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. And that is the feature of the project that will make 
the project pay out, pay back into the Treasury for the Government ? 

Mr. Dexnetmer. Power revenue; yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Now, this project is reclamation, irrigation, and power, 
but there is no navigation feature in this area ? 

It is too rugged for navigation ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. That’s correct. 

Mr. Evins. No navigation at all, is there? 

Mr. Dexuermer. None, other than pleasure boats. 

Mr. Evins. Recreational. 

But it is lar gely irrigational and power. 

How many dams are planned in the overall project to be constructed ? 

Mr. Larson. Colorado storage project—the presentation to the Con- 
gress was based on about 10 large dams ultimately. Some of them 
will be a long way off. 

Mr, Evins. Ten dams. 

How m: iny areas of land that will be irrigated in the entire project 
are contemplated ? 

Mr. Dexuertmer. I think there were about 40 named in the bill. 

Mr. Evins. Forty projects? 

Mr. Dexuiemer. Forty irrigation areas. 

Mr. Evins. How many acres do these 40 areas include ? 

Mr. Dexueimer. About 320,000, total, some of which or a large 
part of which are supplemental w ater supply. 

Mr, Bennerr. The ultimate plan, which went to the 10 storage units 
and all the irrigation projects, would probably furnish irrigation 
water for close to a million acres of land, total, through the basin. 

The 300,000 acres are in the 11 gine authorized participating 
projects. 

Mr. Evins. Eleven authorized participating projects ? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. With 300,000 acres of land to be irrigated ? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. How many kilowatts of power are anticipated to be 
generated with these 11 dams? 

You have got some estimates, I am sure. 

Mr. Dexnermer. Eight or nine hundred thousand at Glen Canyon, 
about eighty-five to a hundred thousand at Flaming Gorge, and I 
don’t believe we have the proposed installations at the other 

Mr. Larson. The total was 1,622,000 kilowatts, I believe for the sys- 
tem of dams that was mentioned at the time of the hearings on the 
project. 





BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Mr. Evins. Last year Mr. Taber asked some questions about the 
benefit-cost ratio, and you did not have firm figures on the various 
projects at the time. Do you have firm benefit-cost figures now ? 

Mr. Brnnert. Yes, sir, and those are shown in the justification 
statements by each unit. 

Mr. Evtns. Which have been put in the record ? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taper. Where? 


91488—57—_—-43 
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Mr. Bennett. For example, on page BR-65 is the one for Glen 
Canyon. 

Mr. Larson. BR-60 for Flaming Gorge. 

Mr. Evins. Do you have available at this time the overall benefit- 
cost ratio for the Colorado River storage project as it is now planned 
and not as initially contemplated ? 

Mr. Larson. I do not, because the benefit-cost ratio was given for 
each individual power project and each individual pence 
project, and that is in the record of the hearings before the Senate 
and House committees. 

Mr. Evins. Couldn’t you supply this committee with an average 
estimate of the overall cost-benefit ratio of this project as it is now 
planned ? 

Mr. Bennett. You mean for the 4 authorized storage units and the 
11 participating projects? 

Mr. Evins. That is correct. 

Mr. Bennett. We can do that. 

Mr. Evrns. I wish you would, please. 

(The information follows :) 

The overall benefit-cost ratio of the authorized Colorado River storage project 
and the 11 participating projects is 1.2 to 1. 

Mr. Evins. How does the Federal investment per acre compare with 
the Federal investment per acre in similar projects throughout the 
country ? 

Mr. Bennett. The Federal investment per acre, sir, which is shown 
on page BR-55, in justification of $713 per acre, has not been properly 
computed. 

That figure actually should be $552 per acre when the proper assign- 
ments are made of the irrigation costs of the storage units. 

That is not out of line with many of the projects in the West. 

Mr. Evrns. In other words, this acreage cost compares favorably 
with similar projects in that area? 

Mr. Benner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evrns. I believe I saw in the justifications the total estimated 
reimbursable amounts that will accrue to the Federal Treasury in the 
operation of the project. 

Mr. Bennett. That is shown starting on page BR-54. The total 
reimbursable allocation is $928,708,000. 

Mr. Evins. Irrigation will represent 258 million plus; municipal, 
industrial water, 45.5 million, and power $624,430,000. 

These are the reimbursable returns to the Treasury from this project. 

How about the nonreimbursable ? 

Mr. Bennett. The nonreimbursables are shown immediately below 
on page BR-54. 

Mr. Evrns. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Recreation—$3,200,000 plus; forest resources devel- 
opment—$48,000, which should not be in there, sir; the flood control— 
$4,500,000 plus, and fish and wildlife—$353,000 plus, for a total of 
$8,206,000. 

Mr. Evins. Are there other intangibles you feel are of great benefit 
that are not calculable by dollars and cents ? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. We think there are many intangibles, many 
intangible values, in a project of this kind. 
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Mr. Dexuermer. We find there are many tangible values also in 
‘eating a more stable opportunity and st: ible income, which is spread 

thrcaaton our entire national economy. 

Mr. Evins. You are just now at the stage where you are ready to 
move forward to an appreciable degree ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. I believe that is all at the moment, Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you. 

Mr, Rasavur. We will stand adjourned until 2 o’clock, 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Kirwan (presiding) I will continue right through with gen- 
eral questioning on the Colorado River storage project and then the 
members of the committee may ask questions, if that is agreeable. 


GLEN CANYON UNIT, ARIZONA-UTAH 


Glen Canyon unit, Arizona-Utah, $17,300,000. 
Pages BR-65-69 will be placed in the record. 
(BR-65-69 are as follows:) 


COLORADO RIVER STORAGE PROJECT, GLEN CANYON UNIT, ArRIzONA-UTAH 


Location.—On the Colorado River in northern Arizona about 4 miles south of 
the Utah-Arizona boundary and 1.4 miles downstream from the mouth of Wah- 
wea} Creek 

Luthorization.—Public Law 485, 84th Congress, 2d session, approved by the 
President, April 11, 1956. 

Description.—The Glen Canyon unit of the Colorado River storage project is 
the largest unit of the project. It will help to provide the longtime regulatory 
storage needed to permit States of the upper division to meet their flow obliga- 
tion at Lee’s Ferry and still utilize their apportioned water. It will also permit 
production of a substantial amount of the electrical energy needed in the upper 
basin. Facilities of the unit include Glen Canyon Dam, reservoir, powerplant, 
switehyard, and camp. The reservoir will store 26 million acre-feet, and the in- 
stalled nameplate rating of the powerplant will be 900,000 kilowatts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.7 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated total obligations___...._..._..._.~~- idlieeiagcoedadaas aceeere ain $299, 789, 838 
ROE, CRN AE Rae [COS dR URGE, COUN acs Ss trecrencignes oes en enemas neetnencesiunas ioe () 

Total obligations, fiscal year 1957_....-.......--_._._.-_.--.--.-.. * 10,377, 000 
Total .oubientiown.: figes!: wees FOGre i eel eee *17, 840, 000 
Balance to complete......~--- ocialahdsetetaliaseigt cca ina weeds ealedlpaaece catiamstaede 271, 572, 838 


1 Financed with general investigation funds, 

2 Includes $500,000 contribution from State of Arizona and allocation of $600,000 from 
Bureau of Publie Roads, 

3 Includes $540,000 contribution from State of Arizona. 

On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program will total $15,602,000. The nar- 


rative justification which follows explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program and 
the relation of costs to obligations. 


Change in total project costs and obligations 


Costs Obligations 





1957 « ficatior $421, 270, 000 $421, 050, 000 
195S ce 300, 615, 000 299, 789, 838 


Decrease. 120, 655, 000 121, 260, 162 
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The total estimated cost of the Glen Canyon unit has been reduced $120,655,000 
as a result of transferring the transmission system to the transmission division 
of the Colorado River storage project, partially offset by an increase of $2,261,000 
to provide for the contribution to the civil service retirement fund. 


Allocation of estimated total project cost 
Reimbursable: 


eee a = ore es aad _ $17, 801, 000 
POWwePia ied Ae elt SZ ait ate au ; Z . 281, 114, 000 
Subtotal, ' rehubursable...........s..-L-.... isa 298, 915, 000 


Nonreimbursable aie ; : See ; 1,700, 000 


rac aa teste ie recon Fee 300, 615, 000 
Repayment of reimbursable costs 

By power revenues____...-...-...-~-- ia rial I a $298, 915, 000 

Se MUR ce ilbaicchebpeanihien abating a ith paca nena 298, 915, 000 


Repayment contracts.—Entire cost will be repaid from power revenues. It is 
not anticipated that any power contracts will be executed in fiscal year 1958 and 
none have been executed to date. 


Physical data 


Feature Type Capacity Height Length 
Glen Canyon Dam and Reser- | Concrete arch 26,000,000 acre-feet 700 feet 1.400 feet. 
voir. 


Glen Canyon powerplant - - - wen neneeeese| 900,000 kilowatts -__. 


Status —As of June 30, 1956, construction had not begun. During fiscal year 
1957, construction will begin on access roads, the bridge across the Colorado River, 
the dam, diversion tunnels, spillway tunnels, cofferdams ,and camp facilities. 
Preconstruction work will be active in connection with the powerplant and 
switchyard. Project investigations in connection with remaining features will 
continue. As of June 30, 1957, construction will be approximately 3 percent 
complete. 

WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


Glen Canyon Dam and Reservoir, $10,672,000.—The program provides for com- 
pletion of the access roads, the bridge across the Colorado River, the right diver- 
sion tunnel, cofferdams, and continuation of excavation for the dam. 

Glen Canyon powerplant and switchyard, $580,000.—Work will be continued 
on final designs, and the prime contract for the dam, awarded in fiscal year 1957, 
will include excavation for powerplant foundation. 

General property, $4,155,000.—The program provides for completion of con- 
struction of the permanent camp and procurement of the major portion of office, 
transportation, stores, shop, laboratory, communication, and work equipment. 

Contribution to civil service retirement fund, $195,000.—Initial year contribu- 
tion to civil service retirement fund. 

Adjustments, —$540,000.—Represents contribution by the State of Arizona. 

Other expenditures and credits, $2,878,000.—Consists largely of expenditures 
for temporary construction camp, housing, service facilities, utilities, stores, and 
equipment which will be charged to permanent project features in subsequent 
years. 

Undelivered orders, —$100,000.—Represents liquidation of contract obligations 
incurred in fiscal year 1957. 
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Colorado River storage project, Glen Canyon unit, Arizona-Utah—Schedule of 
consiruction program fiscal years 1957 and 1958 


Estimated Total to Program Program | Balance to 
Program item total June 30, current |budget year| complete 
1956 year 1957 1958 
| 
1) 2) (3) (4) (5) | (6) 
. Z } | 
Constructiom program: 
Glen Canyon Dam and Reservoir $187, 127, 900 $686, 612! $8, 285, 000) $10, 672, 000}$167, 483, 388 
Glen Canyon powerplant and switch- 
yard ‘ 106, 006, 000 72, 550 540, 000 580, 000) 104, 813, 450 
General property ‘i 5, 221, 000 66, 000 500, 000 4, 155, 000) 500, 000 
Total construction costs 298, 354, 000 825, 162 9, 325, 000 ‘Ls , 407, 000} 272. 796, 838 
Contribution to civil service retirement | 
fund a i. 2, 261, 000 195, 000} 2, 066, 000 
Total project costs 300, 615, 000 825, 162 9, 325,000} 15, 602,000) 274, 862, 838 
Adjustments. -. , 465, 162 —825, 162; —1, 100, 000 - 540, 000} 
Total cost to appropriation - 208, 149, 838 8, 225,000} 15, 062, 000 274, 862, 838 
Other expenditures and credits 1, 640, 000 2. 052, 000 2, 878, 000) amt 290, 000 
Total expenditures 299, 789, 838 10, 277,000} 17,940,000) 271, 572, 838 
Undelivered orders. 100, 000 — 100, 000} 
Total obligations 299, 789, 838 10, 377, 000| 17,840,000} 271, 572, 838 


Method of financing 
Allocation of appropriation, fiscal year 
1957 
Contributions 
Allocation from Burean of Public 
Roads 
Funds required-. 


| ’ 
| 
9, 277, 000 F a 
500, 000 540, 000]... .- 
600, 000 — 
17, 300, O00, 272, 573, 000 


Mr. Kirwan. This unit will cost $300 million. I note this is a reduc- 
tion of $120,655,000 from last year due to transferring the costs of the 
transmission system to another item. Why has a shift in cost been 
made ¢ 

Mr. Dexueimer. Setting up a separate transmission division rather 
than having the transmission line costs included with this dam. 

Mr. Kirwan. The entire costs ¢ hargeable to irrigation, $17,801,000, 
are set up to be paid from power revenues. Why isn’t at least a portion 
of these costs to be repaid by the water users ? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. The water users will have all that they can pay 
with payments for the water users’ irrigation projects. This ‘allocation 
in the reservoir is beyond their ability, and will be paid from power. 

Mr. Bennett. In addition, Mr. Chairman, Public Law 485 specifi- 

cally provides for payment of those costs by power revenues. 

Mr. Kirwan. What is the status of construction, and what is 
planned with the $17,300,000 requested for 1958 ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. The status of construction we explained a little bit 
this morning. We are building the access road and the diversion tun- 
nel on the right side of the river, and a bridge across the canyon. 
We have scheduled bid openings for Apr i 11 for the contract for the 
main dam itself. And that we anticipate awarding in normal course. 
And there will be earnings under those contracts and others, and some 
housing and water supply and sewerage system for the city which will 
grow up close to the job. 

Mr. Kirwan. Has the advance engineering and design on this pro}- 
ect progressed to the point where you have adequate detailed specifi- 
cations to let contracts / 

Mr. Dexneimer. Yes: we are opening bids on those specifications 
the day after tomorrow. 
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Mr. Kirwan. What are bids running compared with the Bureau’s 
estimates ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. In a few cases they are about in line with our esti- 
mates. In the case of this particular area the bridge contract is some- 
what higher than our estimate. The road contracts are about in line 
with our estimate. The tunnel contract was a little lower than our 
estimate. 

Mr. Larson. As a whole, for the 6 contracts let to date the contract 
bids and the engineers’ estimates are about equal. 

Mr. Kirwan. Tell us in detail what camp facilities are planned on 
the project and what they will cost. $4,155,000 is requested for 1958 
for “general property,” including completion of construction of per- 
manent camp. 

Mr. Larson. In the construction of the Government camp there, we 
are making very detailed studies to go along easy and build only the 
very essential housing that needs to be built, with the idea that private 
capital will build the stores and housing even for some Government 
employees, and for everyone else, and the contractor will build his own 
camp for his own employees. 

Mr. Kirwan. Have you got the total cost of the first camp ? 

Mr. Larson. Various estimates have been made, but as I say, the 
final studies on the camp have not been completed, we are feeling our 
way along. 

Mr. Kirwan. Can you give an estimate? What do you think it 
would be? 

Mr. Dexuerer. We have to provide complete town, streets, sewer, 
water that has to be pumped up from the river, and the housing will 
probably run in the neighborhood of 3 or 4 million dollars, depending 
a great deal on whether or not we can get some of the construction by 
other than our own financing. 


DOWNSTREAM WATER COMMITMENTS 


Mr. Kirwan. Here is a question: Please comment on this. The 
amount of water to be released in a proposed construction contract for 
the Glen Canyon Dam is far less than the contractual requirements 
below the Hoover Dam, including Mexican water treaty, southern 
California and Arizona. 

Mr. Dexuermer. The specifications provide for these diversion tun- 
nels, one that is under construction now, another one on the left bank 
of the river. Those tunnels will take the entire flow of the river during 
a large part of the construction work. So there will be no interference 
until 

Mr. Kirwan. Nobody will be bothered downstream ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Until such time as we make the closure of those 
tunnels and take water through the regular outlets or the powerplant, 
which is about three years away. The timing and the method of mak- 
ing that closure is still subject to our control. The method is set up 
in the specifications in order that the contractors may all bid on a firm 
basis for doing the closure in a manner that we think is entirely satis- 
factory. And we will have to determine the timing or any modifica- 
tion of that closure procedure at the time, dependent upon the water 








677 


supply in Lake Mead downstream, and the forecast runoff of the river 
for the season ahead. 

Mr. Kirwan. In other words, you have built so many of those tun- 
nels to divert the water that this one is not going to create too much 
trouble ? 

Mr. Dexnetmer. That is correct. 

Mr. Kirwan. You are going to be able to handle this, and the people 
out there have got no worry ¢ 

Mr. Dexuermer. We took care of their water requirements while 
we were building Hoover and these others, and we are fully aware of 
the requirements of the legislation and the downstream commitments, 
and we will be sure to take care of them. 


NAVAJO UNIT 


Mr. Kirwan. Navajo unit, New Mexico, $1,800,000. Pages 70-73 
for the record . 
(Pp. BR-70-73 follows :) 


CoLoRADO RivER STORAGE PROJECT, NAVAJO UNit, NEW MExIco 


Location.—On San Juan River in northern New Mexico 3 miles below con- 
fiuence of Pine and San Juan Rivers in Rio Arriba County 16.5 miles upstream 
from Blanco. 

Authorization.—Public Law 485, 84th Congress, 2d session, approved by the 
President April 11, 1956 (70 Stat. 105). 

Description.—The primary purpose of the Navajo unit is to provide irriga- 
tion water for the 137,000-acre Navajo project consisting of 109,000 acres of 
Indian reservation lands and 28,000 acres of nonreservation lands. Facilities 
of the unit to be built by the Bureau of Reclamation include only the Navajo 
Dam and the 1,450,000 acre-foot Navajo Reservoir. The dam will be a large 
earth-fill structure and the appurtenant facilities include a spillway and outlet 
works. 

Summarized financial data 


Be SEO: CR sei es in on we insane $36, 887, 000 
"Ptah cmb ram:, Co Tanti BO Di cs sis ssh ie eis asesaccs sc nieces (*) 

Total obligations, fiscal year 1957______ Siaslacidal cada cok abba eine a 800, 000 
ICI. SUDO? SRIMOUE: URUR I I ccc seni vd censoselacins piesa semen ea 1, 800, 000 
See GO COO tsa oo or ee eee 34, 287, 000 


1 Financed with general investigation funds. 


On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program will total $1,530,000. The nar- 
rative justification which follows explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program and 
the relation of cost to obligations. 


Change in total project costs and obligations 


| 
| 
Costs Obligations 
wieientnapenieniaatnammndiiiiiaiene — ia = sl 
| | 
1957 congressional justification $36, 592, 000 $36, 592, 000 
1958 congressional justification 36, 932, 000 36, 887, 000 
Increase... ..- / 340, 000 | 295, 000 


The total estimated cost has been increased by $340,000 to include cost of in- 
vestigations in prior years financed with Colorado River development funds, and 
the adjustment required for the civil service retirement fund contribution. 
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Allocation of estimated total project cost 
teimbursable : 











PIO Sb ae he el cel ce le, it ed oe . $35, 634, 000 

IIs tedicsinicdarecehenteres peakievdsanriasdhaden dix fea eee Scar nc ecnreicnmoianen 35, 634, 000 
Nonreimbursable : 

I en i a ee BAS Sd eR ts re 1, 106, 000 

ts EEE Pee a earce we dail li echt ict iit th bs he boll cna pllh chad 192, 000 

aaa ine Ri al i a eel 36, 932, 000 

Repayment of reimbursable costs 
Bey sn I i ih sik sid esd hbk ke als be cd ewes $35, 634, 000 
TU i a ak esis cca esctn cbse pa hades bleed sti te cserccatal te acceapianetsanen 35, 634, 000 


Repayment contracts.—Reimbursable costs of $35,634,000 will be repaid from 
Colorado River storage project excess power revenues. 


Physical data 


Feature Type Capacity Height | Length 


Navajo Dam and Reservoir- | Earth fill. .-| 1, 450, 000 370 | 3, 750 


} j | 


Status.—As of June 30, 1957, construction will be underway on the access road 
and Government camp. 


WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


Navajo Dam and Reservoir, $1,202,000.—This amount provides for obtaining a 
portion of the right-of-way, contract earnings on the prime contract to be 
awarded late in the fiscal year, and completion of the access road. 

General property, $263,000.—This program will permit completion of the ad- 
ministration buildings and warehouse, permanent housing units, and the water 
supply system. 

Contribution to civil service retirement fund, $65,000.—Initial year contribu- 
tion to civil service retirement fund. 

Other expenditures and credits, $270,000.—These funds are to be expended for 
the construction of temporary camp facilities and housing units. The cost of 
these facilities will be distributed to the permanent features of the project in 
subsequent years. 


Colorado River storage project, Navajo Unit, New Merico—Schedule of construction 
program, fiscal years 1957 and 1958 


Estimated Total to Program Program Balance to 
Program item total | June 30, current {budget year! complete 
| 1956 year 1957 1958 
(1) 2 (3 4) 5) ( 
Construction program: 

Navajo Dam and Reservoir $36, 032, 000 $44, 222 $465, 000 | $1, 202,000 | $34, 320, 778 
General property 600, 000 145, 000 263, 000 192, 000 
Total construction costs. 36, 632, 000 44, 222 610, 000 1, 465, 000 34, 512, 778 

Contribution to civil service retirement } | 
fund 300, 000 65, 000 235, 000 
Total project cost __- | 36, 932, 000 44, 222 610, 000 1, 530, 000 34, 747, 778 
Adjustments 45, 000 44, 222 778 
Total cost to appropriation- 36, 887, 000 610, 000 1, 530, 000 34, 747, 000 
Other expenditures and credits- - 190, 000 270, 000 ~ 460, 000 
Total expenditures : 36, 887, 000 800,000 | 1, 800, 000 34, 287, 000 
Total obligations. . | 36, 887, 000 800, 000 1, 800, 000 34, 287, 000 


Method of financing: 
Allocation of appropriation, fiscal year 
1957 800, 000 
Funds required _.-_- 1, 800, 000 34, 287, 000 
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Mr. Kirwan. What is the status of this dam and reservoir which 
will cost $36,887,000 ? 

Mr. Larson. We are expending the money for this present fiscal 
year and doing a lot of exploration of borrow pits, advancing money 
to the State of New Mexico to build an access road into the dam site, 
and to set up a temporary town, or temporary camp, I should say, 
small, temporary « — and accomplish additional exploratory work 
in the borrow pit area 

Mr. Kirwan. The oe imary porness of this unit is to provide irriga- 
tion water to the Navajo project. Why is the entire irrigation cost t of 
$35,634,000 to be repaid from power revenues instead of at least a por- 
tion by the water users / 

Mr. Larson. The Navajo Reservoir was added as a unit of Colorado 
storage in the legislation. And the whole plan of the project provides 
that later on when a part of a unit is taken over for irrigation by an 
irrigation project, the cost would be transferred against that project, 
and I assume that the plan for the Navajo project will have that cost 
in the total cost of the Navajo project. 


TRANSMISSION DIVISION 


Mr. Kirwan. ‘Transmission division, $100,000.” Pages BR-74-77, 
for the record. 
(Pp. BR-74-77 are as follows :) 


COLORADO RIVER STORAGE PROJECT, TRANSMISSION DIVISION 


Location.—The transmission division of the Colorado River storage project 
will include the facilities necessary to market power generated by powerplants 
of the various units of Colorado River storage project and the participating 
projects. 

Authorization.—Public Law 485, 84th Congress, 2d session, approved by the 
President April 11, 1956 (70 Stat. 105). 

Description.—The primary purpose of the transmission division of the Colorado 
River storage project is to provide for distribution of electrical energy produced 
at both the participating project plants and the powerplants of the Colorado 
River storage project. The facilities will include transmission lines and sub- 
stations of sufficient size to interconnect powerplants and to distribute power to 
load centers where power will be delivered, to municipalities, to cooperatives, to 
States and to other wholesale customers. Interconnections will be made with 
transmission facilities of private utilities. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated total obligations ioe — sa inc isl Pac ag 
Total obligations to June 80, 1006....4..2-......-2.5~- 2s () 

Total obligations, fiscal year 1957______._.-_-----__--- scupepniedaeeiem 48, 000 
Totol obligations, fiscal year 1958__-_---~- cision ee a 100, 000 
Balance to complete__-_ ci teasing Cll DE ts ot at ahcalia sidacuntaueasaae 145, 392, 000 


1 Financed with “General investigations” funds. 

On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program totals $100,000 which is explained 
in the narrative justification which follows. 
Change in total project costs and obligations 

There is no change in cost except the addition of $1,590,000 for civil service 
retirement fund as the transmission division was formerly included in the costs 
of other units of the project. 
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Allocation of estimated total project cost 


teenie $145, SOP, 000 

Py PrP sb ed eg nd ebeilemnteae 145, 590, 000 
Repayment of reimbursable costs: 

I A ie, anti s okicck cline aibbitbbbie aipionaid eee ete ain ee 145, 590, 000 

gs Recat escalk nants uneianticgnenn aelactaaci ina hk cated ameniclcodlaparanckatredan oven sn ellehien este 145, 590, 000 





Repayment contracts.—Entire costs will be repaid from power revenues. It 
is not anticipated that any power sales contracts will be negotiated in fiscal year 
1958 and none have been let to date. 


Physical data 


Glen Canyon-Flaming Gorge transmission line: 


Cee a hla tek de heclicebiehenssstsicbs nn dehabtecaoerin kilovolts__ 230 
Ge err Re, PP erence areas Pere ae ie dtc tt elaeibt ____miles-_ 400 


Other lines as needed. 


Status.—Investigation work only will be in process through fiscal year 1957. 
WORK PROPOSED FISCAL YEAR 1958 


Transmission lines and substations, $96,000.—Investigation work will be con- 
tinued through fiscal year 1958 on the Glen canyon-flaming Gorge transmission 
line along with some work on future transmission lines. 3efore actual con- 
struction of transmission lines is undertaken, it will be necessary to do a con- 
siderable amount of preconstruction work, such as network analyzer studies, 
determination of load centers, serial surveys for line locations, studies to de- 
termine line capacities, rate studies, gathering field and supporting data for final 
designs of transmission lines, substation requirements, and cooperative studies 
with private utilities. 

Contribution to civil service retirement fund, $4,000.—Initial year contribution 
to civil service retirement fund. 


Colorado River storage project, transmission division—Schedule of construction pro- 
gram, fiscal years 1957 and 1958 





Estim ated | Total to Program, Program, | Balance to 
Program item | total June 30, current j|budget ye: ar| complete 
| | 1956 year 1957 1958 
| 
(1) 2) (3) (4) (5) 6) 
Construction program: | } | 
Transmission lines and substations 1$141, 000, 000} $50, 000 $48, 000 $96, 000/$140, 806, 000 
General property 3, 000, 000} | 3, 000, 000 
Total construction cost- | 144, 000, 000} 50, 000 48, 000 96, 000} 143, 806, 000 
Contribution to civil service retirement 
fund = 1, 590, 000 z 4, 000 1, 586, 000 
Total project cost 145, 590, 000 50, 000 48, 000 100, 000) 145, 392, 000 
Adjustments - -- : s : 50, 000 - 50, 000 | 
Total cost to appropriation- 145, 540, 000 48, 000 100, 000! 145, 392, 000 
Total expenditures. | 145, 540, 000 48, 000 100, 000! 145, 392, 000 
Total obligations. .___- | 145, 540, 000 | 48, 000 100, 000! 145, 392, 000 
Method of financing: 
Allocation of enn fiscal year | | 
1957__- | 48, 000 i 
Funds required , 100, 000} 145, 392, 000 


Mr. Kirwan. What is involved in this item which has a total cost 
of $145.540,000 ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. That is planning for the transmission system that 
will be used to dispose of the power from these various projects. 

Mr. Kirwan. Only $100,000 is requested for study in 1958; is that it? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes. 
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ADVANCE PLANNING 


Mr. Kirwan. “Advance planning,” $1,142,000; pages BR-78-82, for 
the record. 
(Pp. BR-78-82 are as follows:) 


COLORADO RIVER STOBAGE PROJECT AND PARTICIPATING PROJECTS, ADVANCE 
PLANNING 


Description—The advance planning program consists of detailed planning 
studies involving collection of field data, land classification, foundation explora- 
tion, topographic mapping, aerial mapping, and other engineering and economic 
studies necessary for the preparation of definite plan reports and start of con- 
struction. 

Summarized financial data 


Estimated total obligations.__......__-____ glee ate $3, 698, 398 
en Seen SN: CO ok UTR, GD as ectonesnert cence cchciopenionicenspntctnasanillcdicies edasaeae Ft 
Total cpmitions; fecul year 100. 262 ea ee ee 1, 575, 000 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1958 
Jalance to complete______~_- 
1 Financed from general investigation funds. 


Dk Saiesabbiaes didi eid a aiedlad Sieaas? oe 
en anette 981, 398 


On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program will total $1,195,037. This pro- 
gram is explained in the narrative justification which follows. 

Status.—By the end of the current fiscal year, definite plan reports will have 
been completed for the Vernal unit of the Central Utah project and the Paonia 
project. A supplemental report demonstrating economie feasibility as required 
in Public Law 485 will have been prepared on the Curecanii unit and planning 
will be underway on all the remaining participating projects with the exception 
of the LaBarge project. 

WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


The requested $1,142,000 for this activity will be used for the collection of 
field data, including land classification, foundation exploration and topographic 
surveys, and the performance of engineering and economic studies which are 
necessary prerequisites to the start of construction. With these funds, the plan- 
ning activity will be carried forward at a rate which will allow completion of 
5 definite plan reports by the end of the fiscal year, 2 in fiscal year 1959 and 3 
in 1960. These funds will also provide for any necessary work in connection 
with the quality of water study required by section 15 of Public Law 485. The 
storage units and participating projects on which advance planning will be un- 
derway are as follows: 

Colorado River storage project 

Curecanti unit, Colorado, $46,878.—A supplemental report covering the eco- 
nomic feasibility of the unit as required by Public Law 485 will have been com- 
pleted by the end of the prior year. The program for fiscal year 1958 will per- 
mit processing the supplemental report and performing any necessary studies 
arising from congressional consideration of that report, as well as completing 
the definite plan report. 

Participating projects 

Central Utah project, Utah, $329,515.—The program provides for continuation 
of detailed studies and surveys on remaining units of the initial phase. 

Emery County project, Utah, $23,174.—This program will provide for adver- 
tising for bids on a contract for photogrammetric mapping of the project lands 
and continuation of engineering and economic studies, detailed land classification 
work, and negotiations with water users leading up to a definite plan report in 
fiscal year 1960. 

Florida project, Colorado, $74,109.—Topographic mapping, detailed land classi- 
fication, and related engineering and economic studies were initiated in fiscal 
year 1957. The fiscal year 1958 program contemplates continuing those studies 
leading to completion of a definite plan report during the following fiscal year. 





i 
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Hammond project, New Meawico, $100,803.—As a continuation of the planning 
performed in fiscal year 1957, work will be underway in fiscal year 1958 on de- 
tailed engineering and economic studies, preparation of plans and estimates and 
negotiations with the local interests with the objective of completing the definite 
plan report by the end of the year. 

LaBarge project, Wyoming, $5,347.—During fiscal year 1958 negotiations with 
the water users and preconstruction studies leading to a definite plan report in 
fiscal year 1960 will be started. 

Lyman project, Wyoming, $10,000.—This program will provide for continuation 


of negotiations with water users and initiation of detailed land classification 


surveys and other fieldwork. Topographic mapping of project lands by photo- 
grammetric mapping is also scheduled to be advertised for bids. The definite plan 
report on the unit is to be completed in fiscal year 1960. 

Paonia project, Colorado, $30,067.—A definite plan report will be completed 
during the current fiscal year. During fiscal year 1958 preconstruction surveys 
and negotiations with the water users are scheduled to continue. 

Pine River project extension, Colorado-New Mevico, $105,601.—During fiscal 
year 1958, work will be completed on the detailed economic and engineering 
studies, designs and estimates will be prepared and a definite plan report com- 
pleted in anticipation of starting construction the following fiscal year. 

Seedskadee project, Wyoming, $310,649.—Detailed surveys and studies neces- 
sary for the preparation of a definite plan report and final designs and specifica- 
tions are underway during the current year. The fiscal vear 1958 program con- 
templates continuation of these studies and completion of the definite plan report. 

Silt project, Colorado, $40,000.—This program will provide for the continuation 
of detailed engineering and economic studies and the preparation of designs and 
estimates with the objective of completing the definite plan report by the end of 
fiscal year 1959. 

Smith Fork project, Colorado, $62,394.—During fiscal year 1958 the detailed 
preconstruction studies will be completed and a definite plan report prepared. 
Repayment negotiations will also be carried on with the water users. 

Quality of water studies, $20,000.—Section 15 of Public Law 485 directed the 
Secretary of the Interior to continue the study of the quality of water in the 
Colorado River Basin and to make a report thereon to the Congress and the States 
of the Colorado River Basins. This will be a cooperative study between the 
Bureau of Reclamation and the Geological Survey. The amount shown for fiscal 
year 1958 will provide for the Bureau’s participation in this program. 

Contribution to ciwil service retirement fund, $37,000.—These funds are re- 
quired for initial contribution to the civil service retirement fund as required by 
Public Law 854. 

Other expenditures and credits, —$53,037.—Represents credits for prior year 
expenditures for service facilities and stores which are being charged to specific 
investigations in fiscal year 1958. 
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Schedule of construction program fiscal years 1957 and 1958—Colorado River storage 
project and participating projects, advance planning 

















Estimated | Totalto | Program | Program | Balance to 
Program item total | June 30, current j|budget year| complete 
1956 year 1957 1958 
(1) (2 (3) (4) (5) | (6) 
— eee —_—e ae aoe ——— poatmee —_—_--;—— 
Advance planning: Colorado River storage | 
project Curecanti unit, Colorado | $343, 000 $174, 217 $121, 905 | $46, 878 |.......- 
Participating projects: | 
Central Utah (initial phase, Utah 2, 170, 000 1, 390, 010 | 450, 475 329, 515 |...- 
Emery County, Utah | 267,000 | 32, 317 | 10, 000 23, 174 | $201, 509 
Florida, Colo 253, 000 | 33, 891 | 91,000 | 74, 109 | 54, 000 
Hammond, N. Mex 185, 000 70, 701 | 13, 996 100, 303 
La Barge, Wyo-- F | 235, 000 85, 729 j.... 5, 347 143, 924 
Lyman, Wyo-..---- | 510, 000 111, 401 4,700 10, 000 383, 899 
Paonia, Colo ; 316, 000 15, 633 | 270, 300 | 30, 067 |._.- , 
Pine River extension, Colorado-New | | 
Mexico 284, 000 | 94, 699 83, 700 105, 601 
Seedskadee, Wyo. | 1,110,000 441,430 | 357,921 310, 649 | 
Silt, Colo._..-- pokes 4 | 157, 000 71, 640 6, 155 40, 000 | 39, 205 
Smith Fork, Colo...._-- | 202,000 100, 934 | 38, 672 62, 304 |___- 
Quality of water_....._-- 190, 000 |.. | 20, 000 20, 000 150, 000 
Contribution to civil service retirement | | 
REST ER eases a 86, 000 |. ; | 37, 000 | 49, 000 
URGE DORE... 6ncnenebsens — 6, 308, 000 2, 622, 602 1, 468, 824 | 1, 195, 037 1,02 21, 537 
Adjustments aman’ oe |~ 2, 622, 602 |—2, 622, 602 |___- te re ; 
Total cost to appropriation 3, 685, 398 }_._- seal oly 468, 824 1, 195, 037 
Other expenditures and credits. .___._..___]-..--- ona Niles am 106, 176 Poe 
Total expenditures. ............-.-..] 3,685, 398 |.....- yy 575,000 | 1, 142,000 968, 398 
"DORE CRMRAIIIN, « iisic se mn tescciweiicn 3, 685, 308 j..-..... 1, 575, 000 1, 142, 000 | 968, 398 
Method of financing: 
Allocation of appropriation, fiseal y« 
1057... pee awddndnaied ecshieen Pak ‘sid dn ial dace BOG, Ge tie siccbsitdcsintcedete 
Funds required .--- Pini mneminmhbnions Sckcuibh aédiades a ieenedsees 1 103,000 | 968, 000 


Mr. Kirwan. What will be the total cost of advance planning on 
the Colorado River storage project and the participating projects? 

Mr. Bennert. At the present time, Mr. Chairman, it would appear 
that the total cost of the units contained in Public Law 485 will run 
about another $2 million, including fiscal 1958 and thereafter. 

Mr. Kirwan. Briefly explain what planning will be continued 
and initiated under the request for $1,142,000 ? 

Mr. Bennetr. For fiscal year 1958 we plan to continue work on pre- 
paring the 11 participating projects authorized in Public Law 485 for 
construction up to the point where we are able to issue designs and 
specifications. We culminate that type of ott with the issuance of a 
definite plan report. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
Mr. Kirwan. “Operation and maintenance.” Pages BR-92-107, 


BR-121-124, for the record. 
(BR-92-107 and BR-121-124 are as follows:) 
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IMPERIAL DAM PROJECT, ARIZONA-CALIFORNIA 


Summarized financial data 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1956_._.........__________________ sibs ti talon $40, 467 
nen rn ame $46, 000 
Sa POE URS UCR cheese ome menepe een __ 46,000 


Fiscal year 1958 allotment 





ce ee ee ee 49, 600 


On a cost basis the 1958 program will total $49,600. The narrative justification, 
which follows, explains the 1958 cost program. 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


Location.—Imperial Dam is on the Colorado River approximately 19 miles up- 
stream from Yuma, Ariz. Laguna Dam, operated as an appurtenance of Imperial 
Dam, is 3 miles downstream from Imperial Dam. 

Description.—Imperial Dam, the diversion structure for the All-American Canal 
in California and the Gila project gravity main canal in Arizona was constructed 
as a feature of the All-American Canal system authorized under the Boulder 
Canyon Project Act (45 Stat. 1057) approved December 21, 1928. 

Operation—Under terms of the March 1952 amendatory contract with the 
Imperial Irrigation District, operation and maintenance of the All-American 
Canal, together with the desilting works, headworks, and trash racks at Imperial 
Dam, were transferred to the district on May 1,1952. Retained as reserved works 
at the dam were the sluice gates, sluiceway channel, and overflow section which 
are operated and maintained by the Bureau of Reclamation with funds advanced 
by all agencies and projects sharing in the use of water diverted at Imperial 
Dam and the Gila project headworks which is operated and maintained by the 
Bureau of Reclamation for the Gila project. 

In addition to care and operation of the reserved works, the Bureau of Recla- 
mation has a continuing responsibility under the Mexican Water Treaty of 1944 
and the All-American amendatory contract to make investigations and analyses 
in the fields of hydrography and sedimentation, prepare master schedules of all 
diversions and regulatory river flow at Imperial and Laguna Dams, and supervise 
all phases of activity in connection with such operations. The following esti- 
mates are for funds required to fulfill these responsibilities. 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1958, cost program 


Difference, 
| increase (+-) 


Program or de- 
fiscal year | crease (—), 
1958 1958 com 
pared with 
1957 
Water control 
Imperial Dam supervision: For continued supervision of operations at | | 
Imperial and Laguna Dams, preparation of master schedules, hydrog- | 
raphy of river and canal flows, and sampling of water for determination | 
of sediment and salt content. Increase is result of additional cost of | | 
hydrographic services performed by U. 8S. Geological Survey $40, 800 +-$4, 100 
Other expense: No expense in this category in 1958_- | —749 
General expense: For normal administrative expense in connection with 
project activities. Reduction is result of decreased requirement for | 
maintenance of radio communication facilities | 8, 000 —1, 500 
Contribution to civil-service retirement fund: Initial-year contribution to | 
civil-service retirement fund ; 1, 000 +1, 000 
Total operation and maintenance cost - . 49, 800 +-2, 851 
Transfers, credits, and other evpenditures: Amount represents transferred | 
regional solicitor’s costs which does not require funding | 200 | +749 
Total cost to appropriation._..................-.-- ‘ 49, 600 | +-3, 600 
| 
RECONCILIATION TO TOTAL OBLIGATIONS 
Cost adjustment 
Total obligations. - ” aaa shade Macias = 4 49, 600 4-3, 600 
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Cost by functions, fiscal year 1958 





I i sy shsaeacomntiscaneetnnitasgica tack ileal a i a eS $48, 800 
Contribution to civil-service retirement fund_.____-__-_-_-_-_-_- 1, 000 
Transfers, credits and other expenditures_._._.....____-____-_- —200 
SMUME CHIE CO CREPES TORN RCN sts dcronsns ccm ae neha natowaae ed 49, 600 
YUMA PROJECT, ARIZONA-CALIFORNIA 
Summarized financial data 
TOotR) Obpeikions. FOPal VOU Tne menccsccercke orice cacimesais sarin oeecteactca eee $302, 770 
Fiscal year 1957: 
DACRE, 5 osicasccss hus RE TROT Orn ee on OM See» $140, 000 
PUNRGS QAVANCEE DY WARE NOE Bancicnicnc die inictnse eet 33, 250 
Total obligations, Gecul year 1007.0 ..c to 173, 250 
Fiscal year 1958: 
Allotment____- cite asi tla ills eet ine tee, crak aes $172, 300 
Punds advanced by water ue@0ftina...nnccuscccciccenens 36, 000 
Total obligations, . fiscal year:1006.... ..6<scise cece ce chatielake 208, 300 


On a cost basis the 1958 program will total $208,300, which includes cost 
financed with funds advanced by water users. The narrative justification, which 
follows, explains the 1958 cost program. 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


Location.—In the extreme southwestern part of Yuma County, Ariz., and the 
extreme southeastern part of Imperial County, Calif., on either side of the Colo- 
rado River. 

Description.—Project facilities consist of a 2,000 cubic feet per second capacity 
main canal 3.5 miles long; 2 separate lateral systems; 1 serving water to 14,610 
acres and the other serving 51,936 acres. A powerplant on the main canal has a 
nameplate rating of 1,600 kilowatts. Laguna Dam, the original diversion struc- 
ture, is operated and maintained as an appurtenance of Imperial Dam by the 
All-Americn Canal System. The project water supply is diverted from the All- 
American Canal. 

Operation.—The main canal and reservation division lateral and drainage sys- 
tems and the Siphon Drop powerplant are operated and maintained by the Bureau 
of Reclamation with appropriated funds. The valley division lateral and drain- 
age systems are under the care and operation of the Yuma County Water Users 
Association. The association advances funds for its share of main canal opera- 
tion and maintenance expense and general and administrative expenses. 
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Work proposed, fiscal year 1958, cost program 








Difference, 
| increase (+-) 
or de- 
crease (— 





t 
' Program 
| fiscal year 
1958 
Reservation division: 
All-American Canal connections: For normal expense of regulating water 
delivered through 4 connections; maintenance requirements are also | 
provided $3, 200 | 
Yuma main canal, stations 538 to 718: For normal net expense of opera- 
tion and maintenance of the common feature main canal and allocated | 
shares of All-American Canal—Reserved works operation and mainte- 
nance expense and Imperial Irrigation District operation and mainte- | 
nance of the All-American Canal; increase due to above normal 
maintenance work to be done on California spillway structure 8, 280 
Reservation-division laterals: For normal expense of regulating and de- | 
livering water to the irrigated area and for adequate maintenance of 
the lateral system; reduction due to extra maintenance work performed 
in fiscal year 1957__ aha 64, 620 
Reservation-division drains: For normal expense of maintaining records 
of ground-water elevations, measuring open drain flow and mainte- 
nance of drainaze channels; reduction is result of additional cleaning 
done in fiscal year 1957 12, 500 
Water-users accounting and collecting: For scheduling water delivered 
to the division and maintaining records of water delivered to individ- 
uals for billing purposes | 4, 500 
General expense: For norma] administrative expense and general services | 
performed in connection with activity; increase due to increase in | 
general services - wesianihintenn 19, 700 
Replacements and additions: For making the 2d cut on drain No. 9 and 
the acquisition of 1 Grandall-type ditch-cleaning machine 29, 000 
Total, reservation division ‘ 141, 800 
Valley division: 
Joint expense: For allocated shares, on a capacity use basis, of All- 
American Canal—Reserved works operation and maintenance and 
Yuma main canal operation and maintenance and for maintenance of 
pewer connections and metering facilities; increase due to above normal 
maintenance to be done on the California spillway structure 27, 022 
General expense: For normal administrative and general expense in con- 
nection with division; reduction due to above normal expense during 
fiscal year 1957 for land disposal. 8, 478 
Total, valley division atusdent ‘ as - = | 35, 500 
Power division: | 
Siphon drop powerplant: For norma! expense of supervisionand engineer 
ing, station labor and supplies in connection with plant operation and 
required maintenance of operator’s residence, plant building and plant | 
equipment; increase due to periodic maintenance requirements 22, 500 
Siphon drop switchyard: For normal expense of cleaning transformer oil, 
testing of equipment, and maintenance of protective fence and station 
equipment; reduction due to above normal maintenance cost in fiseal | 
ME DE « 16+ <séenetbakesehusannseoad coiacitecmiaiadnine Sate | 1, 000 
General expense: For normal] expense in connection with administration | 
and general services furnished to division: increase due to increase in 
general services... 5, 600 
Sees CNN fi ee nbisl ue ees as | 29, 100 
Contribution to Civil Service retirement fund: Initial-year contribution | 
tocivil-serviceretirement fund.......................... ‘ 4, 800 
Total, operation and maintenance cost : | 211, 200 
Transfers credits an other expenditures: Represents $2,500 equipment | 
depreciation and $400 transferred regional solicitor’s cost which do not 
require funding a / | 2, 900 
Total cost toappropriation and funds advanced { 208, 300 
RECONCILIATION TO TOTAL OBLIGATION 
SIE iiihininsd ci dened esemnicee 
Total obligations__............ ee a a 208, 300 
! 
| 
: 
} 
} 
: 
j 
iH 


1958 com- 


pa 


red with 
1957 


+3895 


—2, 551 


+1, 400 
— 128, 440 


— 130, 196 


+4 O00 
+4, SOO 


118, 873 
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Costs by functions, fiscal year 1958 
Prrigatio®....«-=- ane ee Se 


BI cectnchcnne mickakhianahiahtarencanhindeadstiiia celle iia diame att be 29, 100 
Contribution to CSR fund = aeihalth  cocsaituet cueiiesa nae en cy all, 4. 800 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures__-.._.-._-_________________ —2, 900 
Total cost to appropriation and funds advanced_______-________ 208, 300 
Project statistics— Yuma project, Arizona-California 
Estimated 
| Actual, fiscal Seas 
Feature of item | Unit year 1956 
Fiscal year Fiscal year 
1957 1958 
FACILITIES OPERATED BY BUREAU 
Irrigation system: 
Irrigable acreage for service: Irriga- 
tion service land, full Acres 14, 610 14, 610 14, 610 
Irrigated area_-_- do 9, 997 10, 300 10, 300 
Gross crop value Dollars 1, 613, 330 1, 648, 000 1, 648, 000 
Average gross crop value per acre do 161 160 160 
Diversion dams.- Numbe1 1 1 | l 
Canals. Miles- - . 3.5 3.5 3.5 
Laterals do 115 115 115 
Drains. do 9 10 10 
Telephone lines. ..do 3 3 3 
Operating roads do 125 25 125 
Power system 
Annual! sales Kilowatt-hours 7, 319, 207 15, 600, 000 15, 600, 000 
Total power revenues Dollars 22, 129 50, 000 50, 000 
Powerplants...._- Number 1 ] 1 
Plant capacity... Kilowatts 1, 600 1, 600 1, 600 
Patrol roads Miles 3 3 3 
Transmission lines do 4] $1 4) 
Substations. Number. 5 5 5 
Substations, capacity Kilovolt-ampere 1, 800 1, 800 1, 800 
FACILITIES OPERATED BY WATER USERS 
Irrigation svstem 
Irrigable acreage for service: Irriga- | Acres 51, 936 1, 936 51, 936 
tion service land—Full 
Irrigated area do 45, 539 45, 600 45, 600 
Gross crop value Dollars 14, 617, 590 14, 820, 000 14, 820, 009 
Average gross crop value per acre do 321 325 325 
Canals Miles 19 49 49 
Laterals.. do 145 145 145 
Drains do 100 100 100 
Operating roads do 140 140 140 


1 Operated and maintained by Parker-Davis project 


CoLorapo RIVER FRONT WorRK AND LEVEE SYSTEM, ARIZONA-CALIFORNIA-NEVADA 


Summarized financial data 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1956 $1, 023, 074 
Fiscal year 1957 allotment . ‘ aera ee 
Total obligations, fiscal vear 1957 : z 1, 285, 000 
Fiscal vear 1958 allotment $1, 563, 900 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1958 anit se a ee AN set 1, 563, 900 

On a cost basis the 1958 program will total $1,583,900. The narrative jus- 
tification, which follows, explains the 1958 cost program and the relation of costs 
to obligations. 


9148S , 


=! 
oo 





i 
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JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


Location.—Along the 700-mile reach of the Colorado River extending from Lees 
Ferry, Ariz., to the Mexican boundary at Yuma, Ariz. From Lees Ferry to the 
upper portion of Lake Mead the river flows through northern Arizona. Through 
the major portion of Lake Mead, all of Lake Mohave, and below Davis Dam, 
the lakes and rivers form a dividing line between Arizona on the east, and Nevada 
and California on the west. Several irrigation projects border the river in its 
lower reach and the major communities along the river are Boulder City, 
Nev. ; Needles and Blythe, Calif., and Yuma, Ariz. 

Description.—The act of June 28, 1946, 60 Stat. 338, amended previous acts and 
authorized annual appropriations on a nonreimbursable basis out of any moneys 
in the Treasury of the United States not otherwise appropriated to defray the cost 
of (a) operating and maintaining the Colorado River front work and levee system 
in Arizona, California, and Nevada; (b) constructing, improving, extending, 
operating, and maintaining the protection and drainage works and systems along 
the Colorado River; (c) controlling said river and improving, modifying, straight- 
ening, and rectifying the channel thereof; and (d) conducting investigations and 
studies in connection therewith. Work now underway is in accord with the 
authoriziny legislation and the report on comprehensive plan, Colorado River 
channelization, Big Ben to Needles division, approved by the Commissioner, 
April 27, 1955. 

Operation.—All work for the system is a responsibility of the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 





Work proposed, fiscal year 1958, cost program 


Difference, 
increase (-+-) 


Program, or de- 
fiscal year crease (—), 
1958 1958 com- 
pared with 

1957 


Yuma area, drainage studies: For transfer to the Geological Survey as re- 
quirea for use in making hydrologic and geologic studies and for preparation 
of a report on ground-water drainage conditions in the Yuma area. Com- 
pletion of studies during this year accounts for reduced costs $54, 000 — $6, 000 

River surveys and investigations: The program provides for the continuation 
of studies of river problems, including degradation and aggradation survey, | 
Davis Dam to the boundary; river bottom surveys and investigations; 
water stage studies and sedimentation stuaies; special surveys as may be 
required: and study and evaluation of collected data in relation to channeli 
zation problems, including a planned comprehensive report of channeliza- 
tion requirements embracing the Cibola Valley 100, 000 

Davis Dam to Topock (Mohave Valley) division. The program calls for 
routine maintenance of the channel levee svstem, Needles to Topock;: the 
portion of the channel levee, Big Bend to Needles, which will have been 
completed prior to and during fiscal year 1957; minor routine channe! clean- 
ing by dredge in the completed portions of the main channel; routine 
maintenance of protective works along completed reaches of the channel; | 
routine maintenance and repair of extended access and service roads as | 
required for the transportation of rock and gravel; operation of dredge 
The Colorado for a dredging season of 10 months to advance the chan- 
nelization in the Big Bend to Needles reach approximately 7 miles, and 
disposal of dredged spoil along riverbanks, channel and levee alinement 
and control structures; shaping of dredge spoil to form prism dimensions of 
riverbanks, channel levee and control structures, and contract borrow 
where dredge spoil is inadequate to construct levee; surfacing of levee and 
structure roads as required by contract; partial protection of newly com- 
pleted raw riverbanks and control structures; and extension of access and | 
service roads as require’ for transportation of rock and gravel. Increase is | 
due to additional requirement for maintenance of raw riverbank exposed 
in channel extension in prior year, extension of channel protection into the 
7 mile-reach of new channel and requirement for extension of existing 


access and service roads to the new section of channelization 1,015, 200 +-229, 900 
Yuma Area Division. Routine inspection and maintenance of 43 miles of 
levees in the Yuma Valley 5, 000 | djabte 


Palo Verde division: Inspection and maintenance of the Cibola pilot channel, 
rental and services costs of Blythe field office facilities. Decrease is due to 
elimination of requirement for maintenance of the Palo Verde temporary | 


weir with its replacement by the permanent structure 1,950 | —15, 000 
Topock Gorge division: For initiation of dredging in the Topock Gorge as | 

described in the comprehensive plan report, Big Bend to Needles, Calif. | 

The amount programed will provide for operation of the 12-inch dredge for | 

approximately 5 months, The increase is due to expansion of dredging 

operations. -. -. pnivebnnkee cons cedseinee aematan as si 172, 000 | + 143, 000 








689 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1958, cost program—Continued 


| Difference, 
| increase (+-) 





Program, or de- 
fiscal year crease (—), 
| 1958 1958 com- 
| pared with 
| 1957 
Headquarters Division, Needles: Maintenance of office, shop, and ware- 
house facilities at the Needles operating yard; the maintenance of 28 Gov- | 
ernment-owned housing units; maintenance of the temporary bridge over 
the river at Needles; maintenance, repair, and replacement of furniture, 
recording machine equipment and radio communication equipment. | 
Purchase of misceilaneous equipment including replacement of 2 sedans, } 
1 pickup and 1 survey panel truck; small equipment used in shop opera- | 
tions; acquisition and replacement of miscellaneous work equipment re- | 
quired in quarrying and road construction operations; and major overhaul 
f operating equipment including costs of drydocking of dredge The Colo- 
ado for overhaul and painting of underwater sections. General expense 
of normal administrative functions including salaries, transportation, 
office supplies, protective services and overhead chargeable to the Schan- 
nelization and maintenance program. The net decrease results princi 
pally from reduced costs in acquisition of equipment although some | 
crease in general expense is indicated with the expanded program $391, 250 —$160, 500 
Contribution to civil-service retirement fund: Initial year contribution 59, 500 +59, 500 
Total operation and maintenance cost. 1, 798, 900 +250, 900 
lransfers, credits, and other expenditures: Represents $200,000 estimated 
lepreciation chargeable to work equipment used on the project, $15,000 
timated receipts for rental of Government-owned housing 215, 000 +17, 554 
Total cost to appropriation. ; 1, 583, 900 +-268, 454 
RECONCILIATION “TO TOTAL OBLIGATIONS 
Cost adjustments: Reduction in stores account rn 2 ee 20, 000 +10, 446 
Total obligations. -. deinen : : 1, 563, 900 +278 900 
Costs by functions, fiscal year 1958 
Maintenance of river (nonreimbursable)—.......---~.<__.____.___- $1, 739, 400 
Contribution to civil-service retirement fund____-____-__________-__ 59, 500 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures__________-_-----__.___ —215, 000 
Total cost to appropriation_____-__~_- oikeuteale aie eee: FL 
30ULDER City PrRoJEcT, NEVADA 
Summarized financial data 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1956_______ ate ; =i Joo. 2 See 
Pisenl year3e0« Gllotiiettsc nnn cdwiesd conics, 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1957 pasaces ae oc eee oat _ 645, 000 
ROR ean Eire, CATE IU cette eects dr ccpeerndevagien tye ended ese niet 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1958__....._._.________- ee _.___. 636, 700 


On a cost basis the 1958 program will total $641,700. The narrative justifica- 
tion, which follows, explains the 1958 cost program and the relation of costs 
to obligations. 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


Location.—Boulder City is located in southeastern Nevada, 7 miles southwest 
of Hoover Dam, on U. S. Highway 93. The city was built entirely on reclama- 
tion withdrawn land. 

Description.—The Boulder City municipal office is an offshoot of the Boulder 
Canyon project. It was established by Order No. 2650 of the Secretary of the 
Interior, dated July 27, 1951. The Boulder Canyon project was authorized 


mt, 
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under the Boulder Canyon Project Act of December 21, 1928 (ch. 42, 45 Stat. 
1057). 

The townsite is about 2 square miles in area and has a population of about 
4,000 persons. Originally constructed for the purpose of housing personnel 
working on Hoover Dam, the town now provides facilities for Government em- 
ployees of the Bureau of Reclamation, the Bureau of Mines, and the National 
Park Service. The Department of Water and Power of the City of Los Angeles, 
and the Southern California Edison Co., which agencies operate the generating 
equipment at Hoover Dam as agents of the United States, also have employees 
living in Boulder City. In addition to these employees directly connected with 
Government or associated endeavors, there is a considerable number of persons 
who operate private business establishment, as well as persons emploved outside 
of Boulder City, and a substantial number of retired persons. During World 
War II the Government, through the Defense Homes Corporation, built a good 
many residence buildings to accommodate employees of the war plants in Hen- 
derson, about 12 miles from Boulder City. This required additional municipal 
facilities and utilities by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Operation.—In order to establish adequate facilities for a population of 
nearly 4,000, the city has provided a city management, police and fire protec- 
tion, maintenance department for streets, sidewalks, and street lights; parks, 
lawn, and parkways; water and electric systems; sewer system: publie build- 
ings ; and Government-owned dwellings. 

Secretarial Order No. 2650 entitled “Administration of Boulder City, Ney.,” 
was executed by Secretary Chapman on July 27, 1951. This order established 
administrative segregation between the Boulder Canyon project and the Boulder 
City municipality and also provided for a Boulder City municipal office under 
the supervision of a city manager appointed by the Commissioner of the Bureau 
of Reclamation, and the establishment of an advisory council composed of 
representatives of the local residents, the power allottees, the director of region 
3 of the Bureau of Reclamation, and other Interior agencies having emplovees 
in the area. 

The repayment status of Boulder City is not analyzed separately since the 
city is still legally a part of the Boulder Canyon project, and the repayment status 
is considered as a whole and is provided in the general regulations of the project. 
The Boulder City municipal office revenues for fiscal year 1956 exceeded the 
appropriation by $30,182. 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1958, cost program 


Ditfer 
} 
nereas 
Fiscal veal wv a 
1958 crea 
58 com 
| 
} pared wit! 


City utilities: For continued operation and maintenance of the electric and 
water distribution systems. - $2: 
City management: For continued operations under this heading I 
Municipal facilities: For continued operation and maintenance of the city 
facilities, which include fire protection, police protection, health and sani- 
tation, streets, sidewalks, curbs, parks and parkways, municipal build- 
ings, and housing. The increase is due to wage board increases in the pay 
scale for hourly workers and other normal increases 383, 200 +310, 200 
Replacements: $25,000 was scheduled in fiscal year 1957 for replacement of 
fire fighting equipment. No amount is scheduled for fiscal year 1958 2 
Deferred maintenance and improvements .—$30,000 was scheduled in fiscal year 
1957 to survey and plat city lots and blocks for recording the plats in the 


county records. No amount is scheduled for fiseal year 1958 — 30), OM 
Contribution to civil service retirement fund: Initial year contribution to 
civil service retirement fund 30, 500 0. OW) 
Total operation and maintenance cost 776, 700 4, 300 
lransfers, credits, and other expenditures: Represents nonappropriation cost 
transfers between the project and city —135, 000 MM), 441 
Total cost to appropriation - 641, 700 4, 741 


RECONCILIATION TO TOTAL OBLIGATIONS 


Cost adjustments: Reduction in stores inventory... -. bnwghatel —5, 000 +26, 441 


Total obligations... a i 8 er ae | 636, 700 | 8, 00) 
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Costs by functions, fiscal year 1958 


Nomuittity: operating costs... 56220 a EL Be Len cates 52 “SP ee 
Contributions to civil service retirement fund______________________ a, 500 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures_______________-____-____- 35, 000 


OGRE CONG CO WIIU UNION oo. cSt bis eee enamel 641, 700 


Mr. Kirwan. $2,458,500 for 4 projects. 

One hundred thousand dollars was provided for this year and an- 
other $100,000 is requested in 1958 for “River surveys and investiga- 
tions” under the O & M item for the Colorado River front work and 
levee system. How much has been spent to date for these surveys, and 
what will be the total cost ? 

Mr. Crostuwatt. $715,113 through February 28. 

Mr. Kirwan. How does this work relate to all the other investiga- 
tions being done on the Colorado River? 

Mr. Crostuwarrt. That is on the Colorado River. 

Mr. Kirwan. Yes, and how does it relate to the others? 

Mr. Bennett. This particular work, Mr. Chairman, is in the lower 
basin of the Colorado River, and it is the work that goes toward keep- 
ing the river channel in good shape, levees and mostly channelization 
work. 

Mr. Kirwan. Most of it is down on the lower end of the river ? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. 


COST OF COLORADO RIVER STORAGE PROJECT 


Mr. Evins. On the cost item, there have been some conflicting fig- 
ures. They don’t seem to be firm. in my opinion. At various places 
in the hearings last year there was testimony that the cost of the 
project as approved would be $938 million. Then in other places it 
is said to be $916 million. And in the justifications before the com- 
mittee and now, it is $938 million. Now just what are the cost figures 
as of this time? 

Mr. Larson. The total estimated cost of the 4 units, storage units, 
and the 11 participating projects, was $916 million. Since that time 
some of the costs have been firmed up by a more detailed study of the 
definite plan reports, or for bringing the cost index up to date on 
some of them. 

And also the civil service retirement fund. 

Mr. Evins. One of the substantial increases from the 916 to the 
938 is due to the civil service retirement fund mandatory by law? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Evins. And the other increased cost is due to materials and 
labor and a general increase in prices? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes. Those are given on page BR-53, Mr. Evins, 
the last vear and this year’s estimated costs. 


NUMBER OF DAMS CONTEMPLATED 


Mr. Evins. I believe you stated that there would be a series of 10 
dams in the overall development ? 

Mr. Drexnermer. Yes, sir: but those are not all authorized at this 
time, of course. 

Mr. Evins. How many are authorized at this time? 
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Mr. Dexuermer. Four. 

Mr. Evins. Only four are authorized. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Six more are contemplated; yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. How many of the four will be power-producing dams ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Three. 

Mr. Evins. Three of the entire 10? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Three of the four. 

Mr. Evins. What is the plan with respect to the remaining dams to 
be authorized ? 

Mr. Larson. There will be power, I think, from all of them. 

Mr. Evins. Without the power feature, the project would not be 
considered as economically favorable so far as payout is concerned ? 

Mr. Larson. That is correct. 

Mr. Evtns. And I believe you stated that there had been no con- 
struction on any of the dams to date? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. No, sir. The Glen Canyon has been well started, 
with construction at the site on that one. 

Mr. Evins. The President and the Bureau of the Budget and the 
Secretary of the Treasury have recently written stating that all 
projects that could be deferred should be deferred, in view of the 
inflationary pressures at the time. What would be the views of the 
members of the Bureau with respect to deferring construction on 
some of these projects, because of the inflationary pressures ? 

Mr. Dexuerer. We think it is very essential to get these first 
storage dams and powerplants built at the earliest possible time so 
that they can be built as economically as possible, now that we are 
started. And perhaps some of the others will be delayed. And, as a 
matter of fact, this aka does not provide for starting any of the 
participating projects under construction in fiscal 1958. 

Mr. Evins. Well, I am certainly inclined, Mr. Commissioner, to 
agree with you, that if the whole project were to be deferred, then 
there would have to be resurveys and restudies and additional costs, 
there would be some added expenses if postponements were brought 
about. 

The President did say that we should go forward with the build- 
‘ing of roads and schools, but he didn’t mention the dams as projects 
which in his opinion should go forward. 

Mr. Dexuermer. We think that it is not only vital that these main 
dams be constructed as quickly as possible, but there is revenue of 
substantial amount to be gained when these are completed from the 
power revenues which will also help to relieve the budget situation 
and help pay out this project. And those revenues should be com- 
ing into the Treasury as soon as possible. 

Mr. Evrns. Mr. Commissioner, a lot of these projects are 30- and 
40-year payout propositions. I believe the Colorado river storage 
project proposes a 50-year period of amortization; is that right ? 

Mr. Dexnerer. That is correct. 


REVENUES FROM HOOVER DAM 


Mr. Evrns. Did I understand you to say that the Bureau of Reela 
mation was the agency that sponsored and built the Hoover Dam? 

Mr. Dexuerer. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. I was under the impression that the Corps of Engi- 
neers had a part in that. 
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Mr. Dexnermer. No, sir, they made the flood-control allocation and 
determined the amount needed for flood control. 

Mr. Evins. That is one of the great achievements of the Bureau, 
one of the great monuments of your accomplishments. 

Mr. Dexnerer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. And how many years has it been now in the payout 
stage ¢ 

Mr. Dexuermer. Since 1936. 

Mr. Evins. And could you give us an approximate round figure 
as to how much money has been returned into the Treasury from that 
project ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. I think we have that available. 

Mr. Taytor. May I answer that? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Do you have it? 

Mr. Taytor. Yes. 

Gross revenue from the project through May 31, 1956, was $152,- 
534,702. Rept 1yment to the Treasury of principal and interest totals 
$88,856,302 

Mr. Evins. Percentagewise, how much does that amount represent 
of the overall cost ? 

Mr. Taytor. The overall cost is approximately $165 million. Now, 
of this gross revenue we have applied approximately $21 million of 
net revenues for payments to the States and to the Colorado River 
development fund, we have paid over $64 million of interest. 

Mr. Evins. So these great projects not only are beneficial to our 
own people in helping strengthen our own country, but they are pay- 
ing out and paying back into the Treasury, and represent great sub- 
stantial investments for Government ? 

Mr. Dexnetmer. Yes, they certainly do, besides, of course, the area 
served by that project would not have been possible, nor would the 
income taxes been possible, without it. 

Mr. Evins. And you envision for the Colorado River storage proj- 
ect a similar record of achievement as to the Hoover Dam develop- 
ment ¢ 

Mr. Dexuetmer. Yes, sir; except, of course, that was built during 
depression years, and will be a little cheaper than this one. But 
the same ratio of returns will be available to the country. 

Mr. Evins. I am sure, Mr. Commissioner, that all of you and your 
staff have been out there and seen this project and seen those pro- 
posals and are familiar with the plans and the details, so that you 
are keeping a very close check on the project to keep down costs and 
to have it built as reasonably as possible? 

Mr. Dexuermer. We are doing that. One of our principal troubles, 
of course, is being able to finance these so that the contractors can 
move as quickly as possible to get their job done and thereby bid less, 
because their equipment and their people and their money won’t be 
tied up over such a long period of time. It adds up to less cost for 
the Government. 


NUMBER OF BIDDERS FOR CONSTRUCTION WORK 


Mr. Evrys. Are you having a substantial number of competitive 
bidders, or are the bidders confined to a relatively few in number? 
Mr. Dexnetmer. We generally have a very good competition. On 
this one, of course, such a large job, we might not have quite as much 
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competition, bec: ause So many of these companies have to join together 
in joint ventures in order to properly bond and build a project of 
this magnitude. But we have on recent ones in the neighborhood of 
30 to 40 million dollar contracts, we have had 8 to 11 bidders, qualified 
bidders on each of them. 


SALE OF POWER 


Mr. Evins. Now, on the sale of power at Hoover, you are selling to 
the private utilities, with long-term contracts that are satisfactory 
to both the Government and the companies? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. And the private utilities surrounding that area are all, 
as I understand it, very much in favor, or certainly not opposed to 
this development ? 

Mr. Dexneimer. That is correct. ‘They have endorsed this upper 
basin project, and as I said this morning, have said that they would be 
interested in purchasing any power available that they could get 
from the project. 

Mr. Evins. Do you have any navigation in the Hoover develop- 
ment ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. [ think there is a little navigation proposed, t 
provide a flow of water for navigation in the lower reaches of the 
Colorado. But as a matter of fact, there is practically no navigation 
in that river at all. 

Mr. Evins. While we have many projects in which navigation and 
flood control and other features are available, in these particular 
projects it is largely irrigation and power / 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 


COST-BENEFIT RATIO 


Mr. Evins. Notwithstanding that navigation is not included, still 
it is your conclusion, and of course a conclusion of the Congress since 
they approved the legislation, that there is a favorable cost-benefit 

-atio in the long pull? 

Mr. DEXHEIMER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evtns. Can you give us a round estimate and comparison of 
Hoover project in this area with the Upper Colorado project as far as 
cost-benefit is concerned ¢ 

Mr. Dexnermer. No, sir; I don’t think we have ever computed a 
cost-benefit ratio on the Hoover Dam. That was begun in 1931, and 
there have been so many additions to the Boulder Canyon project 
over the years that it would be difficult to provide. But this project, 
the units of it, have very favorable benefit-cost ratios; Glen Diaben, 
the major feature is 1.71. 


ADDITIONS TO COLORADO RIVER STORAGE PROJECT 


Mr. Evins. Of course, undoubtedly as time goes on there will be 
other additions to the Colorado Basin, because the project as ap- 
proved by Congress represents about one-half of the ultimate cost that 
was envisioned for the initial legislation. In other words, the origi- 
nal proposal was for about a $9, billion development. 
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Mr. Dexuermer. That is correct. They only authorized the 11 
participating projects and 4 main storage dams, but they directed us 
to give priority to investigations of certain others. 

Mr. Evins. You don’t at this time, I assume, have any plans or 
recommendations for additions to the proposal at this time. You 
want to get to a more advanced stage before considering that? 

Mr. Dexnetmer. That is correct. But we are working on the plans 
and studying those other projects too. 

Mr. Evins. Is this, Mr Commissioner, the largest overall develop- 
ment that the Bureau has ever undertaken / 

Mr. Dexnermer. The largest single piece of authorizing legislation 
that we have had, with the exception of the Missouri Basin | project. 

Mr. Evins. And, as we indicated this morning, you are just now 
at the stage where you are ready to move forw ard, where there can 
be appreciable advances in construction if funds are made available? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. I believe that is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kirwan. Mr. Boland. 

Mr. Botanp. Once more the total cost of this project amounts to 

$938 million, and that is for the 4 dams in the 11 participating proj- 
ects; is that true / 

Mr. Dexuetrmer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Boranp. There are 10 dams all told that you envision, but 
6 have not been authorized ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. That is correct. 

Mr. Botanp. If you included the six, what would the total cost 
run to? 

Mr. Dexnuermer. We haven’t gone so far as to have any reliable 
cost figures on the later dams. 

Mr. Botanp. How many acres are involved in this expenditure of 
$938 billion ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. A little over 300,000 acres, part of which is sup- 
plemental water supply. 

Mr. Botanp. And what percent of the $938 million is reimbursable ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. All but 814 million. 


ALLOCATIONS TO FLOOD CONTROL 


Mr. Botanp. There is a figure of 4 million-plus dollars allocated 
to flood control. 
Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Botanp. Where is the problem of flood control in this area ? 
Mr. Larson. There are problems on flood control on individual par- 
‘ipating projects. 
Mr. Botanp. Well, what are they, what are the projects ¢ 
Mr. Larson. The Paonia project in Colorado, and the Central Utah 
project in Utah, and a couple of the others. 

Mr. Botanp. Will you supply for the record the flow of the creeks 
or streams upon which they have allocated flood-control costs ? 

Mr. Larson. Yes. 

(The information follows :) 


ti 
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Flow records of streams with flood control allocation in Colorado River storage project 


> ee ” | | ; PF 
| Normal | Peak | Flood con- 


| { 
Project Stream Location flow | flow | trol allo- 
| (cubic feet | (cubic feet cation 
| per second)} per second) | 
Paonia --..-..-- aeons Muddy Creek | Paonia Dam site 145 | 3, 400 | $74, 000 
Florida... 4 4 .| Florida River Durango, Colo | 115 | 3, 200 | 229, 000 
Navaho ae i ...| San Juan River...| Bloomfield, Colo 1, 472 80, 000 1, 106, 000 
Spanish Fork Castella 223 3, 610 
River. 
Central Utah.._- ...|¢ Provo River_.....| Vivian Park | 359 3, 180 3, 113, 000 
||Jordan River Salt Lake City 147 1, 820 | 
Duchesne River Myton, Utah 606 12, 800 
Ee etter tance ee 4, 522, 000 


Mr. Botanp. Will you also supply for the record a history of the 
flood damage in this area since 1936. I believe that was the year that 
we actually got into flood control on a national scale, Mr. Cohen. 

Mr. Conen. In 1936. 

Mr. Botanp. I want to compliment the Bureau. I think you have 
done a grand job for America. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Bennett. Could we supply those figures on the basis of the 
period over which the studies were made rather than a specific year? 

Mr. Boranp. Sure. Thank you very much. 

(The information follows :) 


Estimated average annual flood damages 


|} Annual 
Project | Without With reduction 
project project | attributable 


to project 


a Bt i $9, 000 $7, 000 $2, 000 
SS SE ee ee TN ee ta 10, 200 | 5, 500 | 4, 700 
ag a eet . 65, 000 26, 000 39, 000 
I 155, 000 70, 000 85, 000 


Mr. Kirwan. Mr. Jensen. 


AREA INVOLVED IN PROJECT 


Mr. Jensen. I think it would be well to show on the record just 
how many acres of land are contained within the upper Colorado 
River Basin project. Do you have those figures? 

Mr. Dexuermer. The total acreage of the basin ? 

Mr. JENSEN. In the basin. 

Mr. Dexuermer. To be irrigated? Now, total acres or square 
miles? 

Mr. Larson. Square miles would be more appropriate. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, square miles, furnish that for the record. 
And show the number of square miles in the States of Wyoming, Utah, 
Colorado, Arizona, and New Mexico, so whoever reads this record of 
this hearing will have a sort of a bird’s eye picture of the project. 
We have the maps here, but a lot of folks don’t have access to the 
maps. 
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Now, what is the distance from Pinedale in Wyoming to Lees Ferry 
where the Colorado River empties into Lees Ferry, or in that area! 
You can give that for the record, too. 

I think the hearing should show the river valleys, the tributary 
rivers that empty into the Colorado. 

Mr. DexHermer. The major tributaries? 

Mr. JensEN. That is right. That will give the people some idea 
of just what is the geography of this area. 

(The information requested follows: ) 

] 


Area tn square miles in wpper Colorado River Basin and in five individual States 


State Percent of Area 
total 


Square miles 
Arizona 4 6 6, 680 


Colorado 35 38, 850 
New Mexice 9 9, 750 
Utah. 34 37, 720 
W yoming . , 16 17, 550 


otal area in upper Colorado River Basin ‘ 7 110, 500 


Distance from Pinedale, Wyo., to Lees Ferry, Ariz., is 880 river miles, or 425 
air-miles. 

Principal tributaries of the Colorado River (proceeding upstream from Lees 
Ferry, Ariz.) : 


Paria River Green River Eagle River 
Escalante River Dolores River Blue River 
Fremont Gunnison River Frazer River 
Dirty Devil River Roaring Fork River 


Mr. JENSEN. Now, according to the bill which authorizes this proj- 
ect, there was a provision in that bill which provided that no crops 
on surplus could be grown in this basin for a period of years. What 
are those years ¢ 

Mr. Bennett. Ten years. 

Mr. JENSEN. Ten years after what? 

Mr. Bennerr. The date of the enactment of the act. 

Mr. Jensen. And it was enacted in 1956? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes. 

Mr. JeNsEN. So there could be no crops raised in surplus on this 
project until the year 1966, or thereafter ? 

Mr. Bennett. The act provided we could not serve them water for 
crops that are in surplus. 

Mr. JENSEN. The law provides that you could not serve them water 
to grow crops that were in surplus? 

Mr. Bennett. Right. . 

Mr. Jensen. I might say that is a provision an awful lot of folks 
throughout the country don’t know about. They wonder how the 
Congress can be justified in authorizing and appropriating money for 
a project of this nature which will grow crops on irrigated land when 
we have certain surplus crops at certain times. 

Now, how many acres of irrigation land do you propose to irrigate 
in this entire project ? 

Mr. Larson. The 11 participating projects will irrigate 143,020 
acres of new land, and 243,470 acres of supplemental land; that is, 
supplying supplemental water, the latter is already irrigated. 
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Mr. Jensen. And will you show in the record, if you do not already 
have it in mind, the cost to those irrigators for this project, for the 
water that they will receive: do you have that? 

Mr. Bennett. We have the irrigation allocation. 

Mr. Jensen. I know. Do you know now how much you are going 
to charge per acre? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Per acre-foot of water, or per acre of land generally ? 

Mr. Bennett. Construction charge set acre of land over the 50-year 
period would be about $96. 

Mr. JENSEN.. Construction cost; then you have maintenance cost? 

Mr. Bennett. In addition to that. 

Mr. JENSEN. How much will that amount to? 

Mr. Bennett. That will probably average 4 to 5 dollars per acre 
for each project. 

Mr. JENSEN. Now. then, $96.40 is chargeable to irrigation, and 
chargeable to the farmers who irrigate, but your estimated cost to 
bring irrigation to that land is $713. Power revenues are supposed 
to pay the difference between $713 and $96.40, or $616.60; is that night? 

Mr. Bennett. I corrected that a little bit this morning, Mr. Jensen. 
That $713 is the figure which you get if you charge the entire irriga- 
tion allocation of the 4 storage units to the 11 participating projects. 
Actually, the storage capacity of those 4 units is for future irrigation 
projects also; when the proper assignme nt is made, the cost per acre 
on the 11 participating projects is : about § 552. 

Mr. Jensen. Instead of the $713 

Mr. Bennett. Instead of the on But, nevertheless, power still 
pays a total of $616 shown in the tabulation. 


TRANSMISSION LINES 


Mr. Jensen. All right. Now, I see you propose to spend on this 
project $145,540,000 for transmission lines; is that right? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JensEN. Now, you are going to tie these dams together with 
heavy transmission lines? 

Mr. DexHetIMer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. I suppose 230 kilovolts ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. That is our plan. 

Mr. Jensen. That is fine. That is necessary in order to get full 
benefit of all the power that is produced. And this committee, and 
the Interior Committee, which the chairman, Mr. Kirwan, and Mr. 
Fenton and Mr. Budge have been members of for quite a long while, 
have always favored tying dams together in order to get the full 
benefit of the power so produced by all the dams. 

Now, then, you propose to build transmission lines to load centers? 

Mr. Dexuermer. We may. It depends on the circumstances, and 
where those load centers are, and the type of customers we are going 
to serve, and whether at the time someone else might do that building 
for us. 


Mr. Jensen. Now, I may say that. of course, there are definitions 
for load centers. Our committee, which I just mentioned has always 
favored the building of heavy transmission lines to load centers at a 
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port where the people could then build lines and come there and 
get the power, and we have done that. 

Now, I hope that the—I am not speaking for all the members of 
the committee, understand; I couldn’t do that; I wouldn’t attempt 
to do that— but I hope that in this instance on this project wherever 
it is possible for the REA and municipalities, private utilities, to 
build transmission lines, to pick up this power at properly loc ated 
load centers, they will be permitted to do so without all the people of 
America paying part of that load. Do you propose to do that? 

Mr. DexHermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. $145,540,000 looks like an awful lot of 
money just to build heavy main-line transmission lines. But of 
course I know you have substations and a lot of things like that, re- 
lated facilities, which are necessary to transmit this power and to get 
full benefit from it. But $145,540,000, that is a pile of money to 
spend for transmission lines in an area not any larger than that. Of 
course, I know it is a large area, but I hope you won’t build any more 
transmission lines with the taxpayers’ money than you absolutely 
have to. I like to build lines to load centers and say to the people 
around there, “Come to the store and get your groceries.” 

And they always do it; they are always willing and happy to do it. 
So let’s think about that pretty soon. 





MINORITY REPORT ON GLEN CANYON DAM SITE 


Now, I see here in a minority report of Mr. Engle’s committee, the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, this statement by the mi- 
nority members of that committee, and I want to read it because I think 
it is important. And the reason I think it is important is because the 
Bureau of Reclamation had a very bad experience at Davis Dam many 
years ago when they found that the foundation under Davis Dam was 

faulty after they had already selected the site and had done a lot of 
work and spent a lot of money. We had to spend a lot more money 
drilling I don’t know how many thousands of holes, and pouring con- 
crete down through those holes to fill up the cracks under the structure, 
under Davis Dam. 

Mr. Dexnermer. It wasn’t the dam, Mr. Jensen, it was the power- 
plant. I happened to serve on the consulting board on that problem 
at. the time. 

Mr. Jensen. You are right. It was the powerplant. We were out 
there when they were pouring concrete into those holes. It was cost- 
ing a pile of money, millions of dollars—I forget how many millions of 
dollars it cost. 

Mr. Dexuermer. I think the foundation treatment, if I recall cor- 
rectly—as I said, I was a member of the consulting board on that in 
1947 when they had toc hange the foundation treatment for the power- 
plant—it wasn’t the dam—I [think the difference in cost was 5 or 6 mil- 
lion dollars in foundation treatment. 

Mr. Jensen. It really cost dollars. 

Now, then, here is what certain members of the Engle committee 
said ma minority report: 

There is doubt whether Glen Canyon can support a 700-foot dam. In October 


1954, Commissioner of Reclamation W. A. Dexheimer wrote that the Bureau 
design specialists were quite concerned as to whether or not the foundation struc- 
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tures of the Glen Canyon site were capable of safely supporting a 700-foot dam. 
No further tests were made by the Bureau between 1954 and March 1955. Never- 
theless, Commissioner Dexheimer testified at that time before your Subcommittee 
on Irrigation and Reclamation that a dam of 700 feet could be safely built. At 700 
feet, Glen Canyon would be the second highest dam in the world, second only to 
Hoover Dam, which is 726 feet high. And yet the foundation rock at Hoover 
Dam is at least 3 times as strong as the sandstone formation at Glen Canyon. 
This formation is nothing more than a weakly cemented sand dune. It was 
created geologically by the wind depositing one sand dune on top of another. 

Now, what is the situation? What is your contention now, Mr. 
Dexheimer ? 

Mr. DexHermer. My contention is that whoever wrote that doesn’t 
know a great deal about the site, nor the geology. At one time the 
southern California interests financed some investigations of a site 
there for a Glen Canyon Dam which we abandoned because it met 
somewhat the description that they are saying there, we moved up the 
river to a point where we feel the foundation and abutments are 
entirely adequate. 

Mr. Jensen. Had you moved upstream to this new site before or 
after this minority report was written, do you remember? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Before—we had moved up before. 

Mr. Jensen. So they are referring to the present proposed site / 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. Go ahead. 

Were you finished ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. No; I just say that I have the utmost confidence 
in our engineers and geologists. And I believe that the site that we 
have chosen is entirely adequate. And I think our record will show 
that. we are conservative in our judgments and in our construction. 

Mr. Jensen. Have you ever had private engineers since this report 
was written to make an investigation of the understructure ? 

Mr. Larson. We are carrying on a very extensive drilling—— 

Mr. Dexnetmer. I don’t believe we have had any. 

Mr. Jensen. You say you are carrying on very extensive drilling? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you think it is all right, Mr. Larson? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. You are quite sure of that? You don’t want to make 
a mistake on this. 

Mr. Larson. That is correct. 

Mr. Jensen. How extensive have these drillings been, these test 
drillings? 

Mr. Larson. More extensive than we ordinar ily do, certainly, and 
more extensive than we ever have done for feasibility reports. All 
the drilling that is outlined by the designing engineers and all the 
information they want, the pressure tests on the rock, and for water 
pressure tests in the field through drill holes, all is being made in 
accordance with the program agreed to by the design engineers. 

Mr. Jensen. How many engineers are going to have an opportunity 
to make a decision on safety—-on the soundness of the rock under this 
proposed site ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. I would guess that there have been upwards of 50 
already that have been involved in this. Most of them have had a 
lifetime history with this type of work, geologists. And we will have 
consulting boards of the most eminent experts in their field to review 
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designs and other things as we normally do, and as we did on Hoover 
and other large structures. 

Mr. Jensen. Well, I just hope that you have no misgivings at all 
about this foundation, because that is going to be a big dam with a 
lot of concrete and steel and a lot of w eight, and a lot of water is going 
to be put on that foundation, and, brother, we could really get into 
trouble if that thing didn’t hold this big dam. 

Anyway, let’s just be real sure before we start building that the 
foundation is good and strong. 


PROTECTION OF RAINBOW NATIONAL MONUMENT 


Are you covering, inundating Rainbow National Monument? 

Mr. Dexnermer. No, sir. Provisions are specifically provided to 
protect the Rainbow Bridge and the monument by a small structure 
which keeps water from backing up to it. 

Mr. JENSEN. You will have to build a structure around it? 

Mr. Dexnermer. In the canyon below it, a dam, yes, sir. 

Mr. JENSEN. That is quite extensive ? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JeENsEN. How important to history is the Rainbow Bridge? I 
don’t know too much about it. 

Mr. Dexnetmer. That is a matter of judgment. 

Mr. Jensen. I don’t like destroying these great, old historical land- 
marks, but I don’t like to spend too many hundreds of thousands of 
dollars to protect just one of them. 

Mr. Dexuermer. It is a matter of judgment, of course, as to the 
things that should be preserved. As you know, we thought we had 
a much better storage dam at Echo Park, but that was eliminated, 
because certain people wanted to enjoy the scenery in that area. The 
price of enjoyment of scenery is a little difficult to arrive at. In this 

sase, of course, the dam that we will have to build is probably in the 
neighborhood of 2 to 3 million dollars, as the price for protect- 
ing the Rainbow Bridge. 

Mr. Jensen. Is that all the dam will do? Will it have any flood 
control benefit or generate any power ? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. No, it is just to keep the reservoir from backing up 
under the bridge. 

Mr. Jensen. How many million ¢ 

Mr. Dexnermer. Two to three million dollars. 

Mr. JENSEN. Just where is that located? Will you show us on the 
map ¢ 

Right above the confluence of what ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Where the San Juan and the Colorado join. 

Mr. JeNsEN. What is the historical fe: _— of this monument? 

Mr. Dexuermer. It is no history, Mr. Jensen, it is entirely scenery. 
It is one of the great natural sandstone are ches, of which there are many 
through that part of the country, but this is one of the better advertised, 
although little visited. It has been inaccessible except by mule back 
or jeep, and is now. 

Mr. Jensen. And there is no other way to protect that land except 
by this expensive dam, is that right? 

Mr. Dexnetmer. Well, that was the plan that was agreed on to pro- 
tect it, that we have included in our plans. 








702 


Mr. Jensen. That has all been decided ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes; that is provided for. 

Mr. JENsEN. I think that is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Evins. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. Was it the view of the Bureau of Reclamation that this 
preservation should be made? 

Mr. Dexuermer. No. That is a national monument under the juris- 
diction of the National Park Service 

Mr. Evins. What I am trying to determine is whether or not your 
Bureau favored this ex enditure for this preservation of beauty. 

Mr. Dexnermer. W rell, it is a question of being required to protect 
it in that manner, and we figured out the plan for ‘doing it. 

Mr. Evins. But did you advocate it or not? 

Mr. Dexuermer. It is included in the authorizing legislation, so that 
the Congress also directed it. 

Mr. Evins. We understand that it is approved in the authorizing 
legislation, and we understand that there is pressure to do it. What 
I am trying to arrive at, does the Bureau favor it, did they favor it 
originally ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Mr. Evins, I think personally it is a lot of money 
to pay for protection of that particular area. We think that a lake 
backing up there would not greatly jeopardize the arch, it would not 
inundate it, it would only come up near the foundations for it. And 
I think it could be preserved at much cheaper cost if it could be 
agreed upon by the proponents of preservation of that monument. 
And we have had to stay outside the boundary of a monument which 
is considerably below the bridge itself. 

Mr. Evrns. In your view, the lake might add to the beauty and the 
scenic value of the spot ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Well, it certainly will provide a means of getting 
there, which is not available now to any except the very hardy hiker 
or traveler. And I think it would improve. 

Mr. Evins. That is an expenditure for this item that could be de- 
ferred, postponed for a time? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes,sir. We don’t anticipate spending any money 
on that until about the time that we are ready to fill the reservoir, 
which will be several years hence anyway. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Jensen. 


BOULDER CANYON PROJECT REVENUES 


Mr. Taner. How much did you say that the Hoover Dam cost over- 
all? 

Mr. Dexuermer. In the neighborhood of $165 million for the 
Hoover Dam. 

Mr. Taper. Is that the total cost? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. That is the capital investment on the part of the 
Federal Government: yes, sir. 

Mr. Taner. Including the interest on the period of construction ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. The Boulder Canyon Act provided that. the power 
allottees must repay the power allocation within 50 years with interest. 

Mr. Taser. What was the power allocated ? 
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Mr. Dexuermer. I blieve the total cost would have been $174 
million. 

Mr. Taser. 174. And would that be allocation to power? There 
isn’t any substantial irrigation on the Boulder. 

Mr. Dexnetmer. No, sir; that is all of it, except, I believe, $25 
million for flood control. 

Mr. Taner. The total back payments 

Mr. Dexuermer. The gross revenue. 

Mr. Taytor. Approximately $153 million. 

Mr. Taner. How much did you say they paid back to the Treasury ? 

Mr. DexHerMenr. Approximately $153 million of gross revenue. 
Repayment of principal and interest to the Treasury totals $88,- 
856,302. 

Mr. Taner. And what were the operating expenses ? 

Mr. Taytor. $53 million. 

Mr. Taper. So that the repayments would be on the basis of 
about—— 

Mr. Taytor. That leaves approximately $100 million available for 
interest and repayment of principal and payment to States 

Mr. Taser. Payment to States? 

Mr. Taytor. Yes. Three hundred thousand dollars annually to 
Arizona and three hundred thousand dollars annually to Nevada, 
Hoover Dam being located in the two States. 

Mr. Taser. Any depreciation ? 

Mr. Taytor. The revenue deductions of $53 million include a pro- 
vision for replacement. 

Mr. Taser. What do you figure the interest would be? 

Mr. Taytor. To date, the interest payments on advances to the 
Colorado River dam fund; that is, through May 31, 1956, the interest 
payments total $66,900,137. 

Mr. Taner. That would be over a period of approximately 25 
years ¢ 

Mr. Dexuetmer. About 18 or 19. 

Mr. Jensen. Will you yield right there, Mr. Taber ? 

Mr. Taper. Yes. ; 

Mr. Jensen. The city of Los Angeles, I think, buys the falling 
water. 

Mr. Dexnermer. They are one of the allottees, contractors for the 
power. They actually make payments for power. 

Mr. Jensen. Now, all the cost pertaining to the Boulder Canyon 
project is determined year after year, and those costs are reflected in 
the power rates, the power rates are flexible and are changed each 
year to meet. all the costs, including school costs and everything else 
in Boulder City; is that right? 

Mr. Taytor. Not quite. 

Mr. Jensen. It is awfully close. 

Mr. Taytor. It is mighty close. 

Mr. JeNsEN. How far am I off and in what respect? 

Mr. Taytor. The $25 million for flood control has been deferred 
until after 1987 to be repaid as then determined by the Congress. 

Mr. Jensen. The facts are, everything charged to power is paid 

‘ach year in increased power costs, if there is, if it is necessary to 
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increase power costs, your flood-control provision there is outside and 
beyond that contract, the provisions of the bill. 

That is all, Mr. Taber; excuse me for butting in. 

Mr. Bunce. Will the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. Taser. Yes. 


FLOW OF COLORADO RIVER DURING CONSTRUCTION PERIOD 


Mr. Bupcr. Mr. Commissioner, it is my understanding that one of 
the contracts that you have let provides that only a limited amount of 
water shall flow down the river to Boulder; is that correct ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. No, sir. We are going to open bids on Thursday, 
April 11, for the Glen Canyon Dam, and the specifications that the 
contractors will bid on provide a certain means of passing the river 
and making the ultimate closure in those specifications so that the 
contractors can bid on a firm basis. This contract, or any other con- 
tract, that we do will be done in full recognition of the legislation 
under Public Law 485 which says, in effect, that we must respect all 
of the acts and compacts of the treaty with Mexico in our operation 
of the upper Colorado River project. 

Mr. Bupeer. In the specifications for those contracts, or that one 
contract, will the flow of the river be lowered in any respect ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. It will be lowered at such time as we make the 
closure of the Glen Canyon Dam and fill up the dead-storage capacity 
in the reservoir. 

Mr. Buper. What effect will that have upon the power revenues at 
Boulder ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. So far as we know, it will have very little effect, if 
any. It will depend, of course, upon the water conditions at the time, 
which probably is 3 to 4 vears away. 

Mr. Buper. Is Boulder full now, the reservoir? 

Mr. Dexnermer. No, sir; it is as low as it has ever been. 

Mr. Buper. Approximately what percentage of the reservoir ca- 
pacity is full? 

Mr. Taytor. We have 11 million acre-feet of usable storage out of 
a total usable content of some 29 million, including 914 million of 
flood control. So we roughly say that we are now 8 million acre-feet 
below where we would like to be at this time of year in Lake Mead. 

Mr. Bunper. In other words, it is less than half of what you would 
like to have in the reservoir at the present time? 

Mr. Taytor. We have 11 million acre-feet of usable storage, and 
we would—in the normal condition of the reservoir, we would like 
to have an additional 8 million on top of the 11. 

Mr. Buner. Making a total of 19? 

Mr. Taytor. 19 usable. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Commissioner, would you supply for the record 
the statement of just what the specifications are with respect to the 
flow of the river? There has been some comment. about that, and I 
don’t know whether any Members of Congress are familiar with it. 

Mr. Dexnetmer. I would be glad to do that. 

Mr. Buper. Thank you. 

(The information requested follows :) 
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GLEN CANYON DAM AND POWERPLANT—COLORADO RIVER STORAGE PROJECT 


DIVERSION AND CARE OF RIVER DURING CONSTRUCTION AND UNWATERING FOUNDATIONS 


52. Diversion and care of river during construction and unwatering founda- 
tions.—(a) General: Excavation for the right diversion tunnel is being accom- 
plished under another contract. The diversion tunnel in the left abutment, the 
concrete lining in both diversion tunnels, and the tunnel plugs for both diversion 
tunnels shall be constructed by the contractor as provided in these specifica- 
tions, and payment therefor will be made at the applicable unit prices bid in 
the schedule. Except as otherwise provided above, the contractor shall con- 
struct and maintain all necessary cofferdams, channels, flumes, drains, sumps, 
and/or other temporary diversion and protective works; shall construct the in- 
take closure structure for the right diversion tunnel; shall furnish all materials 
required therefor; shall furnish, install, maintain, and operate all necessary 
pumping and other equipment for unwatering the various parts of the work and 
for maintaining the foundations and other parts of the work free from water 
as required for constructing each part of the work. After having served their 
purpose, all cofferdams or other protective works downstream from the dam 
shall be removed from the river channel so as not to interfere in any way with 
the operation Or usefulness of the reservoir or powerplant, and in a manner 
approved by the contracting officer. All cofferdams or other protective works 
constructed upstream from the dam shall be removed or leveled and graded to 
a maximum elevation of 3,300. The contractor shall be responsible for and 
shall repair at the contractor’s expense any damage to the foundations, struc- 
tures, or any other part of the work caused by floods, water, or failure of any 
part of the diversion or protective works. The contractor shall also be respon- 
sible for and shall repair at the contractor’s expense, as directed, any damage 
to the diversion tunnels resulting from his diversion operations. 

(b) Plan for diversion and care of river during construction: The contraec- 
tor’s plan for the diversion and care of the river during construction shall be 
subject to approval. The plan may be placed in operation upon approval, but 
nothing in this paragraph shall relieve the contractor from full responsibility 
for the adequacy of the diversion and protective works. The hydrographs of 
the Colorado River and discharge curves for the spillway and outlet works and 
for each diversion tunnel are shown on the drawings solely for the information 
of the contractor in timing his construction operations to prepare for such flood 
storage and/or to bypass such flow as may be necessary. The Government does 
not guarantee the reliability or accuracy of any of these curves and assumes no 
responsibility for any deductions, interpretations, or conclusions which may be 
made from the curves. 

Except as otherwise provided below, the contractor shall not interrupt nor 
interfere with the natural flow of the Colorado River through the dam site for 
any purpose without the written approval of the contracting officer. 

(c) Diversion requirements: Two diversion tunnels wiil be available to the 
contractor for diversion and care of river during construction. The diversion 
tunnel through the right (west) abutment is being excavated under Bureau of 
Reclamation Specifications No. DC-4747. Notice to proceed under specifications 
No. DC-4747 was given on October 2, 1956, with a completion time of 450 
calendar days after such date of notice to proceed. The tunnel will be made 
available to the contractor upon completion of that contract. The diversion 
tunnel through the left (east) abutment shall be excavated as provided in these 
specifications. 

In planning the diversion and care of the river during construction, the opera- 
tions of the contractor will be subject to the following conditions: 

(1) After the river has been diverted into the diversion tunnels, the contractor 
will not be permitted to pass any flow of the river through the dam site in any 
manner whatsoever and will not be permitted to pass the flow over any part 
of the partially constructed dam. The location, type, and proper height of the 
upstream and downstream cofferdams shall be the responsibility of the con- 
tractor, and will be subject to the approval of the contracting officer. 

(2) The contractor will not be permitted to divert flow of the river into the 
right diversion tunnel until the following work has been performed: 

(a) Construction of a satisfactory intake closure structure for the right 
diversion tunnel. The type of intake closure structure shall be such that 
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minimum releases of 1,000 cubic feet per second may be passed through the 
entrance structure until such time that sufficient head is available to pass 
1,000 cubie feet per second through the gates of the left tunnel plug. 

(b) Excavation of the tunnel plug keyways in the right diversion tunnel. 

(c) Placing of concrete lining over the full length of the right diversion 
tunnel, including the placement of mortar or grout by the grouting method 
to fill all spaces remaining unfilled in the tunnel lining after the placing 
of concrete lining has been otherwise completed, as described in para- 
graph 128; and completion of the high pressure grouting of the rock sur- 
rounding the keyed areas for tunnel plug; and completion of the high pres- 
sure grouting of the rock surrounding those portions of the diversion tunnel 
which will ultimately be part of the spillway tunnel, all in accordance with 
details shown on the drawings. 

(3) The contractor will not be permitted to divert flow of the river into the 
left diversion tunnel until the following work has been performed : 

(a) Placing of concrete lining over the full length of the left diversion 
tunnel, including the placement of mortar or grout by the grouting method 
to fill all spaces remaining unfilled in the tunnel lining after the placing of 
concrete lining has been otherwise completed, as described in paragraph 128; 
and completion of the high pressure grouting of the rock surrounding the 
keyed areas for tunnel plug; and completion of the high pressure grouting 
of the rock surrounding those portions of the diversion tunnel which will 
ultimately be part of the spillway tunnel, all in accordance with the details 
shown on the drawings. 

(4) Closure of the diversion tunnels shall be accomplished by the contractor 
during the low-flow period of the river and at such time when concrete, in the 
lowest block of the dam, is at elevation 3,550 or higher, or will be placed to 
elevation 3,550 by January 1 of the low-flow period. During this low-flow period 
the contractor shall first place, cool, and grout the 2 upstream sections of the left 
diversion tunnel plug, containing 3 sets of 4-foot by 5-foot high-pressure slide 
gates for releasing minimum downstream requirements after the right diver 
sion tunnel is closed, and following this during the same low-flow period shall 
place, cool, and grout all the sections of the tunnel plug in the right diversion 
tunnel. After the reservoir has filled sufficiently to permit the minimum down- 
stream releases to be passed through the river outlets, the gate chamber, access 
adits, conduits, and formed conduits in the left diversion tunnel plug shall be 
backfilled with concrete and the remainder of the left diversion tunnel plug 
constructed. 

(5) During closure operations the contractor will be required to pass a mini 
mum of 1,000 cubic feet per second through the right tunnel intake closure strue 
ture until sufficient head is available to pass 1,000 cubic feet per second through 
the high-pressure slide gates to the left diversion tunnel with all gates fully 
open. As soon as 1,000 cubic feet per second is flowing through the left diver- 
sion tunnel, the contractor shall make closure of the right diversion tunnel. The 
flow of 1,000 cubic feet per second through the left diversion tunnel shall be 
increased to 3,000 cubic feet per second and then maintained at 3,000 cubic feet 
per second until the reservoir water surface is at elevation 3,400. When the 
reservoir water surface is at elevation 3,400, the high-pressure slide gates shall 
be closed and minimum downstream requirements shall be met by passing water 
through the river outlets. The discharge through the river outlet shall at all 
times thereafter be as directed by the contracting officer. 

(c) Payment: Except as otherwise provided in paragraph 56, the cost of 
furnishing all labor, equipment, and materials for constructing the intake 
closure structure for the right diversion tunnel, cofferdams, dikes, channels. 
flumes, and other diversion and protective works; removing or leveling such 
works, where required; diverting the river; making required closures; main- 
taining the work free from water as required; disposing of materials in coffer 
dams; and all other work required by this paragraph except as provided below, 
shall be included in the lump-sum price bid in the schedule for diversion and care 
of river during construction and unwatering foundations. 

Prior to beginning any work on diversion and care of the river and unwatering 
foundations, the contractor shall submit a water-control plan showing his pro- 
posed method for diversion and removal of water from foundations. The water- 
control plan shall be in such form as to allocate the total lump-sum price, bid for 
the item in the schedule for diversion and care of the river during construction 
and unwatering foundations, to not more than 12 major divisions of the work 
to he performed under this item. Such major divisions of work shall be out- 
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lined and shall be identified by titles. For each division of the work to be 
performed under the item for diversion and care of the river during construction 
and unwatering foundations, the water control plan shall show the proportionate 
part of the total lump-sum price allocated thereto. The above allocation of the 
lump-sum price shall be subject to the approval of the contracting officer, and 
when approved, shall become a part of the contract. Monthly estimates for 
progress payments will include the amount allocated to each major division 
of work for the month during which such work has been completed. 

Payment for excavation for tunnel plug keyways; for concrete lining in diver- 
sion tunnels; for high-pressure grouting of rock; for placing, cooling, and grout- 
ing tunnel plugs; and for backfilling with concrete the gate chamber, access adit, 
conduits, and formed conduits in the left diversion tunnel plug will be made as 
provided in paragraphs 63, 128, 77, and 129. 


TRANSMISSION LINES 


Mr. Taner. What transmission lines and subdivisions are covered 
by the $145,545,000 estimated cost of the transmission ¢ 

Mr. Dexnermer. They would be lines connecting our main power- 
plants, but we are at this time asking for a little money to further 
study the requirements and the capacities and other things for those 
transmission lines. We won't. be ready to build those for a few years 
yet, until we know more specifically w hat we need to build. 

Mr. ‘Taner. Then the estimate that you have in the justification is 
just a kind of a guess ? 

Mr, Dexuemmer. It is our estimate based wpon past experience on 
certain types of transmission lines needed to connect these power- 
plants, and our estimate of the substations and other things that might 
be required to market the power from these plants. 

Mr. ‘Taser. But you have determined that you needed to do this 
further study. I wonder what that means. 

Mr. Dexuermer. It means, Mr. Taber, that we haven’t progressed 
far enough in the last year since this was authorized to say definitely 
how many miles of transmission line, of what capacity, and where 
the substations would be located, and what size transformers, and 
other things, would be available. We have the next few years to make 
more definite plans before we are ready to start construction of those. 
But our estimate is based on what we think will be required to build 
them at that time. 

Mr. Taner. What will the cost be of those transmission lines from 
Glen Canyon to the upper Colorado Basin ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. $146 million. 


COLORADO RIVER DOWNSTREAM STORAGE 


Mr. Taner. Boulder Canyon is further downstream than any of 
the big dams on the Colorado ? 

Mr. Dexnurimer. No, sir; there are several below that. not that 
large, of course. 

Mr. Taner. But the real large ones? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes. 

Mr. Taner. The Davis and the Parker are both below that? 

Mr. DexHEIMER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. They are not nearly so big. 

Mr. Dexuermer. That is correct. 

Mr. Taper. What are the capacities of these lower dams, apart 
from the Hoover ? 
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Mr. Taytor. In kilowatts, sir? 

Mr. Taper. Acre-feet. 

Mr. Taywor. 1,820,000 acre-feet for Davis; Lake Mojave behind 
Parker Dam, 717,000. 

Mr. Taser. How about Parker? 

Mr. Taytor. Two hundred thousand usable. 

Mr. Taper. As you go upstream from there, what do you get? 

Mr. Taytor. Lake Mead, behind Hoover. 

Mr. Taser. How big is that? 

Mr. Taytor. Twenty-nine million usable. 

Mr. Taper. Twenty-nine million. That is a bigger storage than 
any of them? 

Mr. Taytor. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. The biggest one in the United States. 

Mr. Taper. Is that full? 

Mr. Dexuermer. No, sir. It only has 11 million acre-feet of usable 
storage on top of the dead storage at the present time. 

Mr. Taser. The dead storage at present is 18 million, then? 

Mr. Dexuermer. No, sir. The dead sorage is below the normal 
outlet, and it is about 2.6 million acre-feet. 

Mr. Taser. The dead storage is 2.6 million? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. What is up above Lake Mead ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. There are no main-stream reservoirs of any appre- 
ciable amount at the present time. 

Mr. Taper. Glen Canyon will be what ? 

Mr. Dexuemmer. When it is completed, we will have a capacity-—— 

Mr. Taser. Acre-feet ¢ 

Mr. Dexnermer. Of 28 million acre-feet. 

Mr. Taper. And the Flaming Gorge / 

Mr. Dexuerer. Flaming Gorge—414 million. 

Mr. Taper. And the Navajo Dam is what ? 

Mr. Dexnetmer. A million seven hundred thousand. 

Mr. Taser. They will all be above Lake Mead. Now, how many 
acre-feet of storage is there that is usable at Lake Mead? You told me 
the dead storage on Lake Mead was 2.6 million. How much is there 
that can be used ¢ 

Mr. Dexuermer. At Lake Mead ¢ 

Mr. Taper. Yes. 

Mr. Dexuermer. It would be about 29 million of a total capacity of 
31.047.000 acre-feet. 

Mr. Taser. That is usable? 

Mr. Dexermer. Yes; 29 million. 

Mr. Taser. How much have you got there now ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Eleven million of usable storage, plus the 2.6 mil- 
lion of dead storage, or a little over 13 million. 

Mr. Taser. You go ahead, Dr. Fenton, with whatever you have. 


PROJECTS INCLUDED IN COLORADO RIVER STORAGE PROJECT 


Mr. Fenron. During the discussion of this particular Colorado 
River storage project, you talked about four projects that are now 
authorized and that are under construction or will be under construc- 
tion. Those are the Glen Canyon, Flaming Gorge, Navajo, and 
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Curecanti. Looking at the map, this general map—lI have heard talk 
today also about the 11 participating units, making a total of 15 proj- 
ects. What is the difference? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Those 15 authorized projects include the 4 stor- 
age reservoirs which you just named, plus 11 participating projects, 
which are the irrigation features which were authorized in the bill. 

Mr. Fenton. Those are irr igation features ¢ 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 


IRRIGATION FEATURES 


Mr. Fenvron. There is a total of 300,000 acres to be irrigated; that 
is, new acres—— 

Mr. Dexuermer. A little over 300,000 acres in the authorized 11 
participating projects. 

Mr. Fenron. Yes. Over a third of those would be down in the 
Navajo area / 

Mr. Dexuermer. No,sir. One of them. 

Mr. Fenron. About a third of the total would be in the Navajo? 

Mr. Dexuermer. No, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. A hundred thousand, you say, would be new acreage 
irrigation in the Navajo area. That is your justification. 

Mr. Dexnermer. Well, the Navajo project isn’t one of those in- 
cluded in this. 

The irrigation features of it are under study by the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs. 

Mr. Fenvron. I thought 1 observed that the irrigation features of 
the Navajo—— 

Mr. Bennerr. Page BR-70, Doctor, 1 think, is what you are look- 
ing for, which says ‘that the Nav: ajo unit—— 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. 

Mr. Bennerr. Will provide irrigation water for the 137,000-acre 
Navajo project. Now, the Navajo project, which is an Indian project, 
is not yet authorized. Only the storage reservoir has been authorized 
to date. So, that particular hundred thousand acres spoken of there 
is not a part of the total of a little more than the 300,000 acres that 
we have been using as the authorized acreage. 

Mr. Fen'ron. I see. I was just going to say that that is one area 
I think irrigation serves a good purpose—in particular, the Navajo 
area. 

CAMP FACILITIES 


[ am very much interested in your testimony today about the camps, 
Government sites, townsites, and so forth. “What is the total esti- 
mated amount to be expended on these camps and these temporary 
townsites ¢ 

Is any particular figure given for the expenditure ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. The figures, I think, are given; yes. 

They also asked us to furnish the details of that for the record, too. 

Mr. Fenton. You will? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. The specific facilities and the magnitude thereof are 
to be supplied for each of these camps and townsites ? 
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Mr. Dexuermer. That is part of the request 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. 

Mr. Dexuermer. That we show how the money will be spent. 

Mr. Fenton. What has been expended to date on each of these 
temporary camps and housing facilities ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Very little. 

To date, there are only a few trailers in the vicinity of those camps, 
and they have been transferred from other projects. 

Mr. Fenton. Other projects? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes. 

We had to move some of those trailers, and the cost of moving 
them has been charged, a very nominal amount so far. 

Mr. Fenton. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a request at 
this time, if I may—that there be furnished to the committee, to be 
kept on file, until the project concerned is completed, a set of plans 
and specifications for each separate type of temporary or permanent 
housing for each project of the upper Colorado River project; also 
a complete layout plot and a detailed summary of all water, sewer, 
sidewalks, lighting and roads or pavement to be constructed at each 
permanent housing development and each temporary housing devel- 
opment or camp, the information, of course, to cover trailers, dormi- 
tories, as well as houses. 

Can you supply that ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. I would prefer 

Mr. Razatvt. Do you want that in great detail? 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Rapavutr. Now, we can go back on the record. 

The request of Dr. Fenton will be complied with and the matter 
will be taken up for the minority by the clerk of the minority and 
whatever he is requested to obtain from the department will be recog- 
nized. 

Mr. Dexnermer. May we also get the committee’s permission, then, 

to spend nonreimbursable funds for the gathering and compiling of 
these data, which I visualize from Dr. Fenton's request as rather ex- 
pensive? 

Mr. Rapsavt. I don’t think that is necessarv. You have got enough 
operating money in there now. Don’t bring that up. 

Mr. Fenton. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 





GLEN CANYON DAM 


How long will it take to fill Glen Canyon under flows similar to 
those of the: past 4 years? 

Mr. Dexuermer. We probably would not fill it under those condi- 
tions, Doctor, of low flow that we have had in the last few years. 

Mr. Fenron. You wouldn’t fill it? 

Mr. Dexnermmer. No, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. How long would it take? 

Mr. Dexuermer. We wouldn’t fill it because the total run-off of 
the river is not much greater than the downstream needs for irriga- 
tion and municipal water supply, and we cannot save that water at 
Glen Canyon and interfere with those contract commitments. 
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Mr. Fenton. Then, of course, the next question would be: What 
length of time would it require under average flow conditions? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. Well, it would probably require a matter of a 
few years under normal runoff conditions. 

If you anticipate normal, average-flow conditions, it will probably 
take 8 to 10 years to completely fill Glen Canyon Reservoir and still 
meet the downstream requirements. 

Mr. Fenton. Then what reduction, if any, in generation of down- 
stream plants will result in the filling of Glen Canyon ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. That will entirely depend on the water situation 
at the time we start to fill it. 

Mr. Fenron. You can’t give us any estimate ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Under normal conditions, we wouldn’t anticipate 
that any of the downstream needs for water would be interfered with. 

Mr. Fenton. Then to fill it you would have to reduce the down- 
stream energy, wouldn’t you? 

Mr. DexHermer. Yes, sir. Any water that doesn’t go through the 
turbines downstream, of course, would be that much reduction in the 
power output; but that doesn’t necessarily mean the contractual cora- 
mitments would be violated in any way. 

Mr. Fenton. This being a pretty big dam—the second largest, 
would you say ? 

Mr. DexueimMer. Yes, sir, in the United States. 

Mr. Fenton. In the United States. It certainly wouldn’t detract 
from any downstream energy requirements ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. I have given you our best estimate at this time. 

The energy requirements downstream, you understand, are sub- 
servient to water requirements, as they would be in any of our proj- 
ects. 

Mr. Fenton. You couldn't give us any real firm estimate on that? 

Mr. Dexnermer. It would depend on the water conditions at the 
time, Doctor, and those vary so much in the Colorado River that my 
guess today could be entirely different next year and would serve no 
useful purpose. 


SALE OF POWER FROM GLEN CANYON PROJECT 


Mr. Fen'ron. Is it not true the Federal Power Commission said 
that the better market for power from Glen Canyon was in the lower 
Colorado River basin and that it would take 10 years to absorb that 
power after the first unit was placed in operation ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. I think some of their staff expressed such an opin- 
ion; but we don’t know. It could be several years before we have 
any power available. We don’t know what the demands may be 
at that time. , 

Mr. Fenton. Has the Bureau made any realistic economic analysis 
of whether the upper or lower basin is the proper market for the 
Glen Canyon power? 

Mr. DexHEIMER. We will study that in the future; but, as I have 
stated, I think, twice today, the REA’s and preference customers in 
the upper basin have made requests for power already. The 10 pri- 
rate utility companies that operate within the basin have stated be- 
fore the committees of Congress that they would be ready to buy 
whatever output was available from the project. 
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I think that is a very good endorsement when you get all 10 of the 
operating private utilities willing to subscribe for the power. 

Mr. Fenton. I think you are right about that. 

You did name the 10 power companies, I believe, this morning, did 
you not? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. No, sir; I didn’t name them, I don’t believe. 

That is in the record of the hearings last ed and the year before, 
before the legislative committee. I could. ‘I don’t have the list here. 

Mr. Fenton. Will you insert them in the record ? 

Mr. DexHermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. Being a newcomer on this committee, I would like to 
sort of refresh my memory on some of these companies. 

Mr. DrexHerMeER. Yes, sir. 

(The information follows :) 


TEN PRIVATE UTILITY COMPANIES WHICH HAVE EXPRESSED AN INTEREST IN 
PURCHASING POWER GENERATED ON COLORADO RIVER STORAGE PROJECT 
Arizona Public Service Co. 
Public Service Company of Colorado 
Public Service Company of New Mexico 
Southern Colorado Power Co. 
Southern Utah Power Co. 
Southern Wyoming Utilities Co. 
Telluride Power Co. 
Western Colorado Power Co. 
Utah Power and Light Co. 
Uintah Power and Light Co. 


Statements by representatives of these companies appear on page 310 of the 
hearings before the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs and on 
page 592 of the hearings before the House Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs made during hearings on the Colorado River storage project, 84th Con- 
gress, 2d session. 

Mr. Fenron. I think that is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rapavur. Mr. Budge. 


BENEFIT-TO-COST RATIO 


Mr. Buper. Mr. Commissioner, what is the benefit-to-cost ratio for 
the entire upper Colorado River storage project ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. That was asked this morning, Mr. Budge. We 
haven’t made it on that basis. 

Each one of the units is given in the material before you, and we 
haven’t figured it on the overall project. 

We have been asked for that for the record. 

Mr. Taper. You don’t have it with you ? 

Mr. Dexnetmer. No, sir; we haven't computed it. 

We have already been asked to furnish it for the record. 

Mr. Bunce. It seems to me every other project that comes before 
this committee for appropriation, when it is authorized as a group, 
in composite, has a benefit-to-cost ratio. 

Now, taking the Glen Canyon unit, the benefit-to-cost ratio is listed 
on that particular unit as 1.7 to 1. 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir. 
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POWER COSTS AND REVENUES 


Mr. Buper. In arriving at that benefit-to-cost ratio, did you com- 
pute the power revenues which you expect to receive from that project ? 

Mr. Bennerr. In figuring the benefit-cost ratio, Mr. Budge, you do 
not use power revenue. You use power values. 

Mr. Buper. Now, you explain to me the difference, will you? 

Mr. BENNETT?. Yes, sir. 

Power values, under our joint agreement, are computed as the least 
cost of producing an equivalent amount of power by alternative 
sources. 

Mr. Buner. Of course, the other day we had the regional director 
for the first region, Mr. Nelson, and he told the committee that in my 
State of Idaho when the Bureau makes a benefit-to-cost ratio determi- 
nation it is based upon the actual price which the Government will 
receive for the sale of power in the area. 

Mr. Bennervr. I think there was a misunderstanding there. I notice 
when the conversation went on it got a little confused between repay- 
ments and benefits. 

As I recall, the two projects under discussion were Palisades and 
Grand Coulee. 

On Grand Coulee, as I recall, we have used power values submit- 
ted to us by the Federal Power Commission. Those power values 
are based upon their computations of what the power would cost 
from alternative sources and, as I recall, we used the same thing on 
Palisades. 

Mr. Bupcr. You didn’t use the same thing on Palisades. Mr. Nel- 
son specifically stated that in the Idaho area, in the upper Snake 
River Basin, that the actual amount to be paid into the Federal 
Treasury as the result of the sale of the power was used in deter- 
mining the benefit-to-cost ratio. 

Mr, Bennerr. Well, then, I think Mr. Nelson misspoke himself 
on that. 

The moneys paid into the Treasury go toward the payment of the 
reimbursable costs and are a different thing than the computation of 
the benefit-cost ratio. 

Mr. Buper. Then, in determining what your repayments are to be 
here or your power value, you would have to ee in either 
event, how much you could get for the power in the area, wouldn’t 
you? 

Mr. Bennerr. We determine in the area what it would cost us or 

private development to generate the same amount of power—the 
same kind of power in that same area. 

Mr. Buper. Then you must have a cost of generation ? 

Mr. Bennetr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Buper. To set up the power value? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir; we have a cost of generation for the alter- 
native source. 

Mr. Buper. What is the cost of generation for the Glen Canyon 
unit ? 

Mr. Bennerr. Well, now, you are asking me a little different thing 
again, 

The alternative cost of generation that we use to give to benefits 
is based, as I recall, in the Glen Canyon site at about 7.5 mills per 
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kilowatt-hour, which is a steam plant, built by a private company 
with private financing. 

Now, the cost of generating power at Glen Canyon, as a Federal 
development, will probably be somewhere in the neighborhood of 
4 mills per killowatt-hour. We have not yet completed that calcu- 
lation, 

Mr. Buper. You don’t know, then, how much you are going to get 
from the sale of the power ? 

Mr. Bennett. Not completely yet, sir. 

Our studies, which we had before the Interior and Insular Affairs 
Committees, were based upon the sale of power at 6.5 mills per kilo- 
watt-hour, or 6 mills before the committees. 

Mr. Buper. Then you don’t know what is going to be returned to the 
Treasury from the sale of the power? 

You don’t as yet know the cost to the Federal Government to gen- 
erate the power; is that correct ? 

Mr. Bennett. We won’t know the complete cost until all the bids 
are in and the projects are constructed, but we do have our estimates as 
of today and from those we can make computations of what we will 
have to sell the energy for in order to return the costs required by law 
to be returned, 

Mr. Bunee. Do you know what that figure is going to be? 

Mr. Bennett. We are right now in the middle of preparing an up- 
to-date analysis on that, which is due before the C ongress Janu: ary 1, 
1958. 

We must submit that annually to the Congress. 

It is not yet far enough along that we can give you an answer. 

The material we had a year before, before the Interior and Insular 
Affairs Committees, show ed that at the 6-mill power rate we could pay 
out the project in 50 years, with interest, and we could also pay out the 
irrigation allocation of the storage units in the same 50-year period, 
which is what the law requires. 

Mr. Buper. When you say 6 mills, is that cost or the selling price ? 

Mr. Bennett. That is the selling price. 

Mr. Bunce. But you don’t know yet what the cost is to be, whether 
it will be under 6 mills or over 6 mills? 

Mr. Bennett. On the basis of those studies we know the cost is less 
than that. 

Mr. Buper. Does that cost include the transmission lines that will 
have to be built ? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir; that included transmission lines. 

Mr. Bunce. Does it include the cost of transmitting power to a load 
center where - you can sell the power? 

Mr. Bennett. Those studies were based on transmitting power to 
what we termed the periphery of the basin, which includes some load 
centers and does not include others. 

Mr. Buper. What is the cost of transmission? Is it in the neighbor- 
hood of 1 mill? ; 

Mr. Bennett. It will run 1 to 1.5 mills probably. 

Mr. Buper. The cost of generation you indicated at this project 
would be about 4 mills: is that right? 

Mr. Bennett. That’s kind of an off-the-cuff shot on the basis of 
what we know today ; yes, sir, at Glen Canyon. 

Mr. Bonar. Is that at the site itself? 
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Mr. Bennett. Yes; that’s at the site. 

Mr. Buper. Then, in determining any sale value, we would have 
to add the mill or mill and a half for transmission / 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Buper. Let me see if I understand you correctly about this 
power value. That has disturbed me. 

Using this specific project, the Glen Canyon unit, is this a correct 
analysis of the way you explained it: That you base the power value 
upon the cost to a private utility to build some kind of a plant that 
would produce a comparable amount of power at about the same 
price? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir; to meet the same loads. 

Mr. Buper. That computation for a private utility you have figured 
at 7.5 mills to build a steam plant? 

Mr. Bennett. The average in the basin was 7.5 mills, as I remember 
it; yes, sir. 

Mr. Larson. 7.4. 

Mr. Bennett. 7.4. 

Mr. Buber. I wonder if you would furnish for the record the esti- 
mated average annual power production for each power project within 
the Upper Colorado River storage project and the estimated cost of 
production. 

Mr. Bennetr. We can give you immediately the estimated firm gen- 
eration, if you wish it. 

Now, the—— 

Mr. Bunge. If you will just furnish it for the record, together with 
the at-site cost of generation—— 

Mr. Bennerr. Yes. We agreed this morning we would submit 
for the record a summary statement, which goes into allocations, 
costs, returns, and so forth, which I think will give you what you are 
looking for. 

Mr. Buper. That would include all fixed charges and amortization ? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir; and interest. 

(Nore.—Information supplied by the Bureau of Reclamation may 
be found on p. 663.) 

Mr. Buper. Have you computed what net power revenue per kilo- 
watt-hour will be required to pay out these costs to which we have 
just referred for these power projects? 

Mr. Benner. Well, our net power revenue from the upper Colo- 
rado River system will be in the general magnitude of $25 million 
a year, and our studies, as far as we have gone, as far as we have 
gone with our new ones, show that will probably return the power 
costs in less than 50 years. 

Mr. Bupcr. Have you computed that for each power project? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Buper. Will you also include that in the record ? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. 


TRANSMISSION LINES 


Mr. Buper. With regard to these transmission lines that you were 
describing to the gentleman from New York, Mr. Taber, just what 
measures did you use in coming up with the figure of $146 million. 

Mr. Bennett. I believe that is based on the $150 per kilowatt of 
installed capacity. 
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Mr. Buper. How many miles of transmission lines were included ¢ 

Mr. Bennett. We didn’t estimate it on a mileage basis, sir. We 
estimated it on a flat kilowatt basis. 

We have known from experience about what it costs us per kilowatt 
of installed capacity to deliver power. 

Mr. Buper. Have you ever had an identical delivery situation with 
the one that is proposed here ? 

Mr. Bennett. Not identical; no, sir, but we have had lines of a 
similar capacity and that kind of thing. 

We will, before we are through, make a detailed estimate based on 
miles of line, capacity of lines, ‘substations, and so forth. 

Mr. Dexueurer. We have many hundreds of miles in the Missouri 
Basin of similar transmission lines and substations and in other areas 
of the West. 

Mr. Buper. Of course, your topography is much different in the 
Missouri Basin. You don’t have the mountains and your load-center 
factors are entirely different than they are in this project. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Not greatly different from the Parker-Davis and 
those systems. 

Mr. Buper. Those are much smaller, of course, than what we are 
talking about here. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Well, there are 230-kilovolt lines running for 
several hundred miles. 

Mr. Buper. I mean the amount of power handled and so on is en- 
tirelv different from this. 

Mr. Dexurrmer. It is different; yes. 

Mr. Taser. The market is smaller. 

Mr. Bunce. I remember listening to the changes that have been 
made in transmission lines and costs in the Missouri Basin project. 

Just, incidentally, how does your present cost for transmission lines 
in the basin compare with the original estimates of those transmission 
lines some years back? 

Mr. Dexuetrmer. The Missouri Basin? 

Mr. Bupeer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. I don’t have those figures available now; but, of 
course, as you know, there have been numerous lines authorized in 
addition to what was originally contemplated. New powerplants 
and dams have been constructed and are under construction. Those 
things change over a 12-year period. 

Mr. Bupar. Do you think that is possible in this project, even be- 
fore you might have it built? 

Mr. Dexuermer. We anticipate that probably within the next 10 
or 20 years the Congress will authorize additional projects to be 
added to the Upper Colorado project, and it might very well affect 
the transmission lines and the costs; yes, sir. 

Mr. Buper. I wish some place along the line someone would clear me 
up on this power value. 

I now understand what measure is being used here. 

It would seem to me, in determining the benefits of the project, 
that you should determine not what it costs somebody else to pro- 
duce something that is similar, but what you are actually going to 
return to the Federal Tr easury. 
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Mr. Dexuetuer. Not in the benefit-cost ratio. Those figures are in 
the reimbursable costs, which are before you in the data that we do 
submit. 

Mr. Bunce. Well, I think 

Mr. Dexuermer. The benefits are in a somewhat different cate- 
gory than the actual dollars of income. 

Mr. Bennett. If you didn’t do that, Mr. Budge, if you tried to use 
revenue as a measure of benefits, you would find yourself in a peculiar 
position where the smaller your costs of generation the smaller would 
be your benefits. Actually, we know that the reverse is true—the 
smaller your cost of generation, the greater are your benefits. 

Mr. Buper. I think it isn’t the cost. of your generation; it is how 
much you can sell the power for. 

That is what I am trying to find out. 

I don’t see why we use a power value, which is what it would cost 
somebody else to build it if you didn’t do it. 

Why shouldn’t the test be how much you can repay to the Federal 
Treasury when you are saying to Congress, Vell, this is a good 
project because the benefit-to- cost ratio is 1.7 to 1” 

Mr. Bennerr. How much we can return to the | Treasury is our test 
of feasibility, and that is what we report to the Congress. 

Mr, Buner. Yes; but 

Mr. Bennerr. These costs are repaid at this rate in these years. 

Mr. Buper. Yes; but you haven’t determined how much it will cost 
you to produce the power, let alone what you are going to sell it for. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. We have that estimated, Mr. Budge. When the 
final cost: figures are in, of course, they may be somewhat different; 
but they are well below the value of that power, as we have mentioned, 
even transmitted to the load centers, and the actual revenue that we 
will get may be an entirely different figure. 

When we negotiate the contracts for the sale of that, we will en- 
deavor to sell it at the value that will amply take care of whatever 
those costs may be. 

Mr. Buper. I may have misunderstood here, but I thought the 
studies to determine the cost of generation and the revenue to be re- 
ceived by the Government were now underway and those studies would 
be completed and a report made the first of January 1958. 

Mr. Bennett. That’s right. 

Mr. Buner. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 





COLORADO RIVER STREAMFLOW 


Mr. Taner. Have you ever taken a record of the streamflow of the 
Colorado River at different spots? 

Mr. Dexurimer. We have a continuous record, I think, from back 
in the 1800’s, Mr. Taber; yes, sir. 

Mr. Taner. How much water flows down that stream / 

L suppose it would be different at different spots on the river because 
the drainage area that adjoins the river all the way down would pro- 
duce quite a considerable amount of water. 

Mr. Dexurimmer. It varies very greatly from season to season, and 
it varies greatly from year to year, depending on the rains, the snow- 
fall and other factors. 
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Mr. Taser. Yes; but can you give us some information on the 
streamflow up around this Glen Canyon and this Flaming Gorge and 
the Navajo? 

Up around that neighborhood how much streamflow is there? 

Mr. Bennett. The streamflow at Glen Canyon or, really, at Lees 
Ferry, just below Glen Canyon, where we have the gaging station 
will vary from about a low of 4 million acre-feet—— 

Mr. Taser. Four million a year? 

Mr. Bennett. Four million a year—to a high of about 22 million 
acre-feet. 

Now, based 

Mr. Taser. And what would the average be? Something like 10, 
122 

Mr. Bennett. On the period from 1914 through 1948 the average 
virgin flow is about 1514 million acre-feet. 

Mr. Taser. Fifteen and a half. 

Have you got any figures more current than that? 

Mr. Benner. The past few years have been quite low. 

Mr. Taser. The last 5 or 6 years have been quite low? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. they have been quite low. 

Mr. Taser. And they probably didn’t go much beyond the four? 

Mr. Bennetr. Nineteen fifty-five, for ‘example, was a little over 7 
million acre-feet. 

Mr. Taser. How about 1956? 

Mr. Bennett. Nineteen fifty-six was about 8 million seven. 

Mr. Taper. How about 1954? 

Mr. Bennett. Six million one. 

Mr. Taper. And 1953? 

Mr. Bennett. Eight million eight. 

Mr. Taner, Assuming vou had average flow of 8 million acre-feet, is 
it going to take 3 years or 314 years to fill this Glen Canyon Dam, that 
is, if nothing was drawn out? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, but if we only had an average flow of 8 
million we wouldn’t be able to fill Glen Canyon Dam because of the 
water requirements downstream. 

Mr. Taser. The average flow is 1514 million over the long period 
from 1914 to 1948. 

That would mean it would take you about 2 years to fill Glen Canyon. 

Mr. Bennett. If you could use it all. 

Mr. Dexuermer. If you could use the entire flow; yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. If you use the entire flow ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir; which you could not do. 

Mr. Taper. Because you would have to let the water go down- 
stream ¢ 

Mr. Dextrermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taner. Of course, you could use it for power to a certain extent, 
depending on how full your dam was? 

Mr. Dexnermer. That's correct. 

Mr. Taner. You have to have how much dead storage out of the 29? 

Mr. Dexurter. Well, we have to have approximately 6 million 
acre-feet in Glen Canyon before we get appreciable power output. 

Mr. Taner. So, taking into consideration what you would have to 
send downstream, it would take you a year to get enough in so you 
would have any power ? 
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Mr. Bennett. In a year like 1952, where we had 18 million acre- 
feet of flow, you could not only pass your water downstream, but fill 
your dead stor: age and have some left over. 

Mr. Dexuermer. In that case, you could probably fill it in a matter 
of a few months. 

Mr. Taper. No. You wouldn’t fill your dam, because 18 million is 
only a little less than two-thirds of 29. 

Mr. Bennerr. You wouldn’t fill it, but you would fill your dead 
storage and have power heads, so you could start generating. 

Mr. Buver. Will the gentleman yield tome? 

Mr. Taner. Yes. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Commissioner, when we figure these projects, don’t 
you normally use low-water years in determining whether the project 
1s feasible or not ? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. We determine that for the purpose of firm-power 
generation in the low-water years. 

Mr. Buper. Of course, that is part of your feasibility ¢ 

Mr. Dexuetmer. That is part of the feasibility ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Bupee. It just seemed to me the questions here and the answers 
might be a little misleading, because every project I have ever had any- 
thing to do with the Bureau based it upon the low-water years. They 
didn’t take an aver age of all the years. They get the low-water years. 

Isn’t that correct / 

Mr. DexHermeR. That is particularly true when you are figuring 
a firm water supply that needs to be provided for an area. 

It is also true that you must take into consideration the low flows 
of the river for your firm-power generation. 

Mr. Buper. Actually, your feasibility study is based upon the low- 
water years; it isn’t based upon an average ‘of low years as against 
high years, is it, in most projects? 

Mr. DexHermer. Well, it includes those low-water years, but it also 
includes the average. 

Mr. Taser. Any outfit that was going to use the power from this 
project would be obliged to have auxiliary power, steam Pons avail- 
uble to take care of their load in the general, average dry season ? 

Mr. Drexuermer. No, sir, except those people who had that other 
generating capacity. 

The first power output would be firm year-round power. 

Secondary power might be generated only certain years, and if you 
utilized that fully you would need auxiliary power to supplement that. 

Mr. Taper. That is your firm power yield on the basis of a flow of 
4 million acre-feet ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Well, plus the storage capacity you have available 
to draw on to even those years out. 

Mr. Taser. How much would that be? How much do you figure 
that capacity would be? 

Mr. Dexuermer. The capacity of the reservoir of 29 million acre- 
feet. It isa rather inodioel study to route the various flows over a pe- 
riod of years through a reservoir and determine what the firm yield 
would be from any particular plant. 

Mr. Taser. Supposing you had 4 million acre-feet of water; how 
much power would that generate? 


91488 —57 —46 
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Mr. DexHeimer, At—— 

Mr. Taser. Supposing you had that much that could flow down; 
how much would that generate ? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. Well, that would depend a little bit, Mr. Taber, on 
the——- 

Mr. Taser. Height of the water ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Height of the water at that time. 

Mr. Taper. Yes. 

Above your 6 million dead storage, it would produce some power, 
but it wouldn’t produce a big lot ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. That would be about two-thirds capacity. 

Mr. Taser. How much generating capacity do you figure? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. 800,000 to 900,000 kilowatts. 

Mr. Taner. You wouldn’t be able to operate more than two-thirds 
of your—— 

Mr. Dexnermer. Capacity at that elevation of the reservoir. 

Mr. Taner. How much power generation do you figure there would 
be there ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. We have—— 

Mr. Taser. What is your estimate? 

Mr. Larson. The firm-power generation, with a capacity of 800,000 
kilowatts, is 4,430 million at Glen ¢ Canyon; that is, the kilowatt-hours 
at Glen Canyon per year. 


Toran Cost, Cost Atiocation, Acres, Cost Per Acre, ETC., FOR 
INDIVIDUAL PRrogEctTs 


Mr. Taser. I wish you would furnish for each project division or 
unit included in the budget request that we are considering at the 
present time: 

(1) The location and acreage to be served—that means reclama- 
tion acreage (a) as originally authorized; (4) as presently contem- 
plated. 

(2) The estimated cost of each project: (a) The original cost; and 
(6) the present estimate. 

(3) The allocation of present estimated cost to various uses and 
basis that is, irrigation and power and flood control, and such things 
as that. 

(4) The cost per acre of allocated irrigation cost. 

(5) The schedule of repayment of reimbursable costs and period 
requitéd (a) by water users, (6) by power, and (¢) by others. 

(6) The total and per acre Saeed cost at 214 percent compounded 
on these reimbursable costs, on which interest is not charged, figuring 
interest to be computed on all unpaid balances until the entire reim- 
bursable costs are paid. 

(7) Where power is used or allocated to irrigation on an interest- 
free basis, what is the interest foregone at 214 percent compounded over 
the éntire payment period? I suppose you figure that on a basis of 40 
years. Are thoseall 40 years? 

Mr. Dexuerer. Fifty years, Mr. Taber. 

Mr. Taser. Fifty yearsnow. That would mean that the actual cost 
to the Government would be quite a little more than double what would 
be paid back. 
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(8) A statement as to the kind, extent and per acre value of crops 
grown on the unit lands before and after irrigation. 

(9) The estimated average value of unit lands before and after 
irrigation. 

( 10) Estimated investigation, planning, engineering, design, super- 
vision of construction, and other administrative-overhead costs. 

(11) Statement of each unit as to whether there has been or is any 
aie as to suitability of land for sustained irrigation from any 

‘ause, and the extent of such condition. 

Now—— 

Mr. Dexuemmer. Mr. Taber 

Mr. Taper. Yes. 

Mr. Dexuermer. The first six of your questions, I believe, are already 
in the record in our budget submittal. The others are available and 
we can furnish those for the record. 

Mr. Taper. If we had it all in one place, we would be able to tell what 
we were up against. That is why I asked for it that way. 

Mr. Dexnermer. We have not computed these things on a compound- 
interest basis, Mr. Taber, those things which the Congress has approved 
as non-interest-bearing costs. W hile we have done this on several oc- 
casions at requests, we could do that not only for our work, but for 
other public works, which would run into fantastic figures. 

Mr. Taper. In other words, if they were figured honestly, there 
wouldn’t be any benefit-cost ratios that would justify them? That is 
about the size of it, isn’t it? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. I think that is correct, Mr. Taber. If you were 
to figure, for example, the flood-control expenditures or navigation 
expenditures with compound interest, the results are completely stag- 
gering, for items that not only are not chargeable with interest, but 
have no repayment at all, while our projects are repaid in a specified 
number of years. 

Mr. Taser. About 40 percent repaid, because there is no interest and 
they are not repaid to the Treasury ; they are repaid to the reclamation 
fund, so that when they go out of the Treasury they are gone. 

Mr. Dexuemrer. They are always appropri ated by these committees 
and the reclamation fund is part of the Treasury. 

Mr. Taper. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Dexnermer. They are not subject to expending otherwise. 

Mr. Taner. Yes. 

Now, on this 

Mr. Rasavur. Would the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. Taper. Yes. 

Mr. Razavur. What is the decision about this request ? 

Mr. Taner. I would like it the way I put it. 

Mr. Rapavut. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Ranaut. For the record, there will be a compliance with the 
request of the gentleman from New York. 

(The information follows :) 
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ESTIMATED LAND USE AND Crop YIELD Per ACRE PRIOR TO AND FOLLOWING 
PROPOSED PROJECT DEVELOPMENT 


The change in land use and crop yield before and after project development 
varies from practically no change to that of extreme contrast. A number of 
projects, Parker-Davis, Boulder Canyon, Palisades, Fort Peck, and the Glendo 
and Yellowtail units of the Missouri River Basin project, have among their pri- 
mary purposes the generation of power, the mitigation of flood damage, the 
repulsion of salt water in the acquifer, the stabilization of river flows, the 
supplying of municipal and industrial water, and in some instances irrigation 
either directly or indirectly. Accordingly, estimates on these projects under 
question 8 have not been prepared. 

In the arid Southwest where year-round growing conditions and near sub- 
tropical climate prevails, extreme contrast can be expected in the transition 
from dry land to irrigation farming. Less sensational, but still significant, are 
the changes wrought in farming in the northern States such as Montana. Like- 
wise, contrasts vary on most of the supplemental water projects, especially 
those similar to portions of the Central Valley project where one of the main 
benefits is realized through the stabilization of ground water supplies and the 
firming up of historical inadequate surface supplies. The attached table shows 
estimates of expected preproject and postproject land use and yield data. 
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ESTIMATED VALUE OF ARGICULTURAL LAND Per Acre BEFORE AND AFTER PROJECT 
DEVELOPMENT (EXCLUSIVE OF VALUE OF BUILDINGS) 


Land use prior to Bureau of Reclamation irrigation development varies from 
extremely limited grazing to intensive, highly productive use on lands currently 
irrigated but requiring supplemental water. Therefore, value comparisons 
between before and after conditions may vary greately from one project to 
another, and within projects, because greater increases in land value are 
occasioned by marked changes in land use and less change in value is realized 
where land uses change but little. Values, of course, reflect land use and the 
land’s earning power in all cases. The following table illustrates the estimated 
average value of land for pre- and post-project conditions. 


Estimated value of agricultural land per acre before and afler project development 
(exclusive of value of buildings) 














! 
Project | Before | After | Project | Before | After 

2 rae. |i ae eee cc eee See eg 2 gl te ee 

| | 1} 

Chief Joseph Dam-Foster Creek--| $50 | 1 $2,000 Middle Rio Grande.-..-...-.-..--- $150 $200 

en ee | 20 | 300 || Washita Basin....................| 7-160 | 140-220 

OO aa 100 225 || Shoshone............- Kei a) 5 150 

Dantes WO0G MAVGl..... ..n0ccaccuue 165 250 || Colorado-Big Thompson project. 200 250 

kl ES Ses 75 250 |! Missouri River Basin project: 

Minidoka-North Side pumping | | Ainswotth wnit...........-....- | 50 200 

Cf | NS ee re ae 50 400 | Bostwick division: 

Rogue River-Talent division: 1] Lo. ee | 100 260 
I icicutowesceccnenawese) 8g0ne)) "One Tl eS 100 260 
NN ic tice inh isco nites 80 | 350 || Cedar Bluff unit............- 100 | 275 

Wapinitia-Juniper Flats_______---| 90 | 250 |) Farwell unit__.__- a j 100 250 

Yakima-Roza division............|....----.| 450 Frenchman-Cambridge divi- 

Oentrel Valiey................ ahaa 175 | 600 || NN ee oe os me 75 250 

BD I pectiwnwnbede cpaeeien | 250 700 i oo | a ee 75 250 

I Le eee | 150 | 300 Sargent wit... ...-c....000<c } 100 | 250 

IN cts ci actinic osnrmnnsinnicimacedl | 800 | 21,400 |} rasa cccducaenee 100 | 250 

Sl cinks sitiveneLenscibanekicnet 25 | 450 || Helena Valley unit_......-.-- 9-2 120 

EE eee ee 100 | 125 || Owl Creek unit.............-.! 35 90 

ES SRS ee eee 5 | 125 || Shoshone extension.______.._- 3-26 | 150 

OO BNO icc ince ne swcckmatie 275 409 || 2 ee a 25-55 | 150 

WVEDEr TOMB... nnnccceccennee awe) 5-275 400 | | 








1 Includes approximately $1,200 per acre to develop full bearing orchards. 
2 Represents an average of orchard and suburban use. 


SALE OF POWER AND IRRIGATION FROM THE UPPER COLORADO RIVER STORAGE 
PROJECT 





Mr. Tazer. With reference to this Colorado River project—I want 
to get back to that for a minute—starting in around Lees Ferry and 
going up through this Glen Canyon and the territory around it, from 
Navajo job, there isn’t very much habitation, is there ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Practically none in that area. 

Mr. Taper. Does all the land belong to the Government ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. The Government, State and Indian reservations 
largely. 

Mr. Taser. Some Indian reservations ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir. 

The Navajo Reservation is on one side of the river in that area, 

Mr. Taper. That is the west side? 

Mr. Dexueimer. East side. 

Mr. Taper. East side. 

Is that fertile territory or 





Mr. Dexnermer. No, sir. It is very barren, windswept country. 
There are only a very few spots where the Indians graze a few live- 
stock within the reservation. 

Mr. Taser. Most of it is pretty barren and pretty rough? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 





741 


Mr. Taser. How far is it from the Glen Canyon setup, that is, the 
spot where the dam would be, to the nearest market for any sub- 
stantial amount of power ? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. It depends on whether you go north or south. 

Mr. Taser. Give us both. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. The nearest areas would be in Arizona, about 135 
miles to Flagstaff. 

Going the other w ay, along the Union Pacific Railroad, there are 
a string y of small towns in Utah, and up into the Provo-Salt Lake area, 
a little over 200 miles. 

Mr. Taser. How far can you carry power without losing it? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Well, the transmission from the Hoover over to 
the load centers is in the neighborhood of 285 to 300 miles. 

Mr. Taper. That is about as far as it can go? 

Mr. Dexuermer. No, sir. There are many areas in the world where 
they transmit it a great deal farther. 

In the Grand Coulee area it is over 300 miles, and in some of our 
Missouri Basin it is great distances. 

Mr. Taser. With regard to the irrigation that might take place, 
there isn’t any real cultivatable land nearby that the w vater can be led 
to? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. Not out of Glen Canyon; no, sir. 

Mr. Taser. Nothing at all there? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. No. 

Mr. Taper. No irrigation at all? 

Mr. Dexnetmer. Not immediately in that area—Glen Canyon. 

Mr. Taser. Is there in the Flaming Gorge? 

Mr. Dexneimer. No, sir. It is a very steep—— 

Mr. Taner. The Navajo does have some reclamation ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. That is—— 

Mr. Taser. A little? 

Mr. Dexnermer. That is quite a distance from the Glen Canyon 
site and on other tributaries of the Colorado River system. 

Mr. Taper. Yes; but it is right in that—— 

Mr. Dexnermer. Within a few hundred miles. 

Mr. Taper. Yes. 

Mr. DexHermer. Yes, sir. 


CONTRACT BID EXPERIENCE 


Mr. Taper. What is the specific amount of the actual bids on con- 
tracts today on each major project item in relation to the engineers 
estimate? In other words, on this Colorado River project, so far 
what are the bids as comp’ ared with the original major items in the 
engineers’ estimates 

Mr. DexHErMer. We haven’t let any m: jor contracts yet, Mr. Taber. 

We can give you the contracts that we have let in the Glen Canyon 
unit. 

Mr. Taper. The origin: a estimates ? 

Mr. DexHEIMer. Yes, Si 

Mr. Taser. All right. 

Mr. DExHEIMER. The total of those bids is $8,944,667. 

The engineers’ estimate on those contracts totals $8,883,186. 

So, they are within approximately 1 percent. 
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CONSTRUCTION WORK UNDERWAY 


Mr. Taser. What actual construction work is underway on this 
Colorado River Basin ? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. As we explained this morning, Mr. Taber, we have 
contracts for the access road from Highway 89 in Arizona to the dam 
site. 

We have a contract for the bridge which is to cross the canyon 
below the dam. 

We have a contract for 1 of the 2 major diversion tunnels to take 
the river around the dam during the construction period. 

We have done some other work on roads and preparing specifica- 
tions for the dam and for other features of the work of Glen Canyon. 

At the Flaming Gorge we have let contracts for building access 
roads and for some dr illing and exploratory work and a minor amount 
of moving in of a few trailers for our housing and preparation of 
the specifications, getting ready for the bid on the dam itself. The 
other units: Navajo—we have contracts with the State of New Mexico 
for access road and some exploratory work going on for materials 
and investigation of the dam site and prep: ation of plans and speci- 
fications for that. The others are in the planning stage, and we are 
only working on the plans for the other units. 

Mr. Taser. I think that is all I have. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, may I ask one more question ? 

Mr. Rapavr. Yes, Mr. Budge. 


TRANSMISSION LINES 


Mr. Buper. A few minutes ago, when we were talking about these 
transmission lines, the expression was used that they w ould be built 
to the periphery of the basin. What does that mean ! 

Mr. Dexuermer. That means that lines would be extended out gen- 
erally to the outline of the basin, a line directly toward the load centers 
in 2 or 3 different places from the main transmission system. 

Mr. Buper. Would that reach the two load centers you referred to 
a minute ago—Flagstaff, Ariz., and—what was the other one ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Within the estimate those could be reached. We 
haven’t determined yet, of course, where those lines might actually 
be built. 

Mr. Buper. Are those two load centers within the periphery of the 
basin ? 

Mr. Dexnetmer. Yes. 

Mr. Buper. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Razavt. Any other questions ? 
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HAWAII 
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, BuREAU OF RECLAMATION 
Mr. Rasavur. We will take up Hawaii here—Bureau of Reclama- 
tion—general investigations. 
There is no request for 1958. 


We will put pages BR-1 and 2 in the record. 
(The pages referred to, pp. BR-1 and 2, follow :) 


General investigations—Estimate for Hawaiian investigations 





Allocation of appropriation, fiscal year 1957___._.--__--.---.-.-_._._- $10, 000 
Pree -vekr Delanec: bveUAbI6. ooscicesk eh cere eee een 28, 455 
"Foun Gpncetiens. Oecen) year 3006 csi cco teweccmanes 38, 455 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1958_ 


Description.—Public Law 634 authorizes the Secretary of the Interior “* * * 
to make an investigation relating to the conservation, development, and utiliza- 
tion of the irrigation and reclamation resources of the Waimanalo, Oahii; 
Waimea, island of Hawaii; and Molokai projects, Territory of Hawaii, and to 
report thereon with appropriate recommendations to the President and the 
Congress.”” It subsequently developed that the existing Hawaiian Irrigation 
Authority was fully capable and desirous of performing the actual work of 
investigating, constructing, and operating irrigation projects on the islands 
and that the only participation required on the part of the Bureau was in the 
way of technical assistance and guidance in developing plans and preparing 
reports thereon. It also developed that the Waimanalo project was complete 
except for possible miscellaneous rehabilitation work and no assistance would be 
required of the Bureau. In the case of the Waimea project, considerable con- 
struction has already been accomplished but the extension of these works and 
the completion of the project is dependent upon a decision by the Territorial 
government as to the lands to be served by the extension. Pending this decision, 
no participation by the Bureau will be required. 

Work underway and proposed.—During fiscal year 1957, the $38,455 now avail- 
able for the Hawaiian investigation program will be used to complete the studies 
of the Molokai project and review the report thereon. No funds are requested 
in fiscal year 1958. 
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MOLOKAT IRRIGATION AUTHORITY 


Mr. Rasavut. The Hawaiian Irrigation Authority is interested in 
obtaining Federal financial assistance for the Molokai irrigation 
project. 

What is the present legal situation concerning possible Federal 
assistance ? 

Mr. Bennett. There has been no specific request made yet by any 
Territorial official for legislation to authorize such a loan. 

Mr. Razavt. So, there is nothing legal about it at the present time? 

Mr. Bennett. No, sir. 

Mr. Razpavt. All right. 

Mr. Bennett. May I point out, Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Rapavrt. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. While you are on this subject, although our budget 
requests shows we are asking for no money for Hawaii, we anticipate 
in 1958 we will have to do some work, particularly if they come in with 
legislation requesting a loan. We will have to service that legislative 
action, which will require some funds. 

We have some carryover there. 

Mr. Rasaut. Who are “they” ? 

Mr. Bennett. The Territorial authority. 

Mr. Ranaut. If you did anything there, you would do it with 
carryover funds? 

Mr. Bennerr. Yes, sir; we have a small amount of those funds 
left. 

Mr. Ranaut. How far would you go in the expenditure of money? 

Mr. Bennett. Probably not to exceed $100,000. 

Mr. Rapzavur. Any questions? 

Mr. Bunge. May I ask one question ? 

Do you have any Bureau of Reclamation personnel in Hawaii now? 

Mr. Bennett. No, sir. 

Mr. Bunce. That is all. 

Mr. Rasavur. The committee will stand adjourned until 10 o’clock 
tomorrow morning. 





MISSOURI BASIN 


Mr. Rapavut. The committee will come to order. 
We have before us this morning General Galloway and members of 
his staff. 
EXAMINATIONS AND Surveys, Corps or ENGINEERS 
We take up this morning, the Missouri Basin, the Corps of Engi- 
neers, examinations and surveys. 


We will put pages 3 and 4 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 
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Missouri Basin—J ustification of estimate 
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, FiscaL YEAR 1958 


1. Examinations and surveys 

(a) Navigation studies.—None. 

(6) Flood-control studies —The amount of $165,300 is requested for prosecution 
of 8 studies during fiscal year 1958. This amount will permit completion of 5 
reports and progress on 3 others. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 

















| | 

Total | Allocation | Tentative |Additional to 

Study estimated prior to allocation j/complete after 

Federal cost | fiscal year fiscal year fiscal year 
1958 1958 1958 

= ieaecsitatista ———_— —_—_——_|-—_—__|-_--—_-—— 

Iowa: Big Sioux River, lowa and 8S. Dak_...-.-- $45, 000 | $25, 000 | $20, 000 | 0 

ES EE) OS eee eee | 140, 000 121, 000 19, 000 | 0 

Missouri: 

Lamine and Blackwater Rivers............ 90, 000 53, 200 25, 000 | $11, 800 

Stas sac atasthinaeatbonewnsaie 52, 000 43, 200 | 8, 800 | 0 

eS rae 55, 000 44, 500 10, 500 | 0 

Nebraska: Platte River..................-...-- 265, 000 177, 000 29, 000 59, 000 
North Dakota: James River, N. Dak. and 

ie SN cheeses. th 1th ch neacpn ceccntadebndinpabnden 167, 100 126, 900 25, 000 15, 200 

South Dakota: Vermillion River..............- | 61, 000 33, 000 | 28, 000 0 

RE ERS ae nO | 875, 100 623, 800 | 165, 300 | 86, 000 

I iden sicneccisadsscacecmandveieioalieisnalin 875, 100 623, 800 165, 300 | 86, 000 


ApVANCE ENGINEERING AND Desicn, Corrs oF ENGINEERS 
RATHBUN RESERVOIR 


Mr. Razavt. Rathbun Reservoir—$100,000. 
We will put page 6 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


RATHBUN RESERVOIR, IOWA 


(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—The project is located on the Chariton River about 
7 miles north of Centerville, Iowa, and about 1 mile north of the town of Rath- 
bun, in Appanoose County, Iowa. The plan of improvement provides for con- 
struction of an earth-fill dam with a gated outlet works and ungated spillway. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.19 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


en 1 NON ONG oh Bs oie indi Scheele eeem $21, 000, 000 
NN calli acts aida isababauaiaceasenadblekalae 0 

Ia ica cee ease das es nines iaisanenalnceinieen 0 

a nll 0 
a cescmiasemieasocavrarmiinpakiacebesisiowaniaanenasivtiniet 21, 000, 000 
Precomstrauction, pieniing. catimate..........60..06066.06.000--0-- 325, 000 
 EEOET DOT SNE OO, BU iin ied lic dnks ned tecacacemnaue 50, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1958__.________--__--_________ 100, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1958_ 175, 000 

JUSTIFICATION 


The Rathbun Reservoir will be operated to store excess runoff from an area 
that is subject to violent storms of intense rainfall. Floods have occurred on 
the Chariton River in 26 of the past 39 years. At Novinger, Mo., the Chariton 
River exceeded flood stage 43 times in 17 years and the proposed reservoir 
would have reduced 41 of these floods to below bankfull. In addition to reduc- 
tion of floods on the Chariton River, corresponding reductions would also occur 
on the Missouri and Mississippi Rivers. The Rathbun Reservoir will provide 
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flood protection to approximately 145,000 acres of land and several railroads. 
Operation of this reservoir in conjunction with the improved channel already 
completed under the Chariton River, Mo., project will prevent practically all 
of the floods on the Chariton River below the dam site in Iowa, and about 80 
percent of the floods on the Chariton River in Missouri. In addition to flood 
control, this reservoir will provide 134,000 acre-feet of storage to be used to 
supplement water flows for abatement of stream pollution, navigation on the 
Missouri and Mississippi Rivers, and relief from droughts. 

Non-Federal costs—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—No change from latest estimate sub- 
mitted to Congress. 

Mr. Rapavut. Now, in this case the benefit-cost ratio has been re- 
duced from 1.38 to 1 to 1.19 to 1 since last year, but the total cost 
has remained the same. 

What is the reason for the reduction in the benefits ? 

General GaLLtoway. The reason, Mr. Chairman, is that we have 
recomputed the benefits based on current prices of the agricultural 
products produced there, which have been reduced according to our 
indexes. 

Mr. Rasavut. That is onthe farm. They don’t reflect in the grocery 
stores, do they ? 

General GALLoway. I haven’t seen them reflected there. 

Mr. Razavt. I don’t know. I bought 3 apples the other day for 
40 cents. 

Mr. Kirwan. You must have known the man when he gave them to 
you that cheaply. 

Mr. Ranaut. Does it now appear that further study might further 
reduce the benefit-cost ratio ? 

General GALLowaAy. No, sir. 

We have made an economic study in conformance with the arrange- 
ment made last year and the study, which had just been approved by 
the Office of Chief of Engineers on the 22d of March indicates there 
will be an increase in the benefit-cost ratio to 1.27. 

Mr. Razaut. That 1s improvement ? 

General GALLoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapavt. So, the cost-benefit ratio shows an improvement. 

What is the status of the advance planning on this project? 

General GALLoway. With this money we already secured for ad- 
vance planning on this project, sir, we have completed this particular 
study and we have completed our hydrology design memorandum, 
and we are working on our general design memorandum. 

Mr. Rapavut. Have you got a target date for completion on the gen- 
eral design memorandum ? 

General GaLLoway. We expect to complete that, sir, in January 
of the coming year, 1958. 


LAND TO BE INUNDATED 


Mr. Rasavt. Last year you inserted in the record on page 607 the 
figure of $355,000 as the annual gross value of production on the 
15,900 acres to be inundated. 

This is a rather low average of $22 per acre, but over a 50-year 
period this represents a total agricultural production loss of $17,- 
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695,000, only three and a half million less than the cost of the project. 
_ What has been done to explore alternate methods of providing addi- 
tional protection for the lands in the Chariton Basin? i 

General GatLoway. There have been no detailed studies made of 
providing flood protection in that particular locality by the use of 
smaller reservoirs, upstream reservoirs. 

That was given consideration in the survey report, but since that 
time we have given detailed studies in other basins, sir, where there are 
similar conditions. 

Mr. Rapaut. Yes. 

General GaLttoway. We have found, for instance, in the Delaware 
River Basin, in Kansas, where we were studying the Perry Reservoir, 
the small reservoirs will not give the degree of flood protection that is 
necessary. 

Mr. Ragpaut. Would you say this $22 per acre and over a 50-year 
period is out of line with other locations that might be considered or 
would you figure they would be about the same? 

General Gattoway. I would feel that any 

Mr. Rapaut. You see, over a 50-year period it adds up to a sizable 
sum here. 

General Gattoway. Well, I would figure in other areas, other pos- 
sible reservoir sites, that the figure would be approximately the same, 
sir. 

Mr. Rasavut. General Person, do you feel that is about average con- 
dition 

General Person. I think so; yes. 

Mr. Raraut (continuing) : Or is it below the average condition in 
the country ? 

General Person. Well, you have to consider the actual conditions, 
sir, how much good bottom land is flooded and how much worthless 
hillside is flooded, and it seems a reasonable figure, sir. 

Mr. Rapwavt. Is this $22 per acre an average return / 

That would be a low return, $22 an acre; wouldn’t it ? 

General Person. It would be low for agricultural land, sir; but, of 
course, much of this land—— 

Mr. Rapaut. This refers to the income. 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

General Gatitoway. I believe that is the gross income, sir, that is 
involved. 

Mr. Rapsavt. Yes, that is gross income. This is according to your 
testimony of last year. 

General Person. And, of course, Mr. Chairman, the net loss from 
that production was taken into account in figuring the economics of 
the project, since it is felt the market value of the land properly 
reflects its productive capacity and, of course, the land value is one 
of the factors in the cost of the job. 

Mr. Ranaut. According to the testimony a few minutes ago, this 
$22 annual gross value of production per acre would be reduced, too, 
this year. 

General Gattoway. Yes; because 

Mr. Rasavt. Because of the recession in the agricultural prices? 

General Garioway. Yes; but that is a constantly fluctuating 
proposition. 


Mr. Rapavrt. Yes. 
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General Gattoway. The net loss from those 15,900 acres would be 
in the neighborhood of $80,000 a year. In other words, after you 
consider the labor costs, costs of seeding and other production costs— 
the net return from those 15,900 acres would be $80,000 a year. 

Mr. Razsavt. $80,000 a year? - 

General Gatioway. That’s right. 

Mr. Rapavt. That over a period of 50 years is $4 million ? 

General GaLLoway. Yes, sir. 


POMONA RESERVOIR, KANSAS 


Mr. Razaut. Pomona Reservoir, $145,000. 
We will put page 8 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 


FLOOD CONTROL RESERVOIR 
PoMONA RESERVOIR, KANS. 
(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—The project is located about 7.3 miles above the 
mouth of Hundred and Ten Mile Creek, a tributary of the Osage (Marais des 
Cygnes) River, in Osage County, Kans. The dam site is located about 7 miles 
northwest of Pomona, Kans., and about 34 miles upstream from Ottawa, Kans. 
The plan of improvement provides for construction of an earthfill dam with a 
gated outlet works and an ungated spillway. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.18 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 
Estimated Federal cost sic cc aa cect laa tal SD See ee eal Se 


Estimated non-Federal cost ica alee ices Aiea tea ati ele ke seca 0 
Cash contributions , i a a = . ne at 0 
Other costs : ad ; pices 0 

Total estimated project cost J : innate 14, 100, 000 

FrecOnstruction PiATAis: OUCiMRtei ek i tue ees. 275, 000 


Appropriations to June 30, 1957 a 130, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal vear 1958 ee Ieee 145, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1958_ 0 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Pomona Reservoir is a unit of the authorized system of reservoirs in the 
Osage River Basin, which in turn is an integral part of the comprehensive flood- 
protection plan for the Missouri River Basin. The reservoir in the Osage Basin 
will be operated as a unified system for the control of floods and storage of 
water to maintain minimum flows during drought periods. The July 1951 flood 
inflicted $32,750,000 damage in the Osage Basin. The principal area affected 
comprises 428,000 acres in the Osage River Basin and includes numerous towns, 
roads, railroads, public utilities, resort developments, and productive agricul- 
tural land. The design of the local protection works at Ottawa and Osawatomie 
is predicated on upstream reservoir control; and the Pomona Reservoir, along 
with three other small reservoirs in the Osage Basin, is required to obtain the 
optimum protection for these cities. 

Non-F'ederal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—No change from latest estimate sub- 
mitted to Congress. 


Mr. Rapacr. The amount requested will complete planning. 

The benefit-cost ratio has been reduced from 1.30 to 1.0 to 1.18 to 1.0, 
hut the cost estimate remains the same. 

Is the reason here the same as in the previous case ? 
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General Gattoway. Yes,sir. The crops produced in that particular 
area are very similar to those in Rathbun, in the Chariton River Basin, 
und the drop in agricultural prices has been the reason for the change 
in the benefit-cost ratio. 

Mr. Rapavt. All right, General Galloway. Benefits on both this 
project and the previous one seem to have been nicely inflated to get 
them started into the advance engineering and design stage. What 
reliability can the committee place on your benefit-cost ratios on new 
projects ¢ 

General GaLLtoway. Sir, I would say that we try to call them as we 
see them in the way of benefits and charges against the project; and, 
of course, the agricultural prices here and in the one previous have 
gone down, but they can—I hope in the future—go up; and, in addition 
to that, in certain of our rural areas, where there has been an increase 
in developments—the benefits have been increasing without propor- 
tionate increase in charges. However, normally we do have some in- 
crease in construction costs, as time goes on, which tends to work 
toward a lower benefit-cost ratio. 

Mr. Rapautr. You have a reduction in the agricultural prices and 
vou have an increased cost in construction, and that affects your 
benefit-cost ratio ? 

General GatLtoway. That’s right, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. What is the status of advance planning on this project ? 

General GatLoway. On this project, sir, we expect to have our gen- 
eral design memorandum completed by next month,in May,sir. Then 
we will start our additional design memorandums which are necessary 
to get the plans and spec ifications for the initial construction contracts. 

Mr. Rasavr. All right. 


WILSON DAM RESERVOIR, KANSAS 


Mr. Ranaut. Wilson Dam and Reservoir, $50,000. 
We will put pages 10 and 11 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
WILSON DAM AND RESERVOIR, KANS. 


(Initiation of planning) 


Location and description.—On the Saline River at mile 130.4 at the eastern 
edge of Russell County, Kans., about 10 miles north of Wilson, Kans., and 10 
miles northeast of Dorrance, Kans. The project plan provides for an earthfill 
dam with gated outlet for flood control and irrigation releases and an uncon- 
trolled spillway in a saddle near the right abutment. 

Authorization.—1944 Flood Control Act. 

Bene/fit-cost ratio.—1.27 to 1.0. 
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Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost___.___-__- 
Estimated non-Federal cost: 
Cash contribution-__-_-_._____ 
I cecal ai i i a ee 
Total estimated project cost 


Preconstruction planning estimate_____ ais edited cbbtodhebbarcete chee 350, 000 

Appropriation to June 30, 1957__- acetates alli A a Reale ele 0 

Planning allocation for fiscal year 195 8_ gcanimeatenouia sae 50, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal 

year 1958 pei a ae Ua mae 300, 000 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide a high degree of flood protection to 60,000 acres in 
the Saline River flood plain and, in coordination with other units of the Missouri 
River Basin plan, will help to reduce flooding on 210,00 acres in the Smoky Hill 
and Kansas River flood plains. The July 1951 flood, which inundated almost the 
entire flood plain below the Wilson site, caused estimated damages of more 
than $6 million along the Saline River, and about $76 million along the Smoky 
Hill and Kansas Rivers. The flood plain areas below Wilson Dam site are 
broad flat valleys, primarily agricultural in nature but containing important 
transportation facilities, numerous towns, and parts of several large cities. The 
towns of Beverly, Culver, Lincoln, Sylvan Grove, Tescott, and Vesper lie wholly 
or partly in the flood plain and are subject to severe flood damage. The Smoky 
Hill and Kansas Rivers flood plains contain 2 of the country’s most important 
transcontinental highways and the tracks, yards, and terminal facilities of 13 
major railways. Large sections of the cities of Manhattan, Topeka, Lawrence, 
and the Kansas Citys contain flood-plain properties with aggregate value in the 
billions of dollars. In addition to the reduction of flood damages, the reservoir 
will produce substantial benefits through storage of water for irrigation and 
will make available a source of water which will be of general benefit to down- 
stream areas as a result of low-flow regulations. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal-cost estimates.—The current Federal-cost estimate is 
the estimate developed subsequent to the transfer of this project to the Corps 
of Engineers from information in the authorizing document as supplemented by 
detailed topographic surveys of the dam and reservoir areas furnished by the 
Bureau of Reclamation; results of underground investigations of the dam site; 
a recent reconnaissance of the reservoir area; current land appraisals; and 
recent bids on comparable work. 


Mr. Rawavr. Since this is a new start, please briefly explain this 
project. 

General GatLtoway. Sir, this was a project that was authorized for 
construction by the Bureau of Reclamation and which last year was 
transferred by the Congress to the Corps of Engineers for construc- 
tion. 

It is a project located on the Saline River in eastern Russell Coun- 
ty, Kans., in the central part of Kansas. 

The plan itself provides for an earth-fill dam with a gated outlet 
for both flood control and irrigation releases and an uncontrolled 
spillway on the right abutment. 

The project will provide a high degree of flood protection to 60,000 
acres in the Saline River flood ‘pl: in and, in coordination with other 
units of the Missouri River Basin plan, help to reduce flooding of 
210,000 acres on the Smoky Hill River and on the Kansas River 
flood plains. 
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I might say, in addition to the reduction of flood damages, the res- 


ervoir will produce subst — benefits through storage of water for 
irrigation and will make available, which is particularly important 
in this section, a source of water which will be of general benefit to 
downstream areas as a result of low-flow regulation. 

Mr. Rasavt. If the committee members will turn to page 10, there 
is a sketch of this project. 

Do you have a change in the benefit-cost ratio ? 

General Gattoway. No, sir; not on this one because this is the 
first time 

Mr. Rapavr. All right. When was the benefit-cost ratio on this 
project last calculated 4 

General GatLtoway. Sir, our caleculation—our estimated cost—is an 
estimate that has been developed since the transfer of this project to 
the Corps of Engineers. 

From information in the authorizing document, which was the 
1944 Flood Control Act, and from some detailed topographic surveys 
of the dam and reservoir areas furnished to us by the Bureau of 
Reclamation, and as a result of underground investigations at the 
dam site, a recent physical reconnaissance of the reservoir area, cur- 
rent land appraisals, and with recent bids on construction work in 
that same area, we have come up with an estimate of cost there, sir, 
of $15,900,000. 

Mr. Rapavr. A moment ago you said something about this be- 
ing with Reclamation and turned over to the corps. 

General Gattoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. This project appears to have been authorized in 1944 
for construction by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

General Gattoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasautr. Why wasn’t it built by the Bureau ? 

General Gattoway. This project, sir, has really more flood control 
than irrigation storage in it, and I believe that the lack of desire 
to push this project was due to the character of this river. It is 
called the Saline River, and it is saline not only in name, but in fact 

Mr. Rapavutr. Where was that lack of push? In what depart- 
ment ¢ 

General Gattoway. Well, I don’t know, sir. 





IRRIGATION BENEFITS 


Mr. Ranaut. What evidence is there that irrigation water was 
needed or desired 7 

General Gattoway. I believe that the Bureau of Reclamation has 
requests and demands in that general area for irrigation water. 

Mr. Chairman, I might add I have been informed the Bureau at 
the present time has no specific plans for that water. They are mak- 
ing studies regarding the use of that water downstream. 

The very salty character of that stream makes that water objec- 
tionable for irrigation unless it is diluted, but as it travels downstream 
and meets with other rivers tributary to the Kansas, it does become 
available and usable for irrigation. 

do know that in the area, sir, there is a great demand for irri- 
gation. 
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Mr. Ranaut. What is the average annual rainfall in the project 
area ¢ 

Do you have that ¢ 

General Gattoway. I will have to supply that, sir. I haven’t got 
that information. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 

The average annual rainfall is about 26 inches per year. 

Mr. Rapavut. Off the record. 

(Off the record.) 

Mr. Rasaut. Back on the record. 


BENEFIT-TO-COST RATIO 


What is the cost-benefit ratio without the irrigation benefits fig- 
ured 7 

You ~~ going to supply the answer to the other quest ion ¢ 

General GaLLoway. Yes, si 

The cost-benefit ratio, sir, without the irrigation benefits figured in 
would be about 1.12, I would say, 

Mr. RABAt Ps ie 

General GALLoway. That is a hasty calculation. 


Mr. Rapaur. Instead of 1 Lee 

General Gattoway. That’s right, 

(The following information was Lime supplied :) 

If the project is constructed as presently contemplated and only flood-control 
benefits are considered, the benefit-cost would be about 1.12. However, in this 
event, the storage now allocated to irrigation could be utilized to very good 
advantage for low-flow regulation on the Saline, Smoky Hill, and Kansas Rivers. 
The benefits from such low-flow regulation have not been evaluated, but it is 
believed that they would at least equal the irrigation benefits so that the actual 


benefit-cost ratio would probably remain in the general range of 1.27. 


IRRIGATION BENEFITS 


Mr. Ranaut. The reservoir will produce substantial benefits to 
storage for irrigation and will make available a source of water 
which will be of general benefit to downstream areas as a result of 
low-flow regulation. 

A minute ago you said about the opposite of that—not about the 
downflow, but about the irrigation. 

General Gattoway. Well, sir, there have been benefits to irrigation 
because there is a tremendous need for irrigation in that area, and 
any water that can become available will be used. It will have to be 
diluted as it gets downstream. 

Mr. Rapsavur. Is Mr. tg alter there / 

Mr. Watrrer. Yes 

Mr. Ranavr. Take ( beaaioedll Person’s chair for a minute. 

Mr. Waurer. I don’t have data on Wilson Dam with me. 

Our analysis of the project originally contemplated irrigating 
20,000 acres of land just to the east of the Wilson site. Later exam1- 
nation of that land shows there are only 2,000 acres of land suseep- 
tible to irrigation. 

Prior to the transfer to the Corps last year we had put the project 
back into a later category to explore further the use of this water 
downstream in the vicinity of Topeka. 
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Mr. Ranaut. Let’s get off the record a minute. 

(Off the record.) 

Mr. Rapavut. On the record. 

Now, Mr. Walter, a few minutes ago, when we were talking off the 
record about this matter here for the benefit of the committee, Mr. 
Jensen asked you a question about the size of the land that was to be 
irrigated—the number of acres to be irrigated—and he said, “Is not 
that correct?” 

And you said, “It was at that time.’ 

Now, tell us about this project, for the record, concerning that land. 

Mr. Jensen. In what way do you mean, Mr. Chairm: in? He testi- 
fied first they thought there were 20,000 acres of land——— 

Mr. Raraut. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. That would be profitable to irrigate. 

Mr. Rapaut. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. Then, after that time, they discovered there was only 
9,000 acres. ; ; 

Mr. Ranaut. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. And then, shortly after that, this project was trans- 
ferred from the Bureau of Reclamation to the Army engineers. 

Mr. Rapavut. That is correct. 

Mr. Jensen. Was that after you discovered there were only 2,000 
acres ¢ 

Mr. Watrer. That’s right. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. You go ahead and answer the chairman’s 
question. 

Mr. Ranaut. Yes; but he also said he would like to study the irriga- 
tion features a little further. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Rapavut. That is what he said. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Ranaut. Now, Mr. Kirwan wants to ask you a question. 

Mr. Kirwan. I want to know what caused them to want to under- 
take the project. 

You say this project was there, and the Bureau of Reclamation 
appraised it, and discovered you only had 2,000 acres instead of 
20,000. 

Mr. Water. They do have the 20,000 acres, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. They do have the 20,000 acres. 

Mr. Waurer. And that was delineated. 

Mr. Kirwan. Yes. 

Mr. Watrter. During the course of investigations, as a result of 
detailed land classification, we discovered that most of the land was 
not susceptible to irrigation, which reduced the original acreage down 
to the 2,000. 

Because of this, we changed our approach on the utilization of the 
water available, intending ‘to make further studies downstream. 

Mr. Kirwan. I am not interested in downstream. I am just inter- 
ested in that particular spot there embracing the 20,000 acres. 
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Mr. Watrer. During our investigation we covered, sir, not only 
20,000 acres; but a full 40,000 or 50, 000 acres to find the best place 
to utilize all the water available to the best advantage. 

Mr. Ranaut. Your statement is you want to study this further? 

Mr. Watrter. That’s right, sir, in connection with the Corps of 
Engineers project. 

Mr. Ranaut. Now, why should we be supplying you with any 
further funds if you want to just study this further ? 

Haven’t you funds to study it further now / 

Mr. Water. We haven’t requested funds for a reclamation study 
at this time. 

Mr. Rapavr. Don’t you think, then, you should go to the Budget 
and get the funds, get the money, to make a further study ? 

Mr. Watrer. I must qualify that. We do have funds for general 
investigations further downstream. 

Mr. Rasavur. Don’t you feel we are moving this ahead too fast? 
You still want to make some studies on it for irrigation. You are 
not firm in your own mind about the irrigation features of this at all 
yet. 
~ Mr. Water. I do believe it is necessary for a multipurpose project, 
sir, and that if the flood-control benefits——— 

Mr. Rasavr. Will your further study of it affect the location of it? 

Mr. Watrer. Oh, no, sir, it wouldn’t affect the location. 

Mr. Razavut. Would it affect the size of it? 

Mr. Watter. No, sir. 

Mr. Rasavt. It is just going to affect what other acreage is going 
to be protected or served ? 

Mr. Water. I don’t believe there would be any different size in the 
reservoir than has been contemplated. 

Mr. Ragact. I have no further questions on it. 


DEFERRAL OR ELIMINATION OF PROJECT 


Mr. Botanp. Apparently the Bureau of Reclamation has dismissed 
this as a project, hasn’t it? 

This is a project you are no longer interested in; isn’t that so— 
otherwise, it wouldn't be here under the Corps of Engineers’ request ? 
Mr. Watrter. No, sir. I didn’t want to leave that impression. 

Mr. Botanp. The fact of the matter is that it has been transferred 
from the Bureau to the Corps of Engineers, isn’t that right? 

Mr. Wa ter. That’s right, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. It can’t be justified as a Bureau project apparently. 

What is the flow in the Saline River, the average cubic-foot-per- 
second flow ? 

General GatLoway. The average flow 

I haven’t got that figure here. 

Mr. Botanp. What is the flow 

General GatLtoway. The maximum flow is 19,300 cubic feet a 
second. 

Mr. Botanp. That is the flood flow ? 

General Gattoway. That’s right. 
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Mr. Botanp. That doesn’t really contribute too much to the flood 
conditions of the Kansas River, does it? 

General Gattoway. Well, sir, this particular dam—if this dam had 
been in operation in 1951, it would have prevented about $10 million 
damage. 

Mr. Bouanp. In the Kansas River? In the Kansas River, or in 
the area effected by the Saline? 

General GatLtoway. Primarily down in the Kansas River area, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. Isn’t this a project that could be easily delayed? You 
have other projects which contribute to the flood protection of the 
Kansas River. 

General GaLtLoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. This is the general flood-protection scheme for the 
Kansas River. You include this project as one of the projects neces- 
sary. 

General Gattoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bouanp. Actually, because of the flow in this stream, couldn’t 
this project be eliminated completely in the general overall flood- 
control program for the Kansas River? 

General GatLtoway. No, sir; I don’t believe it could be. 

Mr. Botanp. It only contributes 19,000 cubic feet per second to it. 
If this were eliminated and the others were built, the elimination 
of this wouldn’t amount to any—— 

General Gatitoway. This is a part of the comprehensive scheme, 
and has been, sir, since—— 

Mr. Botanp. What we are here trying to do, if we can, without 
hurting the area at all, is to cut down on the amount of money that 
has been requested under civil functions. 

It would seem, on the basis of this justification, this is one that 
could be easily deferred or eliminated completely from the general 
overall flood-control program for the Kansas River and its tributaries. 

Having in mind we are going to supply money for other projects 
that affect the Kansas River, and since this one only contributes, as 
I say, 19,000 cubic feet per second to it, with the completion of the 
other flood-control reservoirs, purely flood-control reservoirs, in the 
Missouri River Basin, why can’t we eliminate this one ? 

General Gattoway. Well, I think, Mr. Boland, it has definite flood- 
control benefits. In addition to that, it has- 

Mr. Bouanp. Of course, every single reservoir you ever built would 
have flood-control benefits. There is no doubt about that. No matter 
what stream you may put them on, no matter what ceeek or river 
you may put them on, there is some benefit in every single reservoir 
constructed. That is true, isn’t it? 

General Gattoway. Yes. 

Mr. Bonanp. Any tributary, any stream, any creek that runs into 
a main stem—if you build a reservoir there and hold back the water, 
there is some flood-control benefit. 

General Gattoway. That is right. 

Mr. Bortanp. But what T am trying to find out is whether this is 
one that is absolutely necessary for the overall general program and 
plan for the Kansas River. 

General Gattoway. We felt that it was needed, sir. I think with 
the preconstruction planning money that we have, we can come out 
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with more detailed studies and design memorandums that should 
bring forth more detailed information on just where the project 
stands. 'This will permit you to review the situation better than with 
the information at hand now and see whether you thought it was 
necessary. 

Mr. Boianp. Looking at this map here, I notice that the Corps of 
Engineers or the Bureau has projects on the Smoky Hill. This one 
is for the Saline. 

The other 2 that we talked about a moment ago—1 was on the Char- 
iton and the other on the Hundred and Ten Mile Creek. 

It is not the intention of the Corps of Engineers to put a reservoir 
in every single tributary or stream that flows into the Kansas; is it? 

General GaLLoway. No, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. Nor in the tributaries that contribute to the Kansas 
itself ¢ 

General GatLoway. No, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. But it is your conviction that this is a reservoir that 
is needed in order to control the damage caused by floods in the Kansas 
Basin apparently ? 

General GatLoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. That is all, Mr. Chairman, 

Mr. Kirwan. Let me ask one question, and then I will be finished. 

General, was this a part of the Pick-Sloan plan ? 

General Gatnoway. Yes, sir. This was in the original Pick-Sloan 
plan. 

Mr. Kirwan. By the corps? 

General Gattoway. No, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. It was in the Pick-Sloan plan? 

General Gattoway. I think it was in the Sloan portion of the 
picture. 

Mr. Kirwan. It was? 

General GaLLowAy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. To what degree would the building of this dam affect 
the floods in Kansas City? For instance, would it affect it to the 
degree of 1 foot or 1 inch or 6 inches, or what ? 

General GaLLowaAy. The degree to which it would affect it would, of 
course, depend on the flood height at that time; but, based on the flood 
of 1951, sir, at that time—— 

Mr. Jensen. During the peak flood of record, for instance—— 

General GaLLoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. How much would the storing of this water in this dam 
affect the flood height at Kansas City ? 

I think you have testified to the fact there were only 19,000 cubic feet 
per second. 

General GaLLoway. That’s right, sir. The damage that was done 
in Kansas City, under those prices, was about $8 million. 

T imagine, sir, that at that time the reduction in stage would be about, 
somewhere : around 5 5 or 6 inches; something along that line. 

Mr. JENSEN. 19,000 cubic feet per second flow is a very small amount, 
comparatively speaking, with other areas. 

General GaLtuoway. It is relatively 

Mr. Jensen. It is a very, very small amount of water. I can’t see 
where the holding of 19, 000 cubic feet of water per second would add 
to or take from the flood crest of Kansas C ity to any degree. 
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It would be a very minor difference in the flood crest of Kansas City, 
would it not, General ? 

General Gattoway. Well, sir, in the 1951 flood, it would have pre- 
vented $8,100,000 worth of damages in Kansas City, if it had been in 
operation. 

General Person. Could I comment on that, sir, for a moment ? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. Do you mean if we had had this one reservoir? 

General GaLLoway. That’s right, sir, at that particular flood 

If this reservoir had been in operation, it would have prevented 
that because that flood was a combination. That 19,000 cubic feet 
a second, Mr. Jensen—if it comes in at the time with a lot of other 
streams that deliver water, you can have a situation of the straw 
breaking the camel’s back. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, General. 

General Person. This is actually one of a number of relatively 
small dams, compared to the norm: al structures, on the upper tribu- 
taries, since it is impossible to build a big dam on the main stem. 
Each of those relatively small dams c ontrols its share of the drainage 
basin, so that when you knock out any one of them you reduce your 
protection by just that much. 

It is very similar to the small watershed dam proposition, where 
although you could justify, in many cases, several small watershed 
dams in an area, you couldn’t say that any one of them would con- 
tribute more than a very small fraction; but put together they form a 
system which is very valuable. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. 

(The following information was later furnished.) 

In consideration of valley storage available between the Wilson Dam site and 
Kansas City, it is estimated that a flood discharge in 1951 of 19,000 cubic feet 
per second at the Wilson site would have been reduced to a flow of approxi- 

mately 9,500 cubic feet per second at Kansas City, which would amount to a 
reduction of 5 inches on the Kansas City gage. It is estimated that this reduc- 
tion would have been effective in reducing damages by $8,100,000 at Kansas City 
at that time. This estimate is based on allocation to the various reservoirs 
(in relation to their effectiveness in reducing stages at this locality) the total 
benefit which would have resulted with the all basin reservoirs in operation. 

Mr. Jensen. Now, we have built and are still building a lot of great 
storage dams upon the main stem of the Missouri River. When all 
of those dams are completed, like the Oahe and Big Bend, isn’t it a 
fact that the floodwaters at Kansas City will be reduced to the point 
where there will be no flood hazards? 

General Person. No flood hazard from the main stem; that’s cor- 
rect, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. From the main stem? 

General Person. But from the tributaries coming into Kansas City 
there will still be damage until we get these small | reservoirs built. 

Mr. Jensen. I am thinking about the flood damage due to flood- 
waters in the Kansas City area. 


LOCATION OF DAM 


Now, point out again, will you, on the map where this dam is located. 

That is the location of the Wilson Dam that you are pointing to. 
Now, tell us just where that is in as few words as you can for the 
record. 





759 


General Gattoway. In central Kansas, on the Saline River, about 
10 miles north of Wilson, Kans., and 10 miles northeast of Dor- 
rance, Kans. 

Mr. Jensen. How far upstream from Kansas City ? 

General Gatitoway. It is 

Mr. Jensen. It is 150 or 160 miles, isn’t it ? 

General Gattoway. Oh, no, sir. From Kansas City, it is consider- 
ably more than that, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. How many miles? 

Mr. Rasavr. He just pointed it out over there. 

Mr. Jensen. How many miles? What is that scale up there? How 
many miles is that scale ? 

Mr. Becker. 80 miles. 

Mr. Jensen. That is 80 miles. I guess it is about twice that far 
then. 

Mr. Rapavt. It is 160 miles, anyway. 

Mr. Jensen. Possibly 150 miles. 

General Gattoway. It is more than that in river miles, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. It is? 

General GatLtoway. It is more than that in river miles, because it is 
130 miles upstream from the mouth of the Saline River. 

Mr. JENSEN. What has been the history of your flood damage be- 
tween Wilson Dam and Kansas City in the area you are attempting 
to take in by the building of this dam ? 

General GaLtoway. Well, upstream of Topeka we had damages in 
1951, which, of course, is a record year, of about 5814 million dollars’ 
worth of d: umage. 

Mr. JENSEN. Has anything been done between Wilson Dam and 
that area to control floodw aters since that time? 

General Gattoway. Yes, sir. We have Tuttle Creek, which is up- 
stream of Topeka on the Big Blue. 

Mr. JenseN. That is on the same stream ? 

General Gattoway. That is on Big Blue. 

Mr. JENSEN. I know. 

General Gattoway. And that is a tributary of the Kansas. 

Mr. Jensen. That is right, but it does affect 

General GaLtoway. Yes; it does at Topeka. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

General Gattoway. But upstream, further upstream of Manhattan; 
no, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. I think that is all, Mr. Chairman. 








SALT CONTENT OF WATER 


Mr. Fenton. General, in your opening statement on this reservoir, 
you mentioned something about being on this Saline River. Does 
that word “Saline” have anything to do with salt ? 

General GaLLoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. What is the salty content ? 

General Gatitoway. I haven’t that information available, sir. I 
could put that in the record—the Saline River saline content—but it 
is considerably salty compared to other streams around it, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. More salty then, say, the Smokey Hill and the northern 
paralleling rivers like the Solomon River ? 
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General GatLoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. You don’t know the reason ? 

General Garioway. I think the mineral deposits there, sir, the 
geology of the area, just brings it in at that tributary area, and that 
accounts for the Saline’s re: ally ‘salty water. 

Mr. Fenton. I wish you would supply the concentration for the 
record. 

General GaLttoway. Yes, sir. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


QUALITY OF WATER, WILSON UNIT, MIssourt RIVER BASIN PROJECT 


The quality of water branch, Geological Survey, has conducted a study of the 
quality of water in the Saline River Basin and presented their findings in a 
progress report, chemical quality of the surface waters in the Saline River 
Basin dated August 1, 1950. A summary of the classification of the Saline River 
water at the Russell and Wilson stations for irrigation use is shown in table 2, 
The Russell station is located just above the reservoir and the Wilson station 
is at the dam site. 


TABLE 2.—Classification of Saline River water 


RUSSELL STATION 


| 


Mean dis- 








Year charge Percent | Electrical | Percent | Boron Class 
(second- | average 1 | conductivity | sodium 
feet) | | 
ae re | = — ae - - | 
SD na tcamtincetaetilie | 34 29 2, 930 66 0.50 | 4 (doubtful). 
Mere 218 | 188 | 1,170 | We tits 3 (permissible). 
BPE tinea sedrenanioe 78. 6 68 | 1, 380 51 .15 | 3 (permissible). 
See 128 110 | 1, 180 47 | . 21 | 3 (permissible). 
tye wi | | 
WILSON STATION 
a te konnienes 235 184 2, 130 | 56 0.15 4 (doubtful). 
1949__ enwnea | 181 141 1, 460 56 .18 | 3 (permissible). 


| 20-year average (1929 49) at Wilson is 128 second-feet; 4-year average (1946-49) at Russell is 116 second-feet. 
2 For period Jan. 22 to Sept. 30, 1946. 
3 For period Mar. 14 to Sept. 30, 1948. 


The report of the Board of Review for the Wilson unit states the quality of 
water available at the Wilson Dam should be suitable for long-time irrigation 
use, provided sufficient leaching is accomplished to prevent the accumulation 
of harmful amounts of soluble salts in the root zone. Additional studies are re- 
quired to determine whether or not the soil profile of project lands will allow 
sufficient drainage for successful leaching of the surface soil after the continued 
application of irrigation water. 

Mr. Fenton. Would that be possibly one of the factors that caused 
the Reclamation Bureau to decide against irrigation for so many 
acres ¢ 

General GaLttoway. Well, sir, I couldn’t tell you that. 

Mr. Wavrer. I don’t remember the salinity figures, sir, but during 
low flow areas most all of our Kansas streams contribute saline water 
from the Dakota formation. During most low flows, the concentration 
is quite high; but during flood w aters, the upper tributaries and upper 
drainage area dilute that water. The dilution in the reservoir was 
computed one time, but I am sorry I don’t have the figures. 

Mr. Fenton. I was just wondering how much you would have to 
dilute this water to make it available for irrigation. 
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Mr. Watrerr. Yes, sir. I am sorry, I don’t have those figures. 
We did have an estimate of the salinity. 

Mr. Fenton. Can you supply that estimate for the record ? 
Mr. Watrer. I will look it up and see if we can. 

Mr. Fenton. I wish you would supply it for me. 

(The information appears on page 760.) 

Mr. Watrter. Yes, sir. 


MILES CITY, MONT. 


Mr. Rasgavr. Miles City, Mont., $56,000. 
We will put pages 13 and 14 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 


LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
MILEs Critry, Mont. 


(Initiation of planning) 


Location and description.—The project is located at the junction of the Tongue 
and Yellowstone Rivers, in Custer County, Mont. The plan of improvement 
provides for levees along the right banks of the Yellowstone and Tongue Rivers 
and riprap along the right bank of the Yellowstone River. 

Authorization: 1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.25 to 1.00. 


Summarized financial data 


Mcintosh: Federal Cte is ea ee ee Re $1, 440, 000 
BGO ier COSTA COU iii ein tein nnd 46, 000 

Cash contributions___.__._--~_- sig in sein cbactes aeabbasbenic tara eae 0 

I I nissan nbeainsligikean ce hin aint ecient raid area 46, 000 
Ti) SCRA TOS DEO IU Ce CONG ak a os kh eee eaeeos 1, 486, 000 
reconstruction planning estimate__..-___----~_~- sinnsditgi alba dade Gluicaaaad 56, 000 
Aeopropriations: (0 JUNG G0 TW ence tenes enesmntnaguiann ee 0 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1958__ ~~ a ss ciation cilia 56, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1958__ 0 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide protection for this agricultural community with a 
population of approximately 10,000 people. During the period from 1882 to date, 
the city has suffered serious flooding 12 times and flood damage during other 
flood periods was averted only by extensive flood-fighting activities. One of the 
floods of the greatest magnitude occurred in 1944 with damages estimated at 
$103,900. 

Recurrence of a flood of this magnitude, based on present development, would 
cause damages estimated at $200,000. Continuation of floods in this city of 
continuing growth and development would cause severe property damage to 
residential, business, and industrial areas and to public buildings, streets, bridges. 
highways, railroad facilities, and utility systems. 

Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $46,000 broken down as follows: 


ROMOGesi cit. pbs debsett siete cheb 8 SRA gS clerSiid Sa dalle edtelod ba ace te ataa betas $25, 000 
Relocation of ro: ids, “bridges, buildings, ‘utilities, Gite 6 ee eh ets ee 21. 000 
OT is i ated cin as eek ie Me 46, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance, 
operation, and replacements will total $2,700. 

Status of local cooperation.—Local interests, by letters dated September 22 
and September 24, 1956, from the Miles City Chamber of Commerce and the city 
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attorney acting for the city council, respectively, furnished informal assurances 
that all required local cooperation will be furnished. In addition, local interests 
requested, by the above referenced letters, that in view of the constant flood 
potential to Miles City, action be taken by the Corps of Engineers toward con- 
struction of the project as soon as possible. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal estimate of 
$1,440,000 (July 1956 prices) reflects an increase of $537,800 over the latest 
estimate submitted to the Congress of $902,200 (July 1947 prices). The increase 
is based on the price level rise. 

Mr. Rasavt. Since this is a new start, please briefly explain the 
project. 

General GaLtLoway. Miles City is located in Custer County, Mont., 
which is in the southeast part of Montana. It is the main community 
in that county. It is located at the junction of the Tongue and 
Yellowstone Rivers, and the plan of improvement provides for levees 
along the right banks of the Yellowstone River and the Tongue River, 
and riprap along the right bank of the Yellowstone River. 

Now this community, which has a population of approximately 
10,000, will receive considerable protection from this local flood project. 

During the period from 1882 to date, the city has suffered several 
serious floodings, 12 very large floods, and flood damage, excessive 
flood damage, at other times was averted only because of the flood 
fights put up by the people of the city. 

One of the greatest floods of magnitude occurred in 1944, where they 
had damages at that time estimated at $103,000. 

Mr. Rasavr. General Galloway, the planning report says on page 1 
that consideration has been given to construction of an additional 
levee on the left bank. When do you expect such a levee might be 
justified ? 

General Gatitoway. Until we have further detailed studies accom- 
plished, which would be done in producing our design memorandums 
in the preconstruction planning of this project, we would not be able 
to give anything but a wild guess on the subject. 

Mr. Ragavt. All right. Has this project ever been turned down 
before ? 

General Gattoway. Not to my knowledge, sir. It has never been 
turned down, to my knowledge. 

Mr. Razavt. To anybody else’s knowledge? 

Mr. Jounson. Not to mine, sir. 

(The following information was later furnished :) 

The President’s budget recommendation for fiscal year 1954 in- 
cluded a total of $3 million for advance engineering and design. 
From within this overall total, the amount of $40,000 was allocated 
to the Miles City, Mont., flood-control project. The House allowance 
for advance engineering and design was $977,000 without an alloca- 
tion of funds to this project. No funds were allocated to this project 
from within the $2,850,000 allowed by the Senate for this program, or 
from within the $1,900,000 included in Appropriation Act as finally 
passed by Congress. 

Mr. Rasavut. Why shouldn’t the local interests pay for raising the 
Pacific Avenue Bridge? 

Mr. Jounson. Mr. Chairman, in the survey report studies that were 
made prior to passage of the 1950 act, the policies at that time per- 
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mitted the raising of highway bridges at Federal expense, provided 
that it could be eal 38 by simply building up the piers and 
lifting the span in place. 

Mr. Rasaut. Why shouldn’t the city take it on right now and do it? 

General Gattoway. Well, sir, the city is at the present time con- 
tributing by providing the requirements under the project document— 
the rights-of-way and holding the Government free from claims, and 
also going to be maintaining that project for many years to come— 
and 

Mr. Rasavt. In your knowledge, how many times has the city or 
local subdivision government been held up or had trouble because of 
something the Government did concerning which there might have 
been original claim ? 

General GaLttoway. To my own personal knowledge, sir, I can’t 
think of a one at the present time. 

Mr. Rapaut. No, and there are letters which always tell how the 
Government does its work so well, which is a compliment to the Engi- 
neers and everybody else in the Government, and we always have told 
to the committee how we are held to blame. 

General Person. Sir, I can think, offhand, of at least two examples. 

Mr. Rasavut. What happened ¢ 

General Person. The city paid. 

Mr. Rapavut. How much have they ever paid ? 

General Person. I don’t recall, sir, at the time. 

Mr. Razsavt. That was an infinitesimal sum? 

General Person. No, sir. It was quite a substantial sum, and it 
may not yet have been paid. ‘That is still in litigation. The people 
outside the levee protection claimed the construction of the levee in- 
creased the frequency of the flooding of their land, and the city tried 
to get us to take over and build some drainage, and we told them, 
“No, that is your problem.” 

Mr. Rapavt. Off the record. 

(Off the record.) 

Mr. Rapavut. Back on the record. 

I think, General, you ought to approach the city again and ask 
them why they couldn’t do something about that, that is, taking care 
of the raising of that Pacific Avenue bridge. 

General GaLtLoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapavt. Tell them it was brought up here in the committee. 

General Gattoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapsaut. Uncle Sam has got a lot of bills now. 





BIG BEND DAM AND RESERVOIR, S. DAK. 


Mr. Razaut. We will take up the Big Bend Dam and Reservoir, 
$300,000. 

We will put pages 16 and 17 in the record. 

(The matter referred to follows: ) 
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MULTIPLE PURPOSE PROJECTS INCLUDING POWER 
Big BEND DAM AND REseErvorr, S. DAK. 
(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—The project is on the Missouri River and is tenta- 
tively located near Fort Thompson, 8. Dak. approximately 20 miles upstream 
from Chamberlain, 8. Dak. in Lyman and Buffalo Counties. The project con- 
sists of a rolled earth-fill dam, a hydroelectric generating plant and a chute- 
type spillway. 

Authorization.—1944 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.35 to 1. 


SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA 


I a i a 75, 600, 000 
Re is I CU at detiteLcctentstienndachinenetn eeeiapaian aneuinanaiten te 0 
I 0 
Un OUI re va lee casa aces facie cnt nadiccapsinsnniieas enced intianticde 0 





75, 600, 000 


Preconstruction . Dlantiing ‘estimate... ~.6ncnicnmsenciscensnnesun 650, 000 
DCO EERAUR ILE SHO Dy SE antec cncciinwemnencntunescanoeens 150, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1958......._.____-_- aa 300, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 19: 58_ 200, 000 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Big Bend project is primarily a power project to develop the otherwise un- 
used head between the Oahe and Fort Randall projects. The Big Bend power 
installation will be connected to all major systems in Nebraska, South Dakota, 
and North Dakota and through interconnections will be available to increase the 
power supply in load centers as far away as Minneapolis, St. Paul, Des Moines, 
Kansas City, and Wichita. Unrestricted peaking operations will be feasible for 
year-round operations; thus, the project will contribute materially to the rapidly 
growing power needs in this area. 

While the Big Bend project is justified entirely on the basis of power pro- 
duction, further studies may indicate the desirability of inclusion of flood con- 
trol functions. The great floods of record will be largely controlled by the 
upstream storage reservoirs. However, system operation studies incorporating 
Big Bend may indicate the desirability of flood control storage in that reservoir 
in view of the 5,840 square-mile drainage area between Oahe and Big Bend. 
In addition, coordinated power operation of Big Bend and Fort Randlall will 
provide nearly constant peaking capability for most conditions and thereby Fort 
Randall will accomplish its important flood control functions without affecting 
system power generation significantly. The flood potentialities of the Big Bend 
incremental drainage area will be considered in the final design of the project. 

Non-Federal cost.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The estimated Federal cost of the 
project increased from $73 million to $75,600,000 as a result of price level ad- 
vances. 

Mr. Ranaut. Advance planning funds were provided for this pro- 
ject last year, but the House had no hearings on it. 

Please describe the project very briefly. 

General Gattoway. This Big Bend project is on the Missouri River. 
It is tentatively located near Fort Thompson, S. Dak., which is ap- 
proximately 20 miles upstream from Chamberlain, S. Dak., and the 
reservoir area contemplated is in Lyman and Buffalo Counties, S. Dak. 

The project consists of a rolled earth-fill dam, a hydroelectric gen- 


erating plant, and a chute-type spillway. It is primarily a power 
project to develop the otherwise unused head between the Oahe and 
Fort Randall projects. 

The Big Bend power installation will be connected to all the major 
systems in Nebraska, South Dakot: 1, and North Dakota, and through 
connections will 2 available to increase the power supply as far away 
as Minneapolis, St. Paul, Des Moines, Kansas City, and Wichita. 

Mr. Rapwavt. I sothia this is a $75,600,000 project. 

General GaLLoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapsaut. The construction planning estimate was $650,000, and 
you had $150,000 in 1957. Have you used the money ? 

General GaLLoway. We are using it, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. How much have you expended up to the present time 
or up toa recent date? Have you got those figures here ? 

General GatLtoway. Yes, sir. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 

The expenditures as of March 31 were $72,076. 

Mr. Ranaut. The planning for 1958 is, as it is suggested, a request 
for $300,000. 

INSTALLATION OF UNITS 


On page 6 of the planning report, it is indicated that an ultimate 
installation of six 54,250-kilowatt units might be desirable. Do you 
have any more recent findings in this connection ? 

General GaLLoway. No, sir; no more findings than that, sir. 

Mr. Rapavt. If an additional 2 units are desirable, wouldn’t it be 
cheaper to proceed to put all 6 units in an initial installation ? 

General GaLtoway. If two additional units were desirable, it would 
be desirable to include them in the initial installation. 

Mr. Rapavut. Ultimately, you figured there were going to be two 
more units, didn’t you? 

Mr. Jonunson. Neither the initial nor the ultimate installation have 
been finally settled, Mr. Rabaut. That would be worked out during 
the planning studies. 

Mr. Rapaut. There is thought on it? 

Mr. Jomnson. Yes, sir. 


SELECTION OF SITE 


Mr. Rapavr. I thought that should have been brought out by my 
question. The planning report on page 8 shows that the final selee- 
tion of the site has not been made. Does this mean that the economies 
of the project might be materially changed with a final selection of 
the site? 

General GatLtoway. I don’t believe final selection of a site should 
have any material change on the project. There are several sites with- 
in, I would say, 30 river miles of each other that we have been examin- 
ing to determine which would be the best site to obtain the most benefits 
out of the project. 

Mr. Ranaut. Have you made any tests? 

General GALLoway. Yes, sir; but that is why we want the money 
that we are asking for now—to complete detailed site investigations 
and inislieans and physical examination of the various sites to see that 
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we have proper foundation conditions and which of these sites are 
better for the purposes. 

Mr. Rasavt. Routine study of the sites? 

General Gattoway. Well, this is a peculiar site, sir, because we 
have a different site than originally contemplated, and it does mean 
exploring to see which of 4 or 5 sites will give us the best possible 
solution. 

Mr. Rasavut. From your testimony, then, I judge you are not certain 
this is the site? 

General Gattoway. That’s right, sir. 

Mr. Rapautr. You are trying several sites, and you will use the 
money for that purpose, to see which will be the most feasible and the 
most economical, I hope. 


PROJECT INFLUENCE ON POWER RATES 


From time to time there have been discussions about the need to 
increase the Missouri Basin project power rates. Will the addition of 
this project reduce this possibility or increase the likelihood of it? 

General GatLoway. I couldn’t answer that, sir, because we have 
nothing to do with the sale of the power. 

Mr. Rasaut. Who can tell me something about it? 

Mr. Curnton. Mr. Chairman, I am Frank Clinton, regional director 
of region 6, Bureau of Reclamation, Billings, Mont. 

The Big Bend unit, Big Bend powerplant, of course, was included 
in the-—— 

Mr. Razavt. The question is, Mr. Clinton, will it, or will it not, have 
an influence on the rate ¢ 

Mr. Crirnton. In the 1955 economic analysis, the Big Bend plant 
was included, and it was included along with all the other plants on 
the main stem. The costs we had then for Big Bend were about com- 
parable with the Oahe and Garrison, and the best offhand answer I 

“an give you is it would not affect appreciably the rate one way or 
the other. 

Mr. Rapavt. All right. 

Mr. Curnton. It will hit pretty close to the average cost of power 
on the main stem. 

Mr. Rapavt. That is the answer. 


RELOCATION OF INDIANS 


9 


On page 3 of the planning report, it is stated that 75 percent of 
the land to be acquired is Indian owned. What cost figure have you 
used for relocation of the Indians in the reservoir area ¢ 

General GaLLoway. We have used the figure for land acquisition 
in the reservoir area, including other land, amounting to $1,550,000. 

Mr. Razavt. Is this figured into the cost of the dam, that is, the 
relocation of the Indians? 

General GaLLoway. The land acquisition, which we considered as 
proceeding without any special provision for Indian relocation, is 
included in the cost we have figured. 

Mr. Rapwavut. Yes; but is the cost a real cost or is it just one of the 
things that there will be additional charges come up after a while? 

General GaLtoway. No, sir. It is our best estimate at this present 
moment. 
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Mr. Rapavut. What is being considered? What is considered 
the cost with regard to the Indians? Just the land? 

General GALLoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Razaur. Who is going to pay for relocating them? You aren’t 
going to take the Indians’ homes and everything away from them and 
then say, “Here, you have got this land over here now. Do the best 
you can.” You are certs ainly going to put them in houses. 

General Gatioway. Well, sir-—— 

Mr. Raspaut. Where does that come in? Is it in this benefit-cost 
ratio? Is it in there or is it not? 

General GALLoway. No,sir. There is no—— 

Mr. Raravut. Who is going to pay that bill? Whoever is going to 
be responsible for that—we want an estimate of that cost set forth 
here in the record. 

General GatLtoway. Our best estimate at the time, sir, was that 
we hadn’t provided any additional costs over plain land acquisition, 
such as we were buying land for others, and—— 

Mr. Ranaut. Nevertheless—— 

General GaLLoway. Because in Fort Randall we had no special 
problem in that regard, and no special legislation. 

Mr. Ranavr. But you have got a special problem here. 

General GaLttoway. Well, we had some Indian lands there, sir. 

Mr. Rasaut. Who paid the bill? 

General Gattoway. We bought that in the ordinary way. 

Mr. Rasaut. I know, but Uncle Sam or somebody—— 

General GALLOWAY. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavur. Had to pay that bill for rehousing those Indians. 

You will get the figure from the Indian Bureau and put it in the 
record here. 

General GaALLoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavut. Then show also for the record what that will do for 
the cost-benefit ratio. 

General GaLLoway. Yes, sir. 

(The information requested will be supplied the committee. ) 

Mr. Rapavur. On this side of the table, you know, we have to defend 
John Doe, the taxpayer. He pays those bills. 

General GatLoway. We have 3 small Indian communities that are 
involved, sir—1 the Lower Brule Village, which has only 152 in there, 
and then we have 2 other towns, Joe Creek and Iron Nation, which 
together have a combined capacity of 43, and we felt the amount we 
included would take care of that necessary—— 

Mr. Razavt. If the amount you set forth includes the housing of 
this, set that forth in the record. 

General GALLoway. Right, sir. 

Mr. Rapsavr. If it doesn’t include the housing of them, consult the 
Indian bureau and see that that figure is included. 

Have the provisions of Budget Circular A-47 of December 1952 
been strictly adhered to in calculating costs and benefits to arrive at 
the benefit-cost ratio of 1.35 to 1? 

General GALLOwAy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasaut. Your land cost figure is about $55 per acre. The 
latest planning report on Oahe shows land costs of about $35 per 
acre. Why is Big Bend so high? 


91488-—57 30 
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One is $35; the other is $55 

General GALLoway. Bec ause in this sum that we have put out for 
land acquisition, which included the acquisition of certain land from 
the Indians, we had made provision, according to our estimate, for 
relocation of those Indians. We had not consulted with the Indian 
Bureau in that. 

Mr. Rasavr. You better put that all in the record. 

General GALLoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapavut. Put the Bureau estimate in the record, too. 

General GaLLoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapavut. This concludes the advance engineering and design, 
and I will open it up now for questioning on this project. 

Mr. Kirwan. 

COMPLETION OF PROJEC' 


Mr. Kirwan. General, how long will it be before this dam is com 
pleted and producing power ¢ 

General GaLLoway. We expect to get, sir, the first power on the line 
in 1963, and the last unit of the 4 units we have contemplated—— 

Mr. Kirwan. 1963? 

General Gattoway. Yes, sir, and the last unit in 1964. 

Mr. Kirwan. In 1964? 

General GALLoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. But the first will be 1963 ? 

General GALLoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. Off the record. 

(Off the record. ) 

Mr. Anpersen. On the record, please. The Bie Bend Dam, of 
course, is very essential, from the viewpoint of western and central 
Minnesota. We figure this proposed dam as one which in 8 or 10 
years will make possible giving to Minnesota the allocation it should 
have and which is now, to a good degree, held back because of the 
fact there simply is not power enough from these big dams on the 
Missouri to go around, and we are very hopeful that Big Bend will 
shortly be under construction so that we can alleviate this shortage 
of power, keeping in mind the fact that in western Minnesota the 
increase in demand for power is doubling about every 8 years, and 
this particular project—what I am trying to do is put in the record an 
indication of the need up there, and I hope we don’t let this fight in 
Nebraska affect the Big Bend project. 

Mr. Kirwan. No. I don’t want to harm anybody. I want to have 
this dam completed just as fast as you want to have it completed. 
What I am saying is: Why are they so eager to build a transmission 
line into Nebraska 7 vears in advance ? 

Mr. Jensen. Of course, Grand Island is hoping it doesn’t have to 
wait until this dam is completed. 

Mr. Krrwan. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. They are ae they can take some of the power from 
Iowa, South Dakota, and get some power down in Nebraska. 

Mr. Kirwan. That hi as been already advanced. 

General Gattoway. Can I say something off the record ? 

Mr. Kirwan. Yes, - 

(Off the record. ) 





769 


Mr. Kirwan. Back on the record. 

I have no more questions. Are there any questions on Big Bend? 

Mr. Evins. I want to say for the iekaaek Mr. Chairman, this has 
been a project that I have been very much interested in for several 
years, and I have certainly been intrigued by the statements in the 
justification. 

I know that our colleague, the acting chairman, Mr. Kirwan, has 
been a great friend for this project, as he is for the people all over 
the Nation in w anting them to have the benefits of abundant, cheap 
electric power. Also, my good friend, Mr. Jensen, from Iowa, has 
been a strong advocate for this measure, and our distinguished col- 
league, Mr. Carl Andersen, from Minnesota, has been a very forceful 
advoe ate ue this power project. I am pleased to join with them in 

, because I notice by the justification that this is a project that will 
a back its entire cost to the Government. 


POWER GENERATED 


I did not see in here, though, General Galloway, the nameplate 
lee ity for this power project. We understand it is a big project, 
ane arily a power project, but you don’t state the amount of kilowatt 

capacity. 

General GaLLoway. 217,000 kilowatts is the nominal capacity, sir. 

Mr. Evins. 217,000 en 

General GaLLoway. Yes, s 

Mr. Evins. Off the alin 

(Ott the record. ) 

Mr. Evins. On the record. The nameplate capacity for the Big 
Bend Dam is 217,000 kilowatts. On an average yearly flow basis. 
the hydroelectric generating capacity would be normally 1,007 million 
kilowatts per year. 

Major Garrerr. Kilowatt-hours. 

Mr. Evins. Kilowatt-hour 

M: ajor Garretr. That much energy per year. 

Mr. Evins. a is one of the great projects and important projec ts 
in that area, and it will certai inly pay out its entire cost. to the Gov- 
ernment over a fe riod of years, plus benefits to the people of this 
Nation. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. BoLanp. What part of the cost of this project is allocated to 
power / 

General GaLLoway. 100 percent of this project, sir, is allocated to 
power, 


PLOOD CONTROL FUNCTIONS 


Mr. Botanp. I am glad to learn of that, because this is a project 
which will pay out. I do notice, though, in the justification there is 
a statement: 

Further studies may indicate the desirability of inclusion of flood-centrol 
functions. 

That leads to this question : On what basis? 

Mr. Jounson. Mr. Boland, with the present location of the reser- 
voir somewhat downstream from the original location, there will be 
more storage available than had or iginally been contemplated. 

Mr. Boranp. How much more stor age 
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Mr. Jounson. Approximately 1 million acre-feet. It was our 
thought that we should, in our planning for the reservoir, make some 
study of the possibility of including a very small amount of storage 
to augment our storage downstream in the Fort Randall Reservoir. 

Mr. Boranp. Do you intend to allocate any of the cost of this proj- 
ect to flood control ¢ 

Mr. Jounson. If there were a small amount of storage made avail- 
able, then a small amount of cost would be allocated. 

Mr. Bonanp. I think you just ought to worry about the price of 
power now and forget about the study and allocating under flood 
control. 

Mr. Jounson. I might say, Mr. Boland, I feel sure it would be 
quite small. 

Mr. Botanp. I just don’t like to see the Corps or the Bureau or 
any other agency of the Government coming in the back door and 
allocating part of the cost to flood control. As I say, I have no difli- 
culty with the project on the basis of power and irrigation. For 
those projects, I think it is fine. They pay out; but if there is an 
absolute justification for allocating some of the cost of flood control 
I have no problem there either. My problem arises in allocating some 
of the cost of flood control that really shouldn't be there. That is all. 
Thank you very much. 

Mr. Jensen. Off the record. 

(Off the record.) 

Mr. Kirwan. Back on the record. 


POWER RATES 


Mr. Jensen. We were talking about the rates as they apply to Big 
Bend and other power-producing plants on the Missouri River. 
What is the present rate charged to preference customers now for 
Missouri Valley power / 

Mr. Kirwan. That would be reclamation again, wouldn’t it ? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes; that is reclamation, of course. 

Mr. Crurnron. It is 514 mills, Mr. Jensen, for firm power per 
kilowatt-hour. 

Mr. Jensen. That hasn’t been changed since the original estimates 
were made ? 

Mr. Cirn'ton. No, sir; it has not. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you think you can hold that rate down to 514 
mills, owing to the fact that this construction is costing so much ? 

I am hoping you can. I am going to be frank with you. IT am 
hoping you can, because I don’t want to price Missouri Valley power 
out of the market t against thermal power now. 

Thermal power is being produced pretty cheaply, and I am hop- 
ing that we can justify holding the Missouri Valley power rates, 
hydro power rates, at 514 mills; but I will be frank to say I don’t see 
how we can do it and pay out according to law. 

[ hope Lam wrong on that. What do you think? 

Mr. Cutnton. I think we are in about the same spot, Mr. Jensen 
that we are hopeful that it can be done, that the rate can be main- 
tained at 514 mills; but, remember, we have quite a way to go yet 
in completing all the power facilities in that system, and we don’t 
know what the final costs are going to be yet. 
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As of a year ago, when we made this study, using then current costs 
and estimates from there on out, it looked like we could still maintain 
that rate. 

Mr. Jensen. And keep the pay-out schedule ? 

Mr. Curnton. Within the 50-year period. 

Mr. JenseN. Within the 50-year period ? 

Mr. Cuinton. Yes, sir; with interest. 

Mr. JensEN. I hope we can do it. 

IT am just as concerned about it as you are. With these rising costs 
on all this big construction, such as dams and the cost of power- 
generating fac ‘ilities, L am wonderi ing if it is possible. 

Anyway, that will have to be ts iken care of as time goes on. 

I think that is about all, Mr. Chairman. 


FLOOD CONTROL FUNCTION 


Mr. Anpersen. Mr. Chairman, I would like for the record to have 
General Galloway answer this question : General, this is the last of the 
proposed big dams on the Missouri, is it not ? 

General Gatioway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anpersen. And this, in itself, will be the connecting link be- 
tween Fort Randall on the south and Oahe on the north ? 

General GALLowAy. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Anpersen. And it will be of immeasurable benefit in permitting 
the proper drawdown of water and make the whole project, speaking 
Missouri Riverwise, 100 percent workable as far as providing pro- 
tection downstream to such points as Kansas City, will it not ? 

General GaLttoway. The present program for this reservoir includes 
no flood control. 

Mr. Anpersen. No, but in the operation of the dam, itself, of course, 
it is bound to give further value to the possible flood protection for 
points down below. I would think that would naturally follow. 

General GaLLoway. It is an essential part of the comprehensive 
plan, sir. 

DEMAND FOR POWER 


Mr. Anpersen. Am I not correct in saying that the potential power 
demand for the area, mainly to the east of the Missouri River, is such 
that it is a practical certainty that all of the power—all of the hydro- 
electric power—which can be developed on the Missouri River will 
have a ready market in the future ¢ 

General GatLtoway. I feel certain, sir, it will have a ready market. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. I am positive of that, because I know the desires of 
each and every municipality and REA cooperative in my district in 
southwestern Minnesota to obtain an allocation of power from the 
river, and we in Minnesota are very much interested. In western 
Minnesota I believe we are one of the highest power-generating cost 
areas in the United States, because of the distance that we must bring 
in coal, either from the west or mainly from the Kentucky-Indiana- 
Illinois area, up through the Great Lakes and then over into western 
Minnesota. Consequently, to us, the construction of a dam of this 
nature means perhaps that we will be assured, as you bring out in the 
justifications, of firming up the power even as far to the east as the 
Twin Cities area. 

General GALLoway. Yes, sir. 








eS 
lin 


Mr. ANperRSEN. It is important that we understand the nature of 
the market and the demand for this Bureau power. I have already 
mentioned the element of cost, and it is significant that the highest fuel 
cost centers in our entire area are Granite Falls, Benson, and Fergus 
Falls. By delivering this low-cost Bureau power to these partic ular 
points we make the most effective use not only of the power but also 
take advantage to the fullest possible extent ‘of the cost element. I 
think the committee should take into account the fact that our area is 
at an economic disadvantage at almost every turn. We pay more than 
most areas for the things we buy, and we sell for less the things we have 
tomarket. The geogr ‘aphy of marketing works against us is in virtu- 
ally every instance. Added to that, we are an almost exclusively 
agricultural area and you all know what that means to our ec onomy. 
If there is an area of the United States that is entitled to an economic 
break, it is the area into which this Bureau power will be brought by 
this line. 

There is also the question of demand for this power. First, may 
I say that the best evidence of need is the fact that the utilities are 
currently building generating facilities in an effort to catch up with 
demand—and their plans include the expectation that Bureau power 
will shortly be made available. Then there is the time-proven ratio 
of increased power consumption when rates are reduced. I have 
seen the figures on that, for example, in the case of one of our mu- 
nicipally owned systems. Some time ago they reduced their rate to 
consumers and consumption shot up so rapidly that they actually 
made money on the reduction because of the lower rate they paid the 
utility supplying their power. They had a contract which provided 
a lower rate for use above a certain figure, and the increased use 
made the city a nice profit after rates to consumers were reduced. 

I understand that the demand figures are conservatively based on 
other factors, but that experienced men in the electrical energy busi- 
ness fully expect reduced costs to consumers resulting from availa- 
bility of Bureau power to sharply increase consumption. There is a 
ote of equipment purchases which would undoubtedly go 
through if power rates were just a little cheaper, and I am sure the 
demand for the foreseeable future will always stay at least one jump 
ahead of supply. 

Any way you look at it, this power is wanted, it is needed, and the 
line to bring it into our area is fully justified. The utilities and the 
REA cooperatives are in agreement on all this, and I don’t know of 
anyone in the business of supplving electrical power who is today 
opposed to the completion of the line. 

Mr. Anpersen. Thank you. 


RATHBUN DAM, 1IOWA-MISSOURI 


This is on the Rathbun Dam. 

General GaLLoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. How much of the channel rectification and levee 
work recommended in House Document 628, 78th Congress, 2d ses- 
sion, has been completed? What is the present channel capacity 
south of the Missouri River as it narrows to Keytesville? 

How many of the floods of record will exceed these present channel 
capacities and at what point or points? 
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How much of the flood damage in the Chariton River Basin was 
caused by backwater from the Missouri River floods? 

How much of the flood damage in the Chariton River Basin was 
above Rathbun Dam site? 

The Corps of Engineers’ 1944 report on Chariton River said that: 


Channel straightening has provided protection to 11,000 acres in Iowa, and 
in Missouri has provided practically complete protection for approximately 
53,000 acres, and partial protection for 55,000 acres. 


What additional protection has been afforded by the channel recti- 
fication and levee work completed since that time ? 

Finally, initial planning funds were provided for this project in 
the appropriation bill for ‘fiscal year 1957. At the hearings last year 
some question was raised as to the actual flood benefits to be derived 
from this project. It was stated this project would reduce 41 of the 
43 floods of record at Novinger, below Bank Fall. Does this refer to 
the old or present channel capacity at Novinger? 

Would Rathbun Dam have had this effect prior to the channel and 
levee work? 

Do you have those 

General GaLLtoway. I will get those. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


BUDGET HEARING QUESTIONS CONCERNING JUSTIFICATION OF RATHBUN RESERVOIR, 
CHARITON RIVER BASIN, lowA-Mo 


1. How much of the channel rectification and levee work recommended in 
the House Document No. 628 has been completed? 

All of the authorized channel improvements recommended in House Docu- 
ment No. 628 have been completed. The lowermost or Chariton County unit 
consisted of channel straightening and enlargement from the Missouri River 
upstream to Keytesville. In this unit above Keytesville improvements were lim- 
ited to two relatively short channel cutoffs. The middle or Macon Adair unit 
involved channel improvements extending from South Gifford to Novinger. 
The uppermost or Reinhart Ranch unit consisted of channel improvement im- 
mediately downstream from Livonia. Prior to construction of these Federal 
channel improvements, local interests had improved to some degree all the 
remaining channel below Centerville with the exception of the reach through 
the Missouri Narrows. 

Construction of the tieback levees recommended in House Document No. 628 
has not been initiated. These tiebacks along the Chariton River in the Missouri 
River flood plain would join two units of the authorized Missouri River agri- 
cultural levees which were recommended in House Document No. 475. 

2. What is the present channel capacity south of the Missouri Narrows 
to Keytesville? 

The present channel capacity of the Chariton River (based on the U. S. 
Weather Bureau ftlood stage of 20 feet) at the United States Geological 
Survey gage at Keytesville is 11,200 second-feet. Upstream at Novinger, 
the capacity of the stream channel is in a state of transition as a result of con- 
struction of the Federal channel project which was completed in 1953 in the 
vicinity of the gage. The Federal channel project consisted of a combination 
of pilot-channel cutoffs and improvements of the existing channel. The pilot- 
channeyl cutoffs were designed to erode to an ultimate channel capacity of 
8,700 cubie feet per second after several years of above average runoff. Due 
to lack of above-normal flows since the pilot channels were completed, these 
channels have not enlarged materially and the current channel capacity at 
Novinger is estimated to be 3,000 cubic feet per second, based on a United 
States Weather Bureau flood stage of 20 feet and the most recent United States 
Geological Survey rating curve (1955). Prior to the construction of the Fed- 
eral pilot channels, the bank-full capacity was 3,800-4,700 second-feet in this 
reach. Channel capacity values for Chariton River gaging stations are listed 
in the following table: 
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Channel capacities 


Centerville Novinger Keytesville 
Flood stage (U. S. Weather Bureau feet 18 20 20 
Present discharge at flood stage__. cubic feet per second 7, 000 1 3, 000 211, 200 
Ultimate discharge at flood stage shcelild do 7, 000 8, 700 | 211, 200 


1 Based on 1955 U. 8. Geological Survey rating curve. No flows approaching flood stage have occurred 
since that time. Prior to construction of pilot channel in 1952-53 the channel capacity at Novinger was 
3,800-4,700 cubic feet per second. 

2 Channel was excavated to full dimensions. 


3. How many of the floods of record would exceed the present channel capaci- 
ties, and at what point or points? 


Chariton River floods above flood stage 


Channel 
U.S capacity Number 





Weather for U.S. of floods Period of 
Station Bureau Weather above published 

flood stage | flood stage flood record 

feet) (2d-feet Stage + 

Centerville. seul el 18 7,000 12 2 
Tovinger . j 2 3, 000 63 52 
Novinger_.._- : ee ae Le : ag alee 20 |; 8" 700 619 2 
Keytesville_. ee 7 20 11, 200 1) 2 


! Floods considered are listed on p. 19 of H. Doc. No. 561 for the period of record prior to 1948 and ur 
question No. 7 for 1948-52 

2 Present channel capacity based on latest U. S. Geological Survey rating curve 

8’ Expected capacity after several years of above average runoff. 

# Number of floods above 8,700 cubic feet per second. 

4. How much of the flood damage in the Chariton River Basin was caused by 
backwater from the Missouri River floods? 

The area below Keytesville, in the flood plains of both the Missouri and Chari- 
ton Rivers, was not considered as a part of the Chariton River Basin, in the Rath- 
bun Reservoir benefit analysis, and no benefits from reducing Chariton Rive 
floods in this area were credited to Rathbun Reservoir. In reporting flood damage 
from past floods of record, no attempt has been made to segregate damages in the 
lower Chariton River Basin resulting from floods originating on the Missouri 
River. Backwater from the maximum flood of record (550,000 cubic feet per 
second in 1951) on the Missouri River did not extend above Keytesville, nor would 
backwater from the Missouri River design flood of 475,000 cubic feet per second 
This backwater area lies entirely within the reach to be protected by the com 
pleted channel improvement project and the authorized Chariton County levee 
which ties to the Missouri River agricultural levee project. This area was con 
sidered a portion of the Missouri River flood plain, and flood-control benefits ac 
cruing to the Rathbun Reservoir project from this area were limited to its pro 
rata share of the Missouri River flood-plain benefits resulting from reductions of 
Missouri River floods as affected by Chariton River discharges. Rathbun Reser 
voir was credited with about 1 percent of the Missouri River flood-control program 
benefits in the affected area 

5. How much of the flood damage in the Chariton River basin was above the 
Rathbun Dam site? 

Detailed damage appraisals have been made of all significant floods from 1942 
to date. During this 15-year period damages along the main stem amounted to 
$13,969,000, of which $2,033,000, or about 15 percent, was above the dam site. Al- 
though flood-damage surveys are not available prior to 1942 for the area above 
Rathbun Dam site, past studies of the Chariton Basin indicate clearly that 
basinwide distribution of flooding since 1942 is representative of floods that oe 
curred in the prerecord period and of floods that may be expected in the future. 

6. The Corps of Engineers 1944 report on the Chariton River said channel 
straightening had provided protection to 11,000 acres in lowa and Missouri 
had provided practically complete protection for approximately 53,000 acres 
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and partial protection for 55,000 acres. What additional protection has been 
afforded by the channel rectification and levee works completed since that time? 

The 11,000 acres of bottom lands in Iowa indicated by this statement as having 
some protection, and the 108,000 acres of bottom lands in Missouri indicated as 
flooded infrequently (as of 1944) or having partial protection, were total figures, 
compiled to represent the composite picture of the flood situation in these 2 
reaches. Actually, the relative risks of flooding and relative degrees of flood 
protection were highly variable all along the length of the Chariton River, pri- 
marily because of the variable degrees of protection afforded by the many small 
non-Federal improvements intermingled along the entire length of the river 
downstream from the Rathbun Dam site. Also, flood experience since 1944 has 
been more severe than prior to that time, with a considerable increase in fre- 
quency of flooding of lands previously flooded only infrequently. Studies made 
in 1956 indicate, for example, that a flood of 8,700 cubic feet per second at Novin- 
ger, now has a probability on the average of once every 1.2 years without any 
reductions from Rathbun Reservoir. Thus, areas that were considered to have 
a relatively high degree of protection in 1944, have now been shown by recent 
tiood experience to be subject to a substantially greater flood hazard. 

The additional protection which has been afforded by channel rectification 
since the 1944 report consists of the Federally constructed Chariton County, 
Macon-Adair County, and Reinhart Ranch units. These units include some of 
the areas in practically all categories of flood risks and degrees of protection 
afforded by the non-Federal improvements in Missouri. 

The 57,700 acres included in the Federal channel improvement were omitted 
from the Rathbun benefit study, and no additional benefits from these areas re- 
sulting from reducing Chariton River floods were credited to Rathbun Reservoir. 
The incremental or additional benefits resulting from reduction of Chariton River 
floods on the remaining areas were based on channel conditions anticipated to 
develop as a result of present improvements, and credited to Rathbun Reservoir. 
For further clarification, the following table indicates the areas actually utilized 
in the present economic analysis: 


Areas subject to flooding, Chariton River Basin 


Area used 


in esti- 
Total Area pro- mating 
Reach Limits of reach flood tected by benefits 
plain Federal credited 
area projects with 


Rathbun 
Reservoir 


Missouri | icres Acres Acres 
Keytesville ji Mouth to Chariton River 56, 800 38, 500 18, 300 
to Elm Branch. 
Novinger ‘ ‘ Elm Branch to Missouri 73, 200 2 19, 200 54, 000 
Narrows 
Subtotal, Missouri - 130, 000 57,700 72, 300 
Centerville Missouri Narrows to Rath- 18, 000 0 18, 000 
bun Dam 
Rathbun Reservoir area 9, 000 0 0 
Above Rathbun Reservoir 20, 000 0 0 
Subtotal... ‘ 47, 000 0 18, 000 
Basin total 177, 000 57, 700 90, 300 


Chariton County unit 
2 Macon-Adair County unit, 12,400 acres; Reinhart Ranch unit, 6,800 acres. 


7. Initial planning funds were provided for this project in the appropriations 
bill for fiscal year 1957. At the hearings last year, some question was raised 
as to the actual flood benefits to be derived from this project. It was stated 
that this project would reduce 41 of the 43 floods of record at Novinger to below 
bankful. Does this refer to old or the present channel capacities at Novinger? 
Would Rathbun Dam have had this effect prior to the channel and levee work? 








The statement that Rathbun would reduce 41 of the 48 floods of record at 
Novinger to below bankful refers to the combined effect of the Rathbun Reser 
voir and the ultimate channel capacity of the improved channel which was 
expected to develop based on studies made for House Document 561. This is 
clarified in paragraph 41 of House Document No. 561, which states: “Assuming 
that the Rathbun Reservoir were operating and the authorized channel improve- 
ments were completed, 41 of the 43 floods of record (1931-47) at Novinger would 
be reduced to below bankful stages * * *.” Later and more comprehensive 
studies indicate that the ultimate channel capacity of the improved channel in 
the Novinger reach will be approximately 8,700 cubic feet per second, somewhat 
lower than was originally anticipated. On this basis, the combined effect of 
Rathbun and the improved channel would be to reduce 39 of the 43 floods listed 
on page 19 of House Document 561 to below 8,700 cubic feet per second at 
Novinger. The improved channel alone would safely pass 26 of these 43 floods 
without Rathbun assistance. 

For additional information on Chariton River floods, the tables presented on 
page 19 of House Document No. 561 for the period through 1947 have been 
extended through 1952 and are attached. 


Effects of Rathbun Reservoir at Novinger, Mo. 


Flow in 1,000 cubic Flow in 1,000 cubic 
feet per second feet per second 
Date Date 
Modified Modified 
Actual by Rath- by Rath- 
bun Reser- Actual | bun Reser 
voir voir 
1931.—Anpr. 21-22 16.4 1.7 1945— Feb. 16 5. 2 1. ( 
May 30 15.4 3.9 Apr. 18 5.9 3.4 
June 7 7.2 1.7 May 19 13. 1 6.¢ 
Nov. 25 15.4 x 1 June 10 47.5 
1932.--Jan. 7 17.5 4,0 June 17 16. 4 13.8 
Aug. 2 50 1946—Jan. 11 1410.3 6.6 
Aug. 17 7 6.9 Mar. 24 90 F 
Dec. 25 : 6.5 3.3 June 23 15.5 8. ¢ 
1933 Mav 13 1.3 1947—Apr. 6 12.0 7.9 
June 29 4.7 Tune 7 22. 9 15 
1935 June 2 12.6 8.0 1948— Feb. 19 1.4 
June 22 9.9 1.7 Feb. 28 5.1 
July 9 7.9 Mar. 20 11.6 s 
7 Feb. 21 6.8 5.0 1949—Feb,. 26 6.0 1 4 
Mar. 4 5.2 3.58 Mar. 27 1.2 
Mar. 17 12.9 8.4 Apr. 1 6.1 
Ay 17 ; 18.9 6.9 June 16 6.7 6.4 
June 22 14.6 June 27 14.3 5 
41 June 11 9.9 7.4 July 21 5.6 
Oct. 10 49 2) 1950— Mav 10 1.2 
Nov. 2 6.9 5.3 June 20 16.7 14.0 
1942 Feb. 7 15.6 ( 1951— Feb. 20 | 7. 
Dec 2s 7 7 6.6 Apr. 8 7.4 
+4 Feb. 4 14.1 (- May 11 41.2 
Mar. 16 16.4 5.6 June 28 4.2 
May 21 10. 6 5.1 July 23 8.7 8. 2 
June 9 ‘ 5.4 1952—— Mar. 13 7.4 7.0 
June 17-18 9.6 5.4 Apr. 24 6.1 
944-—Apr. 12 14.4 ( June 6 3.0 
Apr. 16 16.4 3.8 June 23 4.1 
Apr. 23 15.2 12. f 
May 9 4.3 
June 14 18] 6.4 


! Daily average 
2 Not available, but flows would be below expected ultimate channel capacity of 8,700 cubic feet per 
second since actual flows were below this value. 
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Flood periods exceeding flood stage—1948-52 
CHARITON RIVER AT CENTERVILLE, IOWA (FLOOD STAGE, 18 FEET) 


| 
Year | Date | Stage Discharge || Year Date | Stage Discharge 
| 
cans —-| pc mt a 5 i” 
1008:......-..-.} Nome......|..-...- ; : he. None...- sacha sh tae 
aa ienacsrdins debi Petlibddacse ii dedi hae ea eae: 
ee 21. 84 10, 800 


| 
CHARITON RIVER AT NOVINGER, MO. (FLOOD STAGE, 20 FEET) 


OE. cin ceenl means 1 21. 67 1 4, 360 1951 ; -| Feb. 20..--. ! 23. 97 17,700 
Feb. 28... 1 22. 96 1 5, 100 Ape. 3... 1 23. 88 17, 380 
Mar. 20 25. 23 11, 600 May 11-.- 121.15 14,170 

1949 Feb. 26 23. 55 1 6, 000 June 28_._. 121.18 | 1 4,170 
Mar. 26 1 20. 54 1 4, 160 July 23..-- 24. 32 | 8, 660 
Apr. 1 1 22. 93 16,070 1952 Mar. 13... 23. 87 7, 380 
June 16 23. 6 7, 640 Apr. 24.... 1 23. 48 ' 6, 100 
June 27 ! 20. 76 1 4, 280 June 6_. 1 21. 29 1 2, 980 
July 21 1 22. 70 1 5, 640 June 23 1 23. 49 1 4, 130 

1950 May 10 1 20. 60 1 4, 200 
June 20 26. 66 16, 700 


CHARITON RIVER AT KEYTESVILLE, MO. (FLOOD STAGE, 20 FEET) 


1948 Feb. 20 1221. 46 1 6, 500 1950.... June 23_.-. 22. 36 14, 900 
Mar. 1 > 20.1 1 6, 450 1951 June 28.. 21. 87 10, 400 
Mar. 20-23 22. 6 13, 300 1952 None 

1949 June 26 20. 1 9, 620 


| Daily average 
Ice effect 


AFTERNOON SESSION 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL, Corps OF ENGINEERS 
Mr. Kirwan. The committee will come to order. 
MISSOURI RIVER, OMAHA, NEBR., TO KANSAS CITY, MO. 


The Omaha to Kansas City project, $3,300,000. 
We will put pages 19 through 21 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 
CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 
MissourrI River, OMAHA TO KANSAS CITY 
(Continuing) 
Location.—Channel extending from Omaha, Nebr., to Kansas City., Mo., a 
distance of 245.8 miles. 


Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio —1.57 to 1 for entire project, Sioux City to the mouth. 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
4 mount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost____-- $112, 900, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost. 0 

Cash contributions. - 0 

Other costs - ban base . ‘ . 0 
Total estimated project cost - -_-- 112, 900, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 89, 411, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957_.- : 3, 797, 000 
Appropriations to date _- a 93, 208, 000 83 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 ‘ - 3, 300, 000 85 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 16, 392, 000 


1 Includes permanent transfer to project of $497,000. 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels: Channel extending from Omaha, mile 632.0, to Kansas City, mile 
386.2, a distance of 245.8 miles, 9 feet deep, 300 feet wide, to be obtained by 
revetment of banks, construction of dikes, cutoffs, and by dredging. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent Completion 
schedule 


Lands and damages- - = <= — - 91 | June 1959. 
Bank stabilization 
Dike and revetment construction 81 | June 1964 
Dredging in connection with point removal to obtain desired aline- 74 | June 1962. 
ment. 
Removal of rock -_- hia ae ab whe 30 | June 1959 
Removal of structures for realinement ‘ 60 | November 1961. 
Entire project -- ; Bila cnt 81 | June 1964. 


JUSTIFICATION 


This project is an essential part of the comprehensive plan for the development 
of the Missouri River Basin. The project will stabilize the banks of the river 
from Sioux City to the mouth and will provide a navigable channel for water- 
borne commerce. Stabilization of the banks of the river from Sioux City to the 
mouth will insure protection against erosion to agricultural areas totaling over 
1,800,000 acres and to municipalities, industries, and other installations with a 
value of about $2 billion. These installations include major railroad and highway 
bridges which receive vital protection against being flanked by the meandering 
river. Stabilization will also permit the construction of levees under the flood- 
control authorization with assurance they will not be destroyed by the erosive 
action of the river. 

The control works by which the river will be stabilized are subject to destrue- 
tion by the river until the concave banks are fully stabilized. Delay in accom- 
plishing the necessary control work at the proper time results ultimately in 
increased costs, since the training structures remain vulnerable to damage by 
ice runs and floods until properly reinforced. Whenever it is necessary to defer 
essential work, maintenance costs of the project automatically increase due to the 
necessity of understaking temporary emergency measures until the final control 
works can be installed. 


Interstate Commerce Commission hearings at Kansas City in 1952 indicated 
that 700,000 tons of annual traffic could be immediately handled at Omaha if 
barges were available. In addition to the outbound movement of important com 
modities of grain and grain products, there are increased demands for inbound 
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movement of other commodities essential to the weifare of the region. Steel 
firms in the Kansas City and Omaha areas have in recent years steadily increased 
their demands for barge movements of steel, the demands being greatly in excess 
of the available water transportation service. Similar demands for barge move- 
ment of steel pipe, tin plate, sugar, rice, and molasses are evidenced by the move- 
ments of these products upstream to Omaha during the 1955 season by private 
towing firms. Similar requirements are developing for barge service for petro- 
leum, sugar, fertilizer, and coffee. 

Commercial traflic transported by private carriers increased from 2,640 tons 
in 1952 to 129,758 tons in 1955 on this section of the river. The navigation season 
of 1956 shows a continued increase of interest in Missouri River navigation al- 
though tonnages transported (about 104,500) this season were somewhat less 
than tonnages transported last season. Commercial navigators have credited 
the decline in commercial tonnage this season to the lack of available barges and 
to the recent steel strike. This is evident by the fact that during the steel strike 
a sharp decline in the shipment of steel and steel products upstream occurred ; 
however, barges were made available from other waterways for the transporta- 
tion of grain downstream which increased considerably during this period. 
The expansion of dock and transfer facilities is continuing and extensive investi- 
gations are being conducted by local interests in locating and planning for future 
docks. In addition, one major railway firm has indicated that plans are being 
considered for barge-line operation between Kansas City and New Orleans, and 
possibly along the Intracoastal Canal. 

Piseal year 1958.—The requested amount of $3,300,000 will be applied to: 


Lands and damages : - : $3, 100 
Bank stabilization : 
Dike and revetment construction 2, 421, 100 
Dredging in connection with point removal to obtain desired aline- 
ment 3 = Sb ectaiae b) 67, 200 
Removal of rock és odie 110, 400 
Removal of structures for realinement 88, 600 
Engineering and design enecs — s 61, 000 
Supervision and administration ia ; 248, 600 
Teta... 5 annum Gy B00, O00 


With the requested amount of $3,300,000 for fiscal year 1958, it will be possible 
to continue construction of essential bank stabilization work in the most critical 
areas adjacent to completed Federal levees and existing farm levees protecting 
highly developed agricultural land; to continue the program toward final stabili- 
zation of other locations and the provision of improved alinement and channel 
conditions favorable for navigation to Omaha. 

Von-Federal costs.—It is estimated that local interests have ineurred costs of 
about $2,100,000 for the construction of dock and transfer facilities along this see- 
tion of the Missouri River. Since commercial navigation on the project has only 
begun to develop to any sizable amount, private interests are also only in the 
initial stage of developing installations which will use water transportation as its 
main artery of supply. The success of present operations has stimulated private 
enterprise in planning large expenditures for grain elevators, fabricating plants, 
molasses and oil terminals. The cost of these facilities cannot be estimated at 
present since many are still in the preliminary planning stage. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—No change from latest estimates sub- 
mitted to»Congress. 


Mr. Kirwan. We will also insert in the record a table showing the 
allocations by reaches. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 
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Work proposed for fiscal year 1958, Missouri River, Omaha to Kansas City 


fands and damages.................. Pent ict se eee tee Boe $3, 100 
Dike and revetment construction : 
cOGmeue wewoneeuGe TONGS... ee eee ecw ee 703, 700 
Plattsmouth-Nebraska Bends______-_ ~~ ae ae sna heel ah 263, 900 
Nebraska-Lower Sonora Bends___- Se: : aoe 154, 700 
Lower Sonora-Upper Indian Cave Be nds_ aint a a sgt ne aks Wk no 0 
Upper Indian Cave-Rulo Bends____----_-__- aN la erat y 89, 800 
Rulo-Mount Vernon Bends______~____-_____- eee Dike tS 139, 000 
Mount Vernon-St. Joseph Bends__- ie aha es 245, 000 
St. Joseph-Atchison Bends____________- Pah Lal ak Es 23, 600 
Atchison-Leavenworth Bends______~- i : e 3 487, 100 
Leavenworth-Parkville Bends____- aid 494, 000 
Dredging in connection with above construction i 5 74, 300 
Removal of rock_____- : ee : 122, 400 
Removal of structures for rei salineme nt : : 99, 400 
PI aa 2 chen ort ance . ese Si — 3, 300, 000 


Mr. Kirwan. I note that the operation and maintenance cost from 
Kansas City to Sioux City will be $3,100,000, which is $93,000 less 
than in 1956. 


MISSOURI RIVER, SIOUX CITY, IOWA, TO OMAHA, NEBR. 


Mr. Kirwan. Missouri River, Sioux City to Omaha. 
We will put pages 30 through 32 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 
Missouri RIVER, Stoux Ciry TO OMANIA 


(Continuing ) 


Location.—Channel extending from Sioux City, Iowa, to Omaha, Nebr., a 
distance of 130.5 miles. 

Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.57 to 1 for entire project, Sioux City to the mouth. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal ocst 


Estimated Federal cost $108, 000, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 0 
Cash contribution -_ -- 0 
Other costs. 0 
Total estimated proje ct cost 108, 000, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 40, 618, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 6, 500, 000 
Appropriations to date - 47, 118, 000 14 
Appropriations requested. for fiscal year 1958 6, 600, 000 50 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 54, 282, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels: Channel, 9 feet deep, 300 feet wide, extending from Sioux City, mile 
762.5, to Omaha, mile 632, a distance of 130.5 miles, to be obtained by revetment 
of banks, construction of dikes, cutoffs and by dredging. 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent | Completion sched- 


ule 
Lands and damages 15 | June 1964. 
Bank stabilization: 
Dike and revetment construction 40 | June 1967. 
Dredging in connection with point removal to obtain desired realine- 
ment 35 | June 1966. 
Removal of rock 100 | Complete. 
Removal of structures for realinement i8 | June 1965, 
Entire project. -- 40 | June 1967. 


JUSTIFICATION 


This project is an essential part of the comprehensive plan for the develop- 
ment of the Missouri River Basin. The project will stabilize the banks of the 
river from Sioux City to the mouth and will provide a navigable channel for 
waterborne commerce. Stabilization of the banks of the river from Sioux City 
to the mouth will insure protection against erosion to agricultural areas totaling 
over 1,800,000 acres and to municipalities, industries, and other installations 
with a value of about $2 billion. These installations include major railroad and 
highway bridges which receive vital protection against being flanked by the 
meandering river. Stabilization will also permit the construction of levees 
under the flood control authorization with assurance they will not be destroyed 
by the erosive action of the river. 

Construction on the project was suspended during World War II and funds 
since that time have not been available in sufficient amounts to permit ac- 
complishment of essential work at the proper time. As a result, the project 
has suffered severely, many control structures have been flanked or badly dam- 
aged, and the river has reverted largely to its wild state. The original con- 
struction work, at present price levels, would cost about $79,600,000. The 
remaining structures that could be salvaged at the present time with an active 
construction program have a replacement cost estimated at $24,500,000. In addi- 
tion to the economic loss incurred through the destruction of the stabilization 
works, serious erosion of land is oceurring at practically every location from 
Sioux City to Omaha. The rate of erosion of farm lands is rapidly approaching 
that which existed under natural conditions, i. e., the loss of about 12 acres per 
mile per year. The serious erosion along the Sioux City waterfront was partly 
eliminated with funds appropriated in fiscal year 1955 and fiscal year 1956, and 
with funds appropriated in fiscal year 1957 erosion will be further reduced 
downstream to Dakota City, Nebr. The main channel has been shifted under 
the Decatur Bridge; however, fiscal year 1958 funds will be required in this 
area to further stabilize the channel and advance the alinement upstream. 
Serious erosion is occurring in Sandy Point Bend and at Blair, Nebr. just above 
the highway and railroad bridges. The Sandy Point Bend area will be partly 
corrected with fiscal year 1957 funds. The erosion above Blair, if uncheeked, 
will breach the left bank approaches to the bridges. The control of the river 
from Blair to Omaha (38.5 miles) is of major importance, in that existing work 
having a present value of at least $8 million can be salvaged in the 23.5 mile 
reach just below Blair, if active construction is resumed in time. In the 15- 
mile reach immediately upstream from Omaha the value of the existing work 
is also about $8 million but is in fair condition and not in immediate danger of 
destruction by erosion. However, it will be seriously threatened if the river 
reverts to a wild state in the section immediately upstream. Accordingly, the 
stabilization of the entire section Blair to Omaha is considered necessary for 
the full protection of the Omaha-Council Bluffs flood-protection system. ‘While 
commercial navigation in the past has been limited, operators have indicated 
that they expect to extend operations to Sioux City as soon as channel condi- 
tions permit. <A suitable navigation channel will be provided by the authorized 
project. 








782 


Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $6,600,000 will be applied to: 


Continue recapturing control of the river from Sioux City to Omadi 

send to protect the Sioux City waterfront, the Sioux City Air 

Force Base and Dakota City, Nebr.___ seas eod tessa octal ean _._._. $1, 800, 000 
Continue construction to recapture channel control from Middle 

Omaha Mission to Upper Decatur Bends and protect construc- 

tion placed in fiscal years 1955 through 1957___-~- __ 1,500, COO 
Continue construction to recapture channel control works started 

in fiscal year 1957 from Peterson Cutoff to Blair, Nebr., to pro- 

tect the Sandy Bend area and prevent flanking of approaches to 

the Blair highway and railroad bridges__-_ ere 1, 700, 000 
Continue recapturing control of the river between Blair and Omaha 

to insure protection of Omaha and Council Bluffs from erosion 

by the river and insure the safety of the flood control levees 

protecting these cities_____- sahatinnamn said kee hi ae kt tle 1, 600, 000 


MM ot et ie 8 ad a ad bee. tee Th Bi fre ES 6, 600, 000 


With the requested amount of $6,600,000 for fiscal year 1958, it will be possi 
ble to continue construction of essential stabilization structures necessary for 
alleviating serious erosion threats at the vital locations listed above and insure 
the success of construction initiated in fiscal years 1955 through 1957. Con- 
tinuation of the work without further delay will also make possible the salvage 
of much of the original work which is of significant value, amounting to about 
$16 million in the Blair-Omaha reach alone. Full stabilization of this latter 
reach is of vital importance to the protection of the Omaha-Council Bluffs flood 
protection project. 

Non-Federal costs.—Since private interests have not been able to commercially 
utilize the waterway, only about $600,000 has been expended to date in terminal 
facilities. Local interests, however, are planning eventual large expenditures 
along the river, such as wharves, docks, grain elevators, fabricating plants, 
molasses and oil terminals. The cost of these facilities cannot be estimated at 
present since many are still in the planning stage. 

Status of local cooperation._—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—No change from the latest estimate 
submitted to Congress. Adjustments have been made, however, in the costs of 
some of the reaches of the river to reflect bid experience and changed river con 
ditions. 


Mr. Kirwan. We will also insert the table showing allocations 
by reaches. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


Work proposed for fiscal year 1958, Missouri River, Siour City to Omaha 


Lands and damages J 
Dike and revetment construction: 


$35, 000 


Upper Sioux Citv-middle Omaha Mission Bends 2 1, 610, 000 
Middle Omaha Mission-upper Decatur Bends i 1, 212, 800 
Upper Decatur Bend-Little Sioux reach_- dol 0 
Little Sioux reach-upper Blair Bend Seis 1, 700, 000 
Upper Blair-lower Rockport Bends _- we suis 1, 450, 000 
Lower Rockport-Council Bends bhiias or 135, 000 
Dredging in connection with above construction i Sedo al 431, 000 
Removal of structures for realinement eaabed 26, 200 
Teta. sunk Tayereres J ‘ tix.sa 8, 600, CBO 


Mr. Krrwan. What are your current plans for the DeSoto- Bertrand 
Bend section ? 

(ieneral GALLOwAy. Sir, we had money included in our fiscal year 
1957 funds for the bank stabilization of this bend along the original 


course. 
We had given consideration to achieving that work by making a 
cutoff across the bend and then stabilizing it. 
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It, was more or less a standoff in price, both for the full construe- 
tion work to achieve stabilization by either method and also in the 
cost of maintenance due to the fact that on the cutoff, the maintenance 
would be quite high at the start but over a long period of time the 
maintenance for both methods of stabilization would even out. 

‘There was considerable local objection by landowners in that 
vicinity to making the cutoff. However, since that time there has been 
a great deal of local support—not from the landowners in the area, 
but in that general location—for the establishment of a fish and wild- 
life refuge in that area 

Mr. Kirwan. Have you any questions, Mr. Taber ‘ 

Mr. Taper. You are asking for $6,600,000 ¢ 

General GALLowAy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. For this particular operation / 

General GALLowaAy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. What is the present status / 

General GALLoway. The present status of the project, sir, is about 
44 percent complete. 

Mr. Taser. What is the status of your availability of present re- 
quirements / 

You had an appropriation of $6,500,000, and you might have had a 
carryover. How much? 

General GALLOWAY. Sir, as of the 28th of February, a month ago, 
we had an unobligated balance of $1,364,640 and an unexpended bal- 
ance of $2,889,153. 

Our best estimates as to our standing on the 30th of June is that we 
will have zero unobligated balance and $ $200,000 unexpended balance 
for this stretch of the river. 

Mr. Taser. Are you pretty near through with the things that have 
to be done in that territory ? 

General Gattoway. No, sir. Our dike and revetment construction 
in that stretch are about 40 percent completed. 

Mr. Taper. The critical area has been prety well covered, hasn’t it ? 
The most critical area ? 

General Gattoway. No, sir; I wouldn’t say that it has been. We 
have removed rocks that have been at critical points. That has been 
entirely completed. 

Our rock removal has been completed, but there is a great deal of 
removal of structures already in place that is required for realinement, 
and new dike and revetment work. 

In addition to that, sir, there is a great amount of dredging involved 
for the channel. We have got about 35 percent, as I recall, of the 
dredging completed on this stretch. 

Mr. Taser. That is all. 

Mr. Jensen. I would like to have you give us a little explanation of 
the proposed cutoff at the DeSoto- Bertrand Bend in relation to the 
cost of the cutoff against the price of the land and the development. 

Would you like to comment on that ? 

Major Garrerr. Sir, from the standpoint of comparing bank sta- 
bilization work going around the bend versus the cutoff, the estimated 

91488—57—_50 
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cost in either case is essentially the same, that is, without consideration 
of the agricultural levees, the part of the Missouri agricultural levee 
project that will be built at some future date. Those levees are off in 
the distant future. 

There is no organization in being down there at the present time re- 
sponsible for those levees, but I will say, as far as the cutoff is con- 
cerned, compared with the stabilization work around the bend, there 
will be a shorter levee section required. 

Mr. Jensen. About 12 miles? 

Major Garretr. About 10 or 12 miles; yes, sir. 

We received an appropriation in 1957 to start work at this bend. 
We had intended to work around the bend, but we have not accom- 
plished any work to date. We have held off and applied that money to 
other reaches of the river, until this matter with reference to fish and 
game refuge is finally settled. 

Mr. JENSEN. Now, the Fish and Wildlife Service has proposed to 
purchase more land on the outside of the bend than many of us feel is 
necessary in order to give sufficient space around the be nd, for access 
roads, and the like. 

I predict that there might be a saving of at least $200,000 in the 
purchase of less land than the Fish op Wildlife has originally pro- 
posed. It appears to me that over a period of 10 or 12 years there 
would be saving made by elimin: ating 12 miles of levee and by a reduc- 
tion in the maintenance of the levee and the maintenance of the river, 
that is, the stabilization of the stream, possibly as much as the total 
cost of the whole project. 

Maybe that isn’t quite true, but there is going to be a great saving 
in that the Army engineers will not have to maintain that 12 miles of 
river after the cutoff is made. 

The cutoff is about 2 miles in length and the river at Oxbow is more 
than 8 miles around it. So, doubling that for levee purposes would be 
16 miles; doubling 2 miles cutoff would be 4 miles. So, you have a 
12-mile difference there. 

For the record, I-want to say the Army engineers have already 
declared that proposal, that cutoff proposal, as feasible. 

That is right; isn’t it ¢ 

Major Garrett. It is feasible from a river stabilization point. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Major Garrett. Yes, sir. 


MISSOURI RIVER, KANSAS CITY, MO., TO MOUTH 


Mr. Krrwan. We now come on down to the Missouri River, Kansas 
City-to-Mouth project. 

We will put pages 38 through 40 in the record. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 
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CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 
Missourr River, Kansas City to MoutH (9-Foor ProJecT) 
(Continuing) 


Location,-—_Navigable channel extending from Kansas City, Mo., to the mouth, 
a distance of 386.2 miles. 


Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.57 to 1 for entire project Sioux City to the mouth. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

| percent of esti- 

Amount | mated Federal 
cost (Corps 

of Engineers) 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) - - $120, 000, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 644, 400 
Cash contribution 644, 400 
Other costs __- 0 
Total estimated project cost 120, 644, 400 


Appropriations to June 30, 1956 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 


99, 908, 000 
l 450, 000 


~ 





Appropriations to date... 103, 358, 000 | 86 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 4, 000, 000 | a9 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 12, 642, 000 | 

1 Includes permanent transfer to project of $450,000 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Channel: Channel 9 feet deep, 300 feet wide, extending from mile 386.2 at Kansas 
City, Mo., to the mouth, to be obtained by revetment of banks, construction of 
permeable dikes to stabilize the waterway, cutoffs and dredging. 


Stalus (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent Completion 
schedule 


Lands and damages 

Bank stabilization 
Dikes and revetment 86 | June 1962. 
Dredging and point removal 76 | June 1961 
Rock removal 44 Do. 
Structure removal for realinement 64 Do. 

Entire project 85 | June 1962 


60 | June 1959. 


Nott "he present controlli: 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project is an essential part of the ‘comprehensive plan for the develop- 
ment of the Missouri River Basin. The project will.stabilize-the' banks of the 
river throughout the entire length of the project and will provide a navigable 
channel for waterborne commerce. Stabilization of the banks of the river from 
Sioux City to the mouth will insure protection against erosion to agricultural 
areas totaling over 1,800,000 acres and to municipalities, industries, and other 
installations with a value of about $2 billion. These installations include major 
railroud and highway bridges which receive vital protection against being flanked 
by the meandering river. Stabilization will also permit the construction of 
levees under the flood-control authorization with assurance they will not be de- 
stroyed by the erosion action of the river. 

The control works by which the river will be stabilized are subject to destruc- 
tion by the river until the concave banks are fully stabilized. Delay in accom- 
plishing the necessary control work at the proper time results ultimately in in- 
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creased costs, since the training structures remain vulnerable to damage by ice 
runs and floods until given proper reinforcement. Wherever it is necessary to 
defer essential work, maintenance costs of the project automatically increase 
owing to the necessity of undertaking temporary emergency measures until the 
final control works can be installed. 

Traffic surveys made in 1950 indicated 4 million tons are potentially available 
for commercial transportation on the river from Sioux City to the mouth. This 
estimate was increased 25 percent to a total of 5 million tons annually as allow- 
ance for future developments. In addition to the outbound movement of im- 
portant commodities of grain and grain products, there are increased demands for 
inbound movement of other commodities essential to the welfare of the region. In 
this connection, shipments of coal by barge from the Mississippi Valley were re- 
ceived by the Central Electric powerplant at Chamois, Mo. Steel firms in the 
Kansas City and Omaha areas have in recent years steadily increased their de- 
mands for barge movements of steel, the demands being greatly in excess of the 
available water transportation service. 

The navigation season of 1956 showed a continued increase of interest in Mis- 
souri River navigation although only 312,000 tons were transported this season 
us compared to the 435,455 tons transported last season. Commercial navi- 
gators have attributed the decline in commercial tonnage this season to the lack 
of available barges and to the steel strike. This is evident by the fact that during 
the steel strike a sharp decline in the shipment of steel and steel products up- 
stream occurred; however, barges were made available from other waterways 
for the transportation of grain downstream which increased considerably during 
this period. Also, due to the lack of available barges, two grain shippers in this 
area are constructing barges for their own use in shipping grain downstream. 
The expansion of dock and transfer facilities is continuing and extensive investi- 
gations are being conducted by local interests in locating and planning for future 
docks. In addition, one major railway firm has indicated that plans are being 
considered for barge line operation between Kansas City and New Orleans, and 
possibly along the Intracoastal Canal. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $4 million will be applied to 


Continue lands and damages_-_-_-- Lee ishcten de erated act ae $89, 900 

Bank stabilization: 
Continue dikes and revetments_______- eee 3, 265, 500 
Continue dredging and point removal_-_-_-- 35, 000 
Continue rock removal_____- captain he la = 90, 000 
Continue structure removal for realinement___..___-_-___- 137, 600 
Resipeerine and @edien......_.................... 85, 000 
Supervision and administration______-__~~ ee. 297, 000 
a a8 eee oil be f = __ 4, 000, 000 


With the requested amount of $4 million for fiscal year 1958, it will be possible 
to continue the construction of bank-stabilization works at critical locations 
where such work has been started to arrest bank erosion adjacent to several large 
local farm-levee units, highly developed agricultural areas, and other high-value 
installations, and continue the program of reinforcing pile structures in critical 
areas to reduce future maintenance. 

Non-Federal costs.—Local interests have contributed $644,000 toward the cost 
of the project. In addition, it is estimated that local interests have incurred costs 
of about $3,100,000 for the construction of dock and transfer facilities along 
this section of the Missouri River and present indications are that they will incur 
additional costs of about $1,700,000 in the construction of additional dock and 
transfer facilities. The latter amount is considered conservative in view of the 
annual potential tonnage available for commercial transportation on this section 
of the river. 

Status of local cooperation.—None. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—No change from latest estimate sub 
mitted to Congress. Minor adjustments have been made in costs of various 
reaches of the project, necessitated by changed river conditions. 


Mr. Kirwan. We will also insert a table showing allocations by 
reaches. 


(The matter referred to follows :) 
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Work proposed for fiscal year 1958, Missouri River, Kansas City to mouth 


Hse. CUNT : TON i i iis ects cities eee $91, 900 
Dike and revetment construction : 
GOOEE Re TI seis ise cn eeincinsncdsabanee ee 111, 000 
Tn men i ea since cen alnceip ealo esemialal ieee le wh 121, 100 
Gibley Bend-Leniietow Mea 28s ow ees 210, 500 
Lexington Hend-waverty Newent. oi: 3 193, 500 
TOU TI I ieee recites crenata de cee ak tee 138, 300 
Mr I are, <n le 305, 800 
Biulrpoct-Bocnvilw Reems. ss tS a ee ese 166, 500 
Boonville Reach-Sandy Hook Bend___~~--~-.--_--_.-..-___---- 278, 000 
Sandy Hook Bend-Isbell Reach _______-___-- lta scnghtcdandieh eile 437, 300 
Isbell-Hermann Reaches_____—_-_-___ cba iin es tag ia aac 471, 400 
Hermann-Wasnineton Donen. 2. cise sew ed 310, 000 
Washington Reach-Weldon Springs Bend__--------------------- 305, 000 
Weldon Springs Bend-St. Charles Reach__---------------_--_--- 238, 000 
Be. GUariog Boner Aen. DONG e ni ees 332, 600 
Dredging in connection with above construction_________________ 38, 200 
Rock removal____- ens etl Nak ME i 98, 100 
Removal of structures for realinement____.-._________-___________ 152, 800 
OCG sk cced cic Z senate taste ile SE Tale Sik eae. eee 4, 000, 000 


Mr. Kirwan. Your operation and maintenance costs will be 
$2,950,000. 


LITTLE SIOUX RIVER, IOWA 
Mr. Kirwan. Little Sioux River project—$2 million. 
We will put pages 50 through 53 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 
LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
LITTLE Stoux River, Iowa 
(Continuing) 


Location.—Along the Little Sioux River and its tributaries in Monona and 
Harrison Counties in northwestern Iowa. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.06 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 


Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost $17, 500, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost . 3, 300, 000 ', 
Cash contributions -- 0 
Other costs 3, 300, 000 
Potal estimated project cost 20, 800, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 652, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 2, 250, 000 
Appropriations to date 2, 902, 000 17 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 2, 000, 000 28 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 ‘ 12, 598, 000 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Average height: 12 feet. 
Length: 138 miles. 
Floodwalls: None. 
Relocations : 
Raise 1 and raise and extend 2 Chicago & Northwestern Railway bridges 
Raise 3 Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific Railroad bridges. 
Raise 29 highway bridges. 
Channels: 
34 miles of enlargement and straightening on main stem. 
35 miles of enlargement and straightening on tributaries. 
Pumping plants: None. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


| Percent | Completion 
schedule 


Relocations 0 | June 1961, 
Little Sioux River, unit I, sec. I | 94 | May 1957. 
Little Sioux River, unit I, sec. IA 51 | September 1957 


Remaining Little Sioux River : and tributaries | 0 | November 1960 
Diversion structure, desilting basin 0 | November 1959 
Entire project » ; | 7 | June 1961. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Little Sioux projecr is urgently needed to provide fiood protection to the 
lower portion of the Little Sioux Basin which is subject to frequent and pro- 
longed damaging floods. The extremely flat slope of the stream channels in this 
area retards the flows of water, and the flat slopes of the adjacent lands, roads, 
grades, and ditch spoil banks, prolong the period of flooding. The project will 
protect approximately 120,500 acres of very productive, highly developed farm- 
land, including 340 farmsteads from damaging floods. In addition, essentially 
all of the towns of Hornick, Holly Springs, and Luton, and a part of Turin are 
subject to comparatively frequent flooding, and a part of River Sioux, Blenco, 
Onawa, Whiting, and Sloan are subject to flooding by more severe floods. The 
proposed project would provide protection against all past floods of record. It 
would have prevented estimated damages in excess of $2,500,000 from the flood 
of March-April 1951, the greatest flood of modern record in this area. Flood 
damages resulting from June 1954 flood in the entire Little Sioux Basin have 
been estimated at $3,200,000. Annual flood-control benefits are estimated to be 
$929,100. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $2 million will be applied to 


Initiate levee and channel improvements, unit IT_-_____~_ _ $100, 000 
Initiate and complete raising of Chicago & Northwestern Ry. ‘bridge__ 438, 700 
Continue levee and channel improvements, unit I, see. ITA__- 498, 000 
Jontinue levee and channel improvements, unit I, sec. ITB__--_- 486, T00 
Continue levee and channel improvements, unit I, sec. IIC_____- badaioail 536, 200 
Complete levee and channel improvements, unit I, sec. T[A__-_________ 25, 400 
nn rT ES 2S ius es acsins i olan ea ppecetiorenenes mmnerenened 210, 000 
SReranarnneii OPORIIUNOIOEN: UNION RUNDE NU GION Sis ins ns cinsitrwe mnsiesn asin eet ei sd 150, 000 

UO 2: ROPE, cel tS OA soe a, Seas aden dae dential 2, 000, 000 


Completion of contracts in force and those yet to be awarded in fiscal year 
1957 along the Little Sioux River to the mouth of the Maple River will permit 
the closing of the equalizer ditch between the Little Sioux River and Monona- 
Harrison Ditch, and provide fleod control benefits to the valley below the mouth 
of the Maple River. One railroad bridge will be raised to pass the design flow. 
Initiation of unit 11, from the mouth of the Maple River to the diversion ditch, 
is required in the spring of 1958 to permit full and economical use of the 1958 
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construction season. Design studies and the preparation of plans and specifica- 
tionsfex additional work will be continued. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $3,300,000, broken down as 
follows: 


Lande (4200 Sefen).. ncn ERO eee $1, 080, 000 
Beocetion Of utilities and structurem..... 2.632 cea ee 64, 300 
Relocation of roads, including new bridges__._._._____-_-____--______ 2, 155, 700 

meee: OF 38 un Ft i eae es eee ees 3, 300, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $151,- 
100, including $64,000 for annual cost of future major replacements. 

The original construction cost of the existing flood-control and drainage im- 
provements by local interests in the lower basin was in excess of $2 million. 
Subsequent maintenance costs have been high, because of the necessity for fre- 
quent removal of large quantities of deposited sediment and frequent repair of 
flood-damaged levees. The total cost to local interests for maintenance prob- 
ably equals or exceeds the original construction cost. 

Status of local cooperation.—The project is sponsored by two separate drain- 
age districts, the Nagel Drainage District and the Little Sioux Intercounty 
Drainage District. Formal assurances of local cooperation were approved on 
February 28, 1956, and approximately 25 percent of the rights-of-way required 
for the project have been acquired. All rights-of-way required for unit I, sec- 
tions IA and IT, initiated in fiscal year 1957 and to be continued into fiscal year 
1958 have been secured. Local interests will not be requested to acquire addi- 
tional rights-of-way until final plans for additional units are completed. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current estimate of $17,500,000 is 
an increase of $200,000 over the latest estimate submitted to Congress due pri- 
marily to price level advances. However, certain other adjustments have been 
made within the overall estimate. Upon reconsideration of certain channel ex- 
cavation used in levee construction, it was determined appropriate to carry a 
portion of this work under the feature “Levees” rather than entirely as “Chan- 
nel” work. This has resulted in a transfer of costs from “Channel” to “Levees.” 
In addition, minor adjustments have been effected in certain feature estimates 
based on contract prices and additional design studies. 

Mr. Kirwan. The benefit-cost ratio has been reduced from 1.13 to 1 
to 1.06to1. Why? 

General GaLtoway. There has been, during the past year, a slight 
increase in the estimated Federal cost of the project, sir, $200,000, 
which is due primarily to price-level increases. In addition to that, 
there has been a slight decrease in the agricultural price indexes, which 
causes us to have 

Mr. Kirwan. Are any further reductions in this ratio likely as addi- 
tional units go into construction / 

General Gattoway. I don’t think so, sir, but I can’t tell about the 
price indexes, 

Mr. Jensen. The Little Sioux project is underway. Construction 
was started a cae years ago, and it is a very worthy project. I am 
very well ac qué ainted with it bee ause it is in my district. 

General Gattoway. Yes, sir. We have received some fairly good 
bids on it, sir. Three contracts underway are slightly under the Gov- 
ernment estimate. So, we may have a resultant decrease in the cost 
estimate as the project goes on. 

Mr. JENSEN. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 
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MISSOURI RIVER AGRICULTURAL LEVEES, SIOUX CITY, IOWA, TO MOUTH 


Mr. Kirwan. “Missouri River agricultural levees, $3,300,000.” 
We will put pages 57 through 60 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
MissourrI RIveR AGRICULTURAL LEVEES, Sroux City, Iowa, TO THE MouTH 


(Continuing) 


Location.—Along both sides of Missouri River from Sioux City, Iowa, to the 
mouth a distance of 765 miles. 

Authorization.—1941 and 1944 Flood Control Acts, and Public Law 754, 84th 
Congress, 2d session. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.20 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal ocst 


Estimated Federal cost....-.-.-.-- $172, 000, 000 


‘s 

Estimated non-Federal cost /. ss 14, 300, 000 

Cash contributions ; 0 

Other costs bikatingents 14, 300, 000 
Estimated project cost.-_--. wa 186, 300, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956_ , 27, 998, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957-- - 2, 850, 000 
Appropriations to date 30, 848, 000 18 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 a ‘ 3, 300, 000 20 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 : 137, 852, 000 





PHYSICAL DATA 


Levees: 
Average height: 12.6. 
Length (Sioux City to mouth): 1,586 miles. 
Area protected: 1,500,000 acres. 
Relocations: Raise 58 railroad bridges and 32.4 miles of track, involving 10 
railroads. 


Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $3,300,000 will be applied to— 


Unit R-520: Complete levee construction_____-__--__ sslainaulvaaihay ebdibdce on Scle otk SR 
Unit L—-519-512-504: Continue levee construction___—_ ee ee: i 
Unit L—497: Complete levee construction_.............-_..._... ee 330, 000 
Unit L—-345-330: Continue levee construction_.____.______________--__ 700, 000 
Entire project: Engineering and design________--____________-_- Pik 289, 200 
Entire project: Supervision and administration______._._._._._-_--_--- 229, 100 

I a ac A a a ak ... 8, 300, 000 


Funds programed for fiscal year 1958 are required for continuing contracts 
in force and to be awarded this fiscal year for construction of levees in units 
R-520, L-519—-512-504, L-497, and L-345-330. Funds are also required for con- 
tinuation of planning on additional units in order that plans and specifications 
will be completed and ready for advertisement upon receipt of additional con- 
struction funds. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $14,300,000, broken down as 
follows: 


i bs cee eee i IN I a a a a at $9, 505, 400 
Relocation of highways, roads, utilities, buildings, ete.__._....._____ 4, 794, 600 


TN ah ae a ead i eh den es cee Nisha ane esas olsen tesibsteeds eutusie ase onan 14 S00, 000 
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Local interests are required to provide without cost to the United States all 
lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for the construction of the projects, 
hold and save the United States free from damages due to construction of the 
works, and maintain and operate all the works after completion. The annual 
cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $500,000. In addition, local 
interests advise that they have incurred costs estimated at $2,700,000 for right- 
of-way, modification of facilities, and administrative costs incidental thereto. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent | Completion 
schedule 


Units L-627-624, R-580, L-575, R-573, R-562, L—561-550, R-548, L-536, 100 
R-513-512 (sections I and II), R-500, L-488, L482, and L—476. 
Unit L-691 (preparation of design memo underway) 


7 0 | November 1959. 


Unit R-520 (initial contract to be advertised March 1957) 0 | December 1957. 
Unit L-519-512-504 1 | June 1963.! 
Modification: Unit R-513-512 (plans being prepared by architects and | 0 | June 1957. 


engineers for county). 


Unit L497. ag : 18 | September 1958. 
Unit L-455 (preparation of design memo underway) é | 0 | June 1961. 

Unit L-448-443 99 | February 1957. 
Unit R-440 94 | June 1957. 

Unit L-426-419 (preparation of design memo underway) 0 | June 1962, 

Unit L-400 99 | December 1956. 
Unit L-385 (preparation of design memo underway) ) | June 1961. 

U 

I 


nit L-345-330 (preparation of design memo underway). 0 | June 1961. 


entire Project eeisbunciie i ae - 16 


! An integral segment of this unit complete in itself and providing flood protection for the area contained 
therein is scheduled to be completed in 1960. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Missouri River agricultural levees would provide substantial protection 
alone, and in combination with upstream reservoir projects included in the 
comprehensive plan for improvement for flood control and other purposes in 
the Missouri River Basin, will provide protection against destructive floods 
of a Magnitude equal to those of past record for 50 small communities, 1,500,000 
acres of agricultural lands, highways, railroad lines, and power and communica- 
tion facilities in the Missouri River flood plain. It is estimated that property 
losses, crop losses, and other damages in rural areas and small communities 
along the main stem of the Missouri River, between Sioux City, Iowa, and the 
mouth, have amounted to approximately $375 million during the period 1942 
through 1954, 

Status of local cooperation.—Local interests have satisfactorily fulfilled all 
requirements of local cooperation necessary for construction of completed units 
and have met necessary requirements to date for units underway. The current 
schedule provides for initiation of construction on units R-520 and L-345-330 
the latter half of fiscal year 1957, with continuation of work on these units in 
fiscal year 1958. No new units are scheduled for fiscal year 1958. Formal assur- 
ances were received for unit R-520 on December 4, 1956. Formal assurances for 
unit L—345-230 will be requested as soon as final alinements have been determined. 
No difficulty is anticipated in obtaining the necessary rights-of-way. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$172 million is an increase of $8,200,000 over the latest estimate ($165,800,000) 
submitted to Congress ; $5,500,000 of this increase is due to higher price levels, 
$175,000 is due to a project modification authorized by Public Law 754, 84th 
Congress, which provides for a bridge across the Nemaha River, Channel 
realinements on tributary creeks, and increased riprap requirements along the 
main stem levees of unit L-426—-419, found necessary as a result of further design 
studies, increased the cost by $350,000, An increase of $2,275,000 was effected 
in order to provide an adequate allowance for contingencies. Adjustments in 
engineering and design, and supervision and administration, based on reanalysis 
of requirements, have resulted in a net decrease of $100,000. 





Mr. Kirwan. The total cost of this project has been increased by 
$8,200,000. Why? 

General GatLoway. Of that $8,200,000, sir, $5,500,000 is due to 
higher price levels. 
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There has been a slight increase of $175,000 due to a project modifi- 
cation authorized by Public Law 754 of the 84th Congress, which pro- 
vides for a bridge across the Nemaha River. 

Channel realinements on tributary creeks and increased riprap re- 
quirements along the main stem levees of unit L 426-419 increase the 
cost by another $350,000. 

We also had a total increase of $2,275,000 to give us an adequate 
allowance for contingencies. 

We raised our contingencies during the past year to $19,576,000 be- 
cause we felt that was a more realistic figure to compare for the amount 
of work that is to be completed. 

We have over 80 percent of this large project still te go, and at this 
stage 

Mr. Kirwan. In connection with that, I will insert in the record at 
this point the Department of the Army letter dated August 8, 1956. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 





DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington, D. C.. August 8, 1956, 
Hon, CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Drak Mk. CHAIRMAN: Data submitted in the fiscal year 1957 civil functions 
budget estimate for the Missouri River agricultural levee project contemplated 
the initiation of levee unit R 616 during fiscal year 1957. Expenditures during 
the fiscal year for this unit were estimated at $475,000. The total estimated cost 
of this unit is $1,320,000. 

Since submission of the budget and testimony before the Appropriations Com 
mittees the sponsors of levee unit R 616 have requested that construction of this 
unit be deferred. It is therefore proposed to eliminate this unit from the fiscal 
year 1957 program and substitute therefor unit R 520. The cost of this unit is 
estimated at $448,000. 

The sponsors of unit R 520 have stated that local cooperation requirements 
can be met as soon as needed. Plans and specifications for the unit are being 
prepared and advertisement is scheduled for October 15, 1956. It is expected that 
$200,000 will be obligated and substantially expended on this unit during fiscal 
year 1957. 

In addition to the above it is proposed to undertake the bridge construction 
work authorized by Public Law 754, S4th Congress during fiscal year 1957 at an 
estimated cost of about $200,000. It is contemplated that the balance of the 
appropriation will be utilized in accordance with the program defended before 
the Congress and the report of the House Appropriations Committee on the 
Public Works Appropriation Act, 1957. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. L. PERSON. 
Colonel, Corps of Engineers, Acting Assistant 
Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. 

Mr. Kirwan. What is the present situation with respect to formal 
assurance of local cooperation on wnits L-345-330 which are expected 
to start this spring? 

General GALLoway. We have the assurances for units L—-345-330. 
They were received on the 19th of March, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. On the 19th of March? 

General GALLoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. In general, how do you determine which levees to 
undertake in any given year? 

General Gattoway. We build the levees where we belieev the situa- 
tion of protection requires it and where we can get the local interest to 
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furnish the necessary organization which will enable us to carry 
through that, provided we get authority from the higher echelons to 
initiate work on those particular structures. 

Mr. Kirwan. Wherever they come up first with local interest ? 

General GALtoway. That is right. 

Mr. Kirwan. And wherever is the best spot to start on the river? 

General GaLLoway. We also give consideration to those which we 
consider have the best economic justification. 

Of course, some that we have in the past planned on starting have 
been delayed because we could not get the proper local cooperation. 

Mr. Kirwan. Is there any threat of losing some of Uncle Sam’s in- 
vestment by virtue of skipping units here and there as you work up 
and down the river ? 

General GaLLoway. No, sir; I do not believe there is because we 
make each unit an entity in itself. 


MISSOURL RIVER, KENSLERS BEND, NEBR,, TO SIOUX CITY, LOWA 


Mr. Kirwan. Missouri River, Kenslers Bend to Sioux City— 
$1.400,000. 


We will insert pages 64 and 65 in the record. 
The matter referred to follows :) 


LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
Missouri RIver, KENSLERS BEND, NEBR., TO Stoux Crry, lowa 
(Continuing) 


Location.—Loceal erosion protection along the Missouri River from the vicinity 
of Miners Bend (about 19 miles above Sioux City) to the Combination Bridge at 
Sioux City, lowa. 

{uthorization.—1941 and 1948 Flood Control Acts 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.30 to 1. 


Summarized financia 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 

estimated 

Federal oest 


Estimated Federal cost $11 


900, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 


4+, 000 

Cash contribution 0 

Other cost 4, 000 

Total estimated pre ject cost 11, 004, 000 

Appropriations to June 30, 1956 5, 488, 000 

Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 1, 400, 000 
Appropriations to date 6, 888, 000 63 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 1, 400, 000 75 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 2, 712, OO 
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PHYSICAL DATA 





Bank stabilization.—Construction of dikes, revetment and channel improve- 


ment for prevention of bank erosion, 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent 

Bank stabilization: 
Dikes and revetments. 55 
Pilot canal ‘ ; 0 
Entire project _- 52 


JUSTIFICATION 


Completion 
schedule 


June 1961. 
Novem ber 1958 
June 1961 


The project will protect an area of 55,884 acres from bank erosion by the Mis 
souri River, including agricultural land, lake resorts at McCook Lake and Crystal 


Lake, industrial areas and the municipalities of Sioux City, Iow 


City, Nebr., and North Sioux City, S. Dak. 


ra, South Sioux 
Erosion control benefits estimated 


at $2,050,000 have accumulated on the work already in place since start of work 


on the project in 1946. 
at $715,000. 


Average annual benefits for the project are estimated 
Completion of the project at an early date is necessary to elimi- 


nate severe bank erosion and prevent loss of the work already constructed at a 


cost of $5,443,600. 


Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $1,400,000 will be applied to: 


Initiate pilot canal excavation in lower reach of Miners Bend to Ken- 


I Tid nS de Kc teh heed 


Continue construction of bank stabilization structures in the Miners 


I I ocak irs eth tage 
Engineering and design__~— atid ee ae 
Supervision and administration__ 

Total_ 


s $166, 600 
1,119, 700 
21, 000 
92. 700 


1. 400, 000 


Continuation of construction in the Miners Bend area is necessary to prevent 


continued loss of agricultural land in that 


area and to eliminate threat of de 


struction of stabilization works downstream therefrom with resultant threat to 


the McCook Lake area. 

Miners Bend to 

location. 
Non-Federal costs.- 


Kenslers Bend area will direct the river 


The investment required of local interest 


Construction of the pilot canal in the lower reach of the 
into 


its designed 


in construction 


of the project is estimated at $4,000 for all lands, easements and rights-of-way 


Status of local cooperation. 


Local landowners affected by the construction of 


this project have furnished satisfactory agreements assuring the required co- 


operation. 
Comparison of Federal cost estimates. 
submitted to Congress. 


All rights-of-way required for construction have been furnished. 
No change from the latest estimates 


Mr. Kirwan. Your operation and maintenance on this section is 


$50.600. 
ABILENE, KANS. 


Mr. Kirwan. Abilene, Kans., $: 


400.000. 


We will put pages 69 through 71 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 





LOGAL PROTECTION PROJECT (FLOOD CONTROL) 
ABILENE, KANS. 


(Continuing) 


Location.—In Dickinson County, along Mud Creek and Smoky Hill River, about 
65 miles above the confluence of the Smoky Hill and Republican Rivers which 
join to form the Kansas River. 

{uthorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.51 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost $797, 000 as 
Estimated non-Federal cost 243, 000 

Cash contributions 0 

Other costs 243, 000 
lotal estimated project cost 140, 000 . 
A ppropriations to June 30, 195¢ 30, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 200, 000 : 
Appropriations to date 230, 000 29 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 100, 000 79 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 167, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 

Levees: 

Compacted : 
Averuge height: 4.5 feet. 
Length: 2.6 miles. 

Spoil bank: 
Average height: 5.5 feet. 
Length: 0.5 mile. 

Relocations, bridge and approach alterations: 
Union Pacific Railroad bridge extension. 
Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway bridge alterations and extension. 

Channels: 

Improvement: 7,350 feet, Mud Creek. 
New channel: 10,500 feet, Mud Creek. 
Floodwalls: S80 feet. 
Status (January 1, 1957): Initial construction contract scheduled for award in 
February 1957. 
Completion schedule: 
Relocations: June 1958. 
Channels and levees: December 1958. 
KXntire project: December 1958. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Abilene, Kans., project will provide protection for this agricultural com- 
munity with a population of over 6,000 people. During the period 1903 to date, 
estimated flood damages of $882,000 have been experienced in Abilene. In 1927, 
due to damages experienced in past floods, local interests constructed a channel 
on Mud Creek about 800 feet long; however, subsequent to the construction of 
this cutoff channel, Abilene has experienced 4 damaging floods. Damages ranged 
from $39,000 for the 1948S flood to $469,000 for the 1951 flood. 
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Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $400,000 will be applied as follows: 
Initiate and complete reconstruction and extension of Santa Fe Rail- 


road bridge and extension to Union Pacific Railroad bridge___- _. $219, 000 
Continue construction of Mud Creek cutoff channel, levees and flood- 
he errs ceacreccetceecdlins Sesh bien a caanc nage en tnninees adiecneeeilie ala . 148,500 
I ON tines oiteksdtendetcidiiiation 4, 000 
ee NN: GUUINE. COCININE NID ENON te ccien eyeing ate sp se oye dine pe em wane aya 33, 500 
I a chai acta arate nd ; 100, OOO 


The railroad bridge alterations and extensions are required to provide larger 
opening for passage of flood flows through the city. Funds are required for 
the stage II channel and levee work to initiate construction to correct the chan- 
nel improvements upstream and downstream from this work. 

Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $243,000, broken down as follows: 


a rem $90. 000 
Relocation of highways, bridges, buildings, ete______- sioasioais 153, 000 
ND ects tieiipin lt chines catenin sabe citinn dpibionitte Niclas cide ss as ms _. 243, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com 
pletion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance, 
operation, and replacements will total $2,800. In addition, local interests advise 
that they have incurred costs estimated at more than $6,200 for administration 
expense in connection with the project and the passage of a bond issue for 
financing the costs of local cooperation. These latter costs exclude the value of 
rights-of-way already owned by the city. 

Status of local cooperation.—The city of Abilene, Kans., on May 28, 1956, 
adopted a resolution assuring the United States that the requirements of local 
cooperation will be supplied. The voters of Abilene have voted issuance of a 
$150,000 bond issue to cover estimated costs of local participation in the project 
Acquisition of rights-of-way for the initial contract is underway and expected 
to be completed by January 5, 1957. Acquisition of the remaining rights-of-way 
are expected to be provided as required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$797,000 is an increase of $217,000 over the latest estimate ($580,000) submitted 
to Congress. $21,000 is due to higher price levels. The balance of the increase 
resulted primarily from design modifications as a result of further planning. <A 
railroad bridge will be extended instead of raised, and a railroad trestle will be 
partially reconstructed and extended in lieu of extension only so as to meet 
hydrology and hydraulic requirements. These modifications increased the esti 
mate by $90,000. The carrying capacity of channel improvements was increased 
and additional revetment has also been included, based on higher stream veloc- 
ities which may be expected. These changes have increased the channel im- 
provement costs by $176,000. The revised channel design permits reduction 
height of levees and floodwalls and appurtenances, at a saving of $103,000. 
Engineering and design, and supervision and administration costs have been 
increased by $33,000, based on reanalysis of requirements. 


Mr. Yposires The cost estimate on this project has been increased 
$217,000, or nearly 50 percent. 

Please oetiliin the reasons for this change and how your previous 
estimate could have been so far off. 

General GALLoway. Sir, when we got into more accurate planning 
on this project, with the development of our design memoranda, we 
found out that the plans that had been contempl: ated in the original 
cost estimate didn’t give to the municipality the degree of protection 
that was contemplated in the project document. 

The survey upon which we base that estimate was made in 1947, 
and there have been changes in that area, and also the engineering in 
the survey was much more basic than that included in our design 
memorandum. 





OTTAWA, KANS. 


Mr. Kirwan. We will move on to Ottawa, Kans., $50,000. 
We will put pages 74 through 76 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 


LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


OTTAWA, OSAGE (MARIAS DES CYGNeES) RIVER, KANS. 
New 


Location.—In Franklin County, Kans., along the Osage (Marais des Cygnes) 
River about 400 miles above its confluence with the Missouri River near Jefferson 
City, Mo. 

{uthorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.10 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost ; $3, 380, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost ib oda cect eee eee 770, 000 

Cash contributions ; : Nececmer acess a 0 

Other costs_- : ; ‘ Lee ad 770, OOO 
Total estimated project cost pote th se ote iis da ahenseibieh peampcensis besetbcn 4, 150, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956- wisn i 30, OO) 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 : 80, 000 
Appropriations to date : ° 110, OOO 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 ax ‘i 200, GOO 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 2, 770, 000 


Physical data 
Levees: 
Average height: 13 feet. 
Length: 3.0 miles. 
Channels: 
Improvement: 3.1 miles. 
Paved section: 0.2 mile. 
Flood wall: 
Average height above ground level: 12 feet. 
Length: 200 feet. 
Pumping plants: 4. 
Relocations: Bridge and approach alterations, highway bridge: Osage ( Marais 
des Cygnes) River. 
Bridge construction at Federal cost: 1. 
Status (Jan. 1,1957) : New start. 
Completion schedule : 
Relocations: May 1960. 
Channels and levees: December 1959. 
Pumping plants: January 1960. 
Entire project : May 1960. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Ottawa, Kans., project, in conjunction with upstream reservoirs, will pro- 
vide flood protection for this city of over 10,000 population which occupies both 
banks of the Osage (Marais des Cygnes) River and is the county seat of Franklin 
County, Kans. Within the flood plain are located public buildings, almost the 
entire business district, a large portion of the residential and industrial districts, 
and railroad yards and shop facilities. Federal Highways 59 and 50 and Kansas 
Highway 68 traverse the flood plain within the city. The benefit-to-cost ratio 
is 1.10 to 1. 
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Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $500,000 will be applied to 


Initiate channel excavation at downstream end of project between river 

eee Geer ee tie teste _..._.. $430, 000 
Engineering and design__ bi hitb drebh boots eta eetee ee Tete ek a 35, 000 
SUI esePnPmna:, GREINER “UUIIUURIE URED oso i bk a ah rec eee ee eee 35, 000 


Total lis ea da ee als cg ae Tick aes ieiae i ee | 


The funds requested for fiscal year 1958 will permit initiation of channel 
excavation to improve the channel downstream from river mile 398.9 to provide 
for passage of flood flows. Completion of this channel excavation would provide 
immediate benefits to Ottawa should a flood occur. 

Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $770,000, broken down as follows: 


[Anes ..... aa tanrinsetl ides stele he a rl tat es _ $239, 000 
Modification of bridges, streets, utilities, etc eee ... 551,000 
OU ei eliotn nates ees it ‘ 770, 000 


The annual cost to local interests for maintenance, operation, and advance 
replacements is estimated at $18,300. 

Status of local cooperation.—Formal assurances of local cooperation were 
received from the city of Ottawa, Kans., on May 21, 1956. The city retained an 
engineering firm to prepare an estimate of its requirements and cost thereof. 
Based on this estimate, the voters of Ottawa authorized a $770,000 bond issue 
by a margin of 8 to 1. The city has advised they are prepared to furnish 
construction rights-of-way upon receipt of reasonable notice. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$3,380,000 is an increase of $240,000 over the latest estimate ($3,140,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. The increase is due to higher price levels ($157,000) and 
the balance of the increase ($83,000) is due to increasing the contingency allow 
ance to reflect experience on other similar projects. 

Mr. Kirwan. This is a new construction start with a low benefit-cost 
ratio of 1.1 tol. Briefly explain. 

General GaLLoway. Sir, this is a local protection project at Ottawa, 
Kans., which is located in Franklin County, Kans., along the Marais 
des Cygnes River, about 400 miles above the mouth of the Marais des 
Cygnes, or Osage, as it is called in Missouri, at its confluence with the 
Missouri River near Jefferson City, Mo. 

It consists of levees, flood wall, pumping plants, and channel im- 
provements. 

Now this project at Ottawa, Kans., in conjunction with the upstream 
reservoirs, Melvern and Pomona, will provide flood protection for this 
city which has a population of over 10,000, which is the county seat 
of Franklin County. 

Now within the flood plain of that city we have public buildings: 
we have a large portion of the residential and industrial districts of 
the city, railroad yard, shop facilities, and several Federal highways 
and a State highway crossing the flood plain. 

Mr. Kirwan. This is another case where the benefit-cost ratio has 
been reduced as a result of further study from 1.27 to 1.1. 

What is actually the status of the planning on this project ? 

General Gattoway. The general design memorandums, which are 
the largest part of our preliminary planning, are expected to be com- 
pleted some time in May of this year. 

Mr. Kirwan. Can we expect something like Abilene on this project ? 

General Gattoway. I beg your ps ardon, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. Can we expect something like Abilene on this project 
also where there will be even a further drop in benefit-cost ratio next 
vear ¢ 
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General Gattoway. No, sir; I do not think so. 

I think this project, which has been low in its benefit-cost ratio— 
it was lowered in its benefit-cost ratio by the fact we increased the cost 
a slight amount, but I think we have enough information that our 
cost is stabilized, and I look for 

Mr. Kirwan. Go right on. 

General Gattoway. The developments in this town to increase the 
benefits as a result. This is a very worthy project and one that is very 
much needed there. 

In the past 38 years this town has been flooded 21 times, sir—I mean 
in 21 of the 38 years—and in some of those years there has been more 
than 1 flooding. 

Mr. Kirwan. And you think everything will be all right from here 
on in? 

General Gattoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taner. Your benefit-cost ratio is pretty low. 

General GaLtLoway. Yes, sir; compared with some of the other proj- 
ects; but I feel that our cost estimate at this time is ample to get the 
work accomplished and that the benefit-cost ratio should go up. 

Mr. Taser. What is the work? Dikes or something like that? 

General Gattoway. It is levees, sir, flood walls, channel improve- 
ments, pumping plants. 

Mr.Kiwan. When will the final plans and specifications be com- 
pleted ? 

General GaLLoway. Well, we hope to get the first work on this ad- 
vertised some time in November of this year. 





SALINA, KANS. 


Mr. Kirwan. Salina, Kans., $500,000. 
We will put pages 79 through 81 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 


LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


SALINA, SMOKY HILL RIver, KANs. 
(Continuing) 


Location.—In Saline County, along Dry Creek and Smoky Hill River about 125 
miles above its mouth where it joins the Republican River to form the Kansas 
River. 

{uthorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.86 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost $2, 130, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 1. 100, 000 
Cash contributions 0 
Other costs 1, 100, 000 
Total estimated project cost 3, 230, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 72, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 400, 000 
Appropriations to date 472, 000 29 
A ppropriations requested for fiseal vear 1958. 500, 000 46 
Balance to complete after fiseal year 1958 1, 158, 000 


91488—57 51 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


Levees : 
Average height: 8 feet. 
Length: 23.0 miles. 
Channels: * 
Improvement and diversion 5.86 miles, Smoky Hill River. 
Improvement and diversion 5.7 miles, Dry Creek. 
Relocation: Bridge and approach alterations, railroad bridge: Dry Creek. 
Bridge construction at Federal cost: 1. 
Status (January 1, 1957) : Initial construction contract scheduled for award in 
February 1957. 
Completion schedule: 
Relocations: June 1958. 
Channels and levees: December 1959. 
Entire project: December 1959. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Salina, Kans., project will supplement the protection provided by Kano- 
polis Reservoir from floods on the Smoky Hill River, and will provide protection 
from floods from Dry Creek. During the period from 19038 through 1951, esti- 
mated flood damages of $6,175,000 have been experienced in Salina, Kans. During 
the 48-year period, a total of 8 floods were experienced with damages ranging 
from a maximum of $3,240,000 to a minimum of $41,000. Adequate protection 
from such floods should be provided at the earliest practicable date. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $500,000 will be applied to: 


Initiate and complete construction of new Union Pacific Railroad 

pridee over Dry ‘Oreck diversion... 5. Sts’ GIST 000 
Complete construction of Iron Avenue cutoff and East Side levees 

between Crawford Avenue and South Avenue, and Smoky Hill River 


channel improvements downstream from Iron Avenue cutoff___-. 304, 000 
Engineering and design-_____..._-__---_ bie ere bose ae See 25, 000 
Supervision and administration__._.._._.___._.__-_____- peree a a 44, 000 

I acs a cera ee ae ES a a ie a a ae $500, 000 


The funds requested for fiscal year 1958 will permit completion of the new 
Union Pacific Railroad bridge prior to excavation of the Dry Creek diversion 
channel, and completion of the continuing contract for the lron Avenue cutoff, 
East Side levees between Crawford Avenue and South Avenue and Smoky Hill 
River channel improvements downstream from Iron Avenue cutoff. 

Von-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $1,100,000, broken down as follows: 


I CE Ss fe gis caiseben Secect MAREE hte Ada wiesscnacs eth ; _. $550, 000 
Relocation of highway bridges, utilities, buildings, ete.__._._______-_~_~ 550, OOO 
PN i ae ea ee ges ch eoes aN ee a nad lari 1, 100, 000 


The annual cost to local interests for maintenance and operation is estimated 
at $8,000. In addition, local interests advise that they have incurred costs esti- 
mated at $18,250 for administrative costs incidental to acquisition of rights-of- 
way and modification of facilities. 

Status of local cooperation.—Formal assurances of local cooperation were 
received from the city of Salina, Kans., on November 7, 1956. Condemnation 
proceedings for rights-of-way for the initial contract were filed on December 6, 
1956. It is anticipated that all rights-of-way will be provided so as to permit 
advertising of the initial contract early in January 1957, and other provisions 
of local cooperation will be met as required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$2,130,000 is an increase of $660,000 over the latest estimate ($1,470,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. This increase resulted primarily from a major change in 
the project plans as presented last year. The increased cost of the project and 
the nature of the changes effected in the project plans were presented to the 
Public Works and Appropriations Committees of Congress in a letter of the 
Secretary of the Army dated November 6, 1956. 





2 Excludes sections of snagging and debris removal. 
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Mr. Kirwan. We will insert also in the record a letter from the 
Secretary of War, dated November 6, 1956. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 

NOVEMBER 6, 1956. 
Hon. CLARENCE A, CANNON, 
Chairman, Committee on Apprporiations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: The Public Works Appropriation Act for fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1957 (Public Law 641, 84th Cong., 2d sess.) provided for the 
initiation of construction on the authorized local protection project at Salina, 
Kans. The plan of improvement presented to the Appropriation Committees in 
defense of that appropriation was the same as that contained in the authorizing 
document (H. Doc. 642, Sist Cong.), as modified by testimony presented to the 
Public Works Committees at the time of the hearings for authorization of the 
project. Subsequently, detailed design studies have been completed which have 
resulted in considerable modification to the orginal plan. The nature of those 
changes and the necessity therefor are presented below. 

The design of the project as authorized was predicated on flood discharges of 
17,000 cubic feet per second on Dry Creek, based on the August 1941 flood. The 
project plan provided for a ring levee around Salina, channel improvement and 
cutoffs along the Smoky Hill River and Dry Creek, and appurtenant facilities. 
Detailed studies in connection with the preconstruction planning ineluded a 
complete analysis of the July 1951 flood as it affects this area. These studies 
showed conclusively that the original design flows were unacceptably low for 
establishing the degree of protection which should be provided for a municipality 
such as Salina. Asa result of these studies, a design discharge of 50,000 eubic 
feet per second was adopted for the Smoky Hill River and a 20,000 cubic feet 
per second design discharge was adopted for Dry Creek. 

Investigation of means to protect against the larger discharges showed that 
the cost of increasing the capacities of the levees and channels along the original 
project alinements to accommodate these flows would be more expensive than al- 
ternate plans for protection. A revised plan was adopted which provided for 
the diversion of Dry Creek into the Smoky Hill River 4 miles above Salina. 
Under this plan only nominal work will be required along Dry Creek through the 
Salina area. It will necessitate, however, that the design capacities for levees 
and channels along the Smoky Hill River be increased. The revised plan will 
afford protection required for an authorized housing development project at 
Smoky Hill Air Force Base, which was not contemplated by the original project. 
This protection will, under the diversion plan, be incidental to the Federal cost 
of protecting Salina. This plan will also provide incidental protection from in- 
frequent flooding to a large agricultural area south of Salina which would not 
be protected under the original plan. 

The estimated Federal cost for the project as presented to the Appropriations 
Committees in connection with hearings on the fiscal year 1957 Public Works 
Appropriation Act was $1,470,000 based on July 1955 prices. The current cost 
estimate for the modified plan based on July 1956 prices is $2,130,000. Local 
interests favor the adopted plan and have indicated their legal and financial 
ability to provide the required local cooperation. 

The Chief of Engineers concluded that modifying the project plan to inelude 
diversion of Dry Creek above Salina and other design modifications necessary to 
provide the most economical project for protection of Salina from the adopted 
design discharges on Smoky Hill River and Dry Creek is within the discretionary 
authority delegated to him by Congress and that no additional congressional 
authorization was necessary to permit construction of the project. The Public 
Works Committees were advised to this effect and the Chief of Engineers is 
proceeding with the construction of the Salina, Kans., flood-control project on 
that basis. 

A similar letter is being sent to the chairman of the Senate Appropriatiens 
Committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILBER M. Brucker, 
Secretary of the Army. 
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Mr. Kirwan. Have you obtained the rights-of-way needed for the 
initial construction contract and has the contract been let ? 

General GALLoway. Yes, sir. One contract has been awarded on the 
4th of February for the Iron Avenue Cutoff and levees in that area and 
the second contract will be awarded in the near future. 

Mr. Taser. How much is the first contract ? 

General Gattoway. Two hundred and two thousand dollars, sir. 

Mr. Taser. What is the amount of the second contract ? 

General GaLttoway. It has not been awarded vet, sir. 

Mr. Taper. I know, but what do you figure it will amount to? 

General GaLtoway. About $445,000, sir. 

Mr. Taper. Is that the whole story—the two? 

General Gatnoway. No, sir. There will be other contracts to fol- 
low later on. 

The first contract involved the Iron Avenue cutoff and the second 
contract will complete the Iron Avenue cutot! and carry some levee, 
channel improvement for about 314 miles upstream of the town, and 
also some channel improvement downstream, and there is other work 
to be done in levee construction to the west of the city and also on 
the easterly and southern sides. 

We expect with the money that we have on hand and that we are 
going to get this year, sir, to complete roughly about 50 percent of 
the project—a little bit less than 50 percent of the project. 


TOPEKA, KANS. 


Mr. Kirwan. Topeka, Kans., $1,500,000. 
We will put pages 84 through 87 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 


LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
TOPEKA, KANSAS RIVER, KANS. 
(Continuing) 


Location.—Loeal protection for Topeka, the State Capital of Kansas, in Shaw- 
nee County, on both sides of the Kansas River, from mile 80 above the mouth 
to mile 89, and along the lower reaches of Soldier, Halfday, Indian Ward, and 
Shunganunga Creeks, which are tributary to the Kansas River in that vicinity. 

Authorization.—1936 and 1954 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.65 to 1.0. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 


| 
Amount | percent of 
| estimated 
Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost $15, 600, 000 | 
Estimated non-Federal cost 5, 520, 000 
Cash contributions 0 
Other costs 5, 520, 000 
Total estimated project cost 21. 120, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 808, OO 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1947 100, 000 
Appropriations to date 1, 208, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 1, 500, 000 17 


Balance to complete after fisesl year 1958 12. 892. 000 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees : 
Average height: 10 feet. 
Length: 32.7 miles. 
Raising: 2.8 miles. 
Floodwall: 
Average height: 7.0 feet. 
Length: 1,800 feet. 
Channel improvements and diversion channels: 
Kansas River: 2.6 miles. 
Soldier Creek: 8.5 miles. 
Ward Creek: 1.3 miles. 
Pumping plants: 8. 


Alterations at non- 











Alterations | New bridge} Federal cost 
Bridges at Federal | at Federal |_ eee steed 
cost cost | 
| | New | Modify 
| } 
Soldier Creek... -_- ; ; , i | 2 | 6 | 2 
Kansas River......- : ‘ bh earece a Peaticsbik Ree 
| 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent Completion 
schedule 


Auburndale unit- chien dedeocee onsteaeaned a the 0 | June 1962 
Bridge alteration, Kansas River unit-- abla . ode 0 | Mareh 1961. 
Channel and floodway improvement unit................- : 0 | June 1962. 
North Topeka unit__- di cankinpathbecibdniie Sdeaen teal salto we 0 | December 1960. 
Oakland unit = : scioanaiacanth 0 | May 1960. 
Soldier Creek diversion unit (to be advertised in December 1956) 0 | September 1959. 
South Topeka unit. 4 ze ie a ‘ 138 | November 1961. 
Waterworks unit ea A 7 ‘ : ae 0 | June 1958, 
Entire project. _- ee : ce 6 | June 1962. 


1 Previous project. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Topeka project, supplemented by upstream reservoir control, would pro- 
vide protection from the maximum flood of record (1951) to the city of Topeka 
(population 91,058). Topeka is located astride the Kansas River about 85 
miles above the mouth. Important railroad and industrial developments, the 
municipal waterworks, and the municipal airport are located in the flood plain 
adjacent to the south bank of the river and are subject to destructive floods. 
Works for the protection of a portion of this area have been constructed by the 
Corps of Engineers under the original authorization. The remaining area in 
the flood plain is in urgent need of flood protection. The North Topeka area is 
a highly developed business, industrial, and residential area. The adjacent 
suburbs are principally residential, industrial, and small, highly specialized 
farming areas. Floods on the Kansas River and Soldiers, Halfday, and Indian 
Creeks continully harass this area of approximately 8,400 acres. During July 
1951, the floods on the Kansas River and its minor tributaries inundated por- 
tions of South Topeka and swept over the entire North Topeka area, causing 
severe damage and human suffering. Floods in these areas, during the period 
from 1903 to date, would have inflicted about $146 million damage, based on 
present prices and development. The greatest damage was inflicted by the 1951 
flood, which caused an estimated $34,103,000 damage. The city was cut off 
from all railroads and highways for several days. Two railroad and two high- 
way bridges were destroyed. Adequate protection should be provided at the 
earliest practicable date. 
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Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $1,500,000 will be applied. to— 


Complete stage I contract for downstream portion of channels and 

levees for Soldier Creek diversion fcinehal alec aadea eee _. $258, 000 
Initiate stage II of Soldier Creek diversion channels and levees____ 347, 000 
Initiate and complete Santa Fe RR. bridge construction across Soldier 

ani iat ac TN sibs edo cs 220, 000 


tion across Soldier Creek... 52... _- uk 80, 000 
Initiate and complete waterworks unit___.__..-__________ 224, 000 
Entire project, engineering and design_________________ > 283, 600 
Entire project, supervision and administration wile ite ot : 87, 400 


icuccie _.. 1,500, 000 

The request for fiscal year 1958 is required for continuation of channel and 
levee work in Soldier Creek unit (completion of stage I and initiation of stage 
Il), for initiating construction of new railroad bridges which must be completed 
prior to completion of the Soldier Creek diversion channel, and for initiating 
work on the waterworks unit, which will permit construction of improvements 
required to insure stability of protective works for this vital unit. 

Non-Federal cost.—The investment required for local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $5,520,000, broken down as follows: 


Total 


Lands_ ito . ee ; $1, 178, 000 
Relocation of highway bridges, roads, utilities, buildings, ete 4,334, 000 
Other, sandbag gap__--_- 8, 000 

655 IS cron Sp eutconninatnen . 5, 520, 000 


Local interests are required to provide without cost to the United States all 
lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for the construction of the proj- 
ects, hold and save the United States free from damages due to construction of 
the works, and maintain and operate all the works after completion. The an- 
nual cost for maintenance and operation and replacements is estimated at 
$82,400. 

Status of local cooperation.—The North Topeka Drainage District on May 21, 
1956, adopted a resolution assuring the United States that the requirements of 
local cooperation will be supplied for the Soldier Creek unit. The Board of 
Commissioners of the city of Topeka adopted a resolution on July 24, 1956, 
declaring that it is the policy of the board that the city of Topeka will furnish 
assurances for the remaining units. In fiscal year 1957 and fiscal year 1953, 
programs involve work on the Soldier Creek and waterworks units. The North 
Topeka Drainage District has obtained options on about 80 percent of the rights- 
of-way needed for the initial contract on the Soldier Creek unit, scheduled to be 
initiated in fiscal year 1957, and is preparing to condemn the balance. Rights- 
of-way for the succeeding contract to be initiated in fiscal year 1958, are expected 
to be provided as required. The city of Topeka now owns about 75 percent of 
the rights-of-way needed in fiscal year 1958 for construction of the waterworks 
unit. The balance is expected to be furnished as needed. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$15,600,000 is an increase of $2,200,000 over the latest estimate ($13,400,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. Six hundred thousand dollars of this is due to higher price 
levels. Design studies resulted in a number of minor adjustments of work 
between units, including the establishment of a new unit for providing protec- 
tion and provision of underseepage control system and pumping plant to insure 
stability of existing works of the waterworks area; also, a number of minor 
revisions in construction and relocation features of other units. These adjust- 
ments resulted in a net increase of $200,000. Additional riprap along Soldier 
Creek Channel was found desirable, and an increase in the pilot channel along 
Soldier Creek to carry an increased design capacity was considered necessary. 
These modifications increased the estimate by $1,100,000. Engineering and 
design and supervision and administration have been increased by $300,000, based 
on a reanalysis of requirements. 
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Mr. Kirwan. How does it happen the benefit-cost ratio increases 
from 2.43 to 2.65 when the project cost has gone up by $2,200,000? 

General GaLtowAy. We have made a reev: aluation of the computa- 
tions that were made, sir, in 1952, as to the benefits in that area, and 
the developments that have taken place in that area since that time 
have increased the proposed benefits that would result from construc- 
tion now over what would have resulted had we constructed it at that 
time. 

Mr. Kirwan. It appears again on this project that it was budgeted 
for construction before adequate planning had been accomplished. 
What is the reason for extensive changes in 1 the plan ? 

General GALLoway. Well, sir, we generally come up and ask for 
planning money on the basis of a survey report, which has an office- 
type engineering which has been based on field reconnaissance and field 
parties. When we get the money for preconstruction planning, we go 
into more detailed engineering ; but no matter how you go into detailed 
engineering in offices when you get out and actually start doing the 
construction work you sometimes run into problems that require 
further changes. 

Mr. Kirwan. What is the status of the advance engineering and 
design work now? 

General GatLtoway. The advance engineering and design work, sir, 
has been completed on ‘Topeka for a number of the sections, and con- 
struction work has started. 

On the 22d of March, sir, the ground was broken for the initial work 
on the diversion down the Soldier’s Creek Cutoff. The first contract, 
awarded to a Mr. Hamm, of Topeka, Kans., was in the amount of 

$501,000, and I might say we were lucky there. That was under the 
Government estimate of $538,000. 

Mr. Taper. Do these projects take into account the effect that will 
come from these big dams that have been undertaken up the Missouri, 
and all that sort of thing? 

General Gattoway. Yes, sir; although this particular unit of the 
project will not be affected—— 

Mr. Taser. It is on the Missouri—— 

General GaLtoway. No, sir. 

Mr. Taser. But there are other activities that undoubtedly would 
affect it? 

General GaLLoway. Yes, sir; and the design is in accordance with 
the idea of working in conjunction with the reservoirs upstream, even 
though they have not all been built at this time. 

Mr. Taner. Have they had trouble in Topeka before? 

Mr. Gattoway. Yes, sir. In 1951 they had a terrific flood which did 
a great deal of damage to the town. A little over $34 million damage 
was done in the 1951 flood. 

Mr. Taser. I wonder about some of these reports on damages. I 
have seen some of them and the effects of some of them. 

General Gattoway. Well, sir, the city of Topeka 

Mr. Taser. I am not so sure about it. 

General Gatutoway. The city of Topeka, which is the capital of 
Kansas, has a population somewhere about 91,000, and in the 1951 flood 
there were main portions of both North Topeka and South Topeka that 
were flooded to depths in places, to the top of the business establish- 
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ments, and I have seen some of the areas there. There was terrific 


damage. 


In our computation, sir, since 1903 Topeka has had flood damages 
amounting to $146 million, so that they have really had a very tough 
situation with the floods. This is an estimate based on actual floods 


but utilizing current conditions of prices and development. 


TUTTLE CREEK RESERVOIR, KANS. 


Mr. Kirwan. Next is Tuttle Creek Reservoir, Kans.—$11 million. 


We will put pages 90 through 92 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
TUTTLE CREEK RESERVOIR, KANS. 


(Continuing) 


Location.—On the Big Blue River about 12 miles above the mouth of the stream 
in Riley and Pottawatomie Counties, Kans., about 6 miles north of Manhattan, 


Kans. 
Authorization.—1938 and 1944 Flood Control Acts. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.49 to 1.0. 


Summarized financial data 


Amount 


Estimated Federal cost si iat 
Estimated non-Federal cost: 


Cash contribution... ........ : bea 0 
ON Nii iit dds i ccckbuee aah ; aid abd 0 
Total estimated project cost _- i 92, 300, 000 
Appropriation to June 30, 1956__- be SS Sid ces ‘ 12, 634, 000 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1957. _-- welaia 7 1 8, 400, 000 
Appropriation to date 2 - P + 21, 034, 000 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1958 one 11, 000, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958_--- ats 60, 266, 000 


1 Excludes permanent transfer from project of $600,000. 


PHYSICAL DATA 

Dam: 

Type: Rolled earth, shale, and limestone. 

Height: 157 feet. 

Length: 7,500 feet. 
Spillway: 

Type: Concrete gravity, chute, ogee crest, gated. 

Capacity: Peak discharge, 570,000 cubic feet per second. 
Outlet works: 

Type: Twin horseshoe conduit. 

Capacity: At full pool, 45,000 cubic feet per second. 

Gates: Control, 4 tractor gates; emergency, 2 tractor gates. 

Stilling basin: Twin, with central training wall. 
Reservoir capacity : 


IED INCI Le kg BR 8 SEE Sh Sin let enck esd edenwes 


Se NNO sce EN ed 


BN iii Ek Sensi end mid a cebdepserghnwlce LS acta eae 


$92, 300, 000 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


Acre-feet 
185, 000 

2, 095, 000 

2, 280, 000 





oO 


~ 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1957 





Percent Completion 
schedule 
Entire project . : . : 13 | June 1961. 
Acquisition of reservoir area... : oe cecal icine Sask sili ss 17 Do. 
STI crt cetinaes ern teerehiensicelinatiedsdnardetainmncnss Riitenendecndlintiinematiin martian de aiirinaeianeieti 0 December 1960. 
Ist stage: C onstruction of upstre: 1m berm and toe of dam on left bank, 100 | December 1953 
horseshoe conduit, and partial excavation of spillway (actual). 
2d stage: Portion of right-bank embankment, and intake tower and stilling 62 | December 1957. 
basin for outlet works. 
$d stage: Left- and right-bank embankment fill and spillway excavation_- 40 Do. 
Remaining work... .-....-- ‘ 0 | May 1961. 
Closure.... oe : ‘ on <craicitetnl OU eee 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Tuttle Creek Reservoir, situated near the mouth of the Blue River, would 
control flows from one of the largest tributaries of the Kansas River. The 
Kansas River has been the source of numerous floods on the lower Missouri, 
including the disastrous 1951 flood. The valuable industrial areas in the flood 
plain at the Kansas Citys, and every town and farm along the entire length 
of the Kansas and lower Missouri Rivers, are void of complete flood protection 
until reservoir control is provided in the Kansas River Basin. The reservoir 
system is far from complete and flooding can be repeated. Tuttle Creek is a 
key project for control of floods on the Kansas River. 

The 1951 flood inundated the Argentine, Armourdale, central industrial and 
Fairfax industrial districts in Kansas City, and substantial portions of Topeka, 
Manhattan, and Lawrence, as well as farms and smaller towns along the Kansas 
and Missouri Rivers. The discharge from the Kansas River during this flood 
was approximately twice the discharge from the record 1903 flood. Primary 
losses sustained from the 1951 flood are estimated at $870,237,000. 

In addition to the losses noted above, there were other unevaluated secondary 
losses, such as the inevitable damage to the social life of these communities. 
Many families that were in only moderate circumstances lost everything they 
owned and underwent untold hardships. Rail transportation, servicing areas 
west of Kansas City, which contain important civilian and military facilities, 
was disrupted for more than 3 weeks. 

This flood emphasized that completion of flood-control reservoirs and other 
improvements in the Kansas Basin can no longer be delayed. Subsequent studies 
of the 1951 flood, as well as a potentially greater flood, reaffirmed the strategic 
location of Tuttle Creek Reservoir and other reservoirs in a system to provide 
adequate control. 

Fiscal year 1958—The requested amount of $11 million will be applied to— 


Acquisition of additional land and flowage easements netrwtineat . Pthy DOUIOO 
Initiate relocation of Union Pacific and Missouri Pacific RR. lines, 

Federal and State highways, municipal facilities and cemeteries____ 2, 841, 000 
Complete intake tower and stilling basin for outlet works Peete 330, 000 
Continue left- and right-bank embankment fill to closure elevation___ 744, 500 
Initiate construction of spillway structure ; eee Me 
Initiate construction to complete embankment and spi illway excava- 

tion m Stic al satal ae 7 Rulliblcdew ie Tee 
Engineering and design Hata iaed sainissiimeka ete Tete wee es 400, 000 
Supervision and administration.____-_--._-_-_~_~- tk See 754, 500 

Total needed for fiscal year 1958 ‘ ee _. 11, 000, 000 


Funds requested for fiscal year 1958 will permit an economical schedule for 
progressive acquisition of the reservoir area upstream from the dam which 
will be in phase with construction progress. Relocation of the Union Pacifie 
and Missouri Pacific Railroad lines and Federal and State highways must be 
initiated in fiscal year 1958 to permit completion of alternate routes prior to 
closure of the embankment in July 1959. The relocation of municipal facilities 
and cemeteries must be initiated in fiscal year 1958 to keep pace with con- 
struction progress and prevent delays in closure. The outlet works intake 
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tower and stilling basin and left- and right-bank embankment fill contracts will 
be completed in fiscal year 1958. Construction of the spillway structure and 
construction to complete the dam must be initiated if closure is to be accom- 
plished as scheduled. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of locat cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—Current Federal cost estimate of 
$92,300,000 is the same as the latest estimate submitted to Congress; however, 
there have been adjustments in feature costs within the overall estimate. Favor- 
able bids received on going work and refinements in design of the embankment, 
spillway and outlet works have permitted a substantial reduction in the cost 
of the dam and appurtenant structures ($11,770,000). The previous estimate 
included half of the estimated cost of the Union Pacific Railroad relocation, the 
cost of which ($16,632,000) last year was equally divided between the Tuttle 
Creek and the authorized Milford projects. Since funds have not yet been 
appropriated for the Milford project, it now appears advisable to finance the 
entire cost of the relocation with funds appropriated for the Tuttle Creek 
project. Also, design changes required for a highway crossing have increased 
relocation costs $937,000. The cost of land acquisition has increased $682,000 
as a result of higher real-estate prices. Items of construction, other than the 
dam and appurtenances, where actual bid experiences have been obtained were 
increased $1,660,000, due to applying prevailing prices. 

Mr. Kirwan. Savings on the bids for the dam, itself, now permit 
you to absorb all of the cost of relocating the Union Pacific Railroad 
without increasing total costs. 

Why have you “decided that the Milford project should not stand 
part of this cost? 

General Gattoway. Mr. Chairman, I would like to explain that 
briefly: In years gone by we had planned on a joint relocation of 
railroads for both the Milford and the Turtle C reek project. 

This was in line with certain tentative discussions and negotiations 
we had with the Union Pacific Railroad on the basis of a common 
relocation ; but since then the situation has changed and now it appears 
that the Union Pacific Railroad is willing to agree to the abandonment 
of a part of that road in the Tuttle Creek reservoir area, the routing 
of traffic up and around, and a slight relocation which we hope will be 
substantially less than previously ; but the Milford project will not 
be involved, but we are keeping in the estimate for Milford at the 
present time about the same amount we had before. 

Mr. Evins. This is a $92-million project, and there is no other 
contributions to the project other than Federal expenditure. 

To date, I see that you have expended $12 million, which indicates 
you are well along on the project; but it seems to me the people in the 
area, from what T have heard, have been undecided about it. 

We have had one Member of Congress advocate Tuttle Creek and 
we have another Member who is opposed to it, and we have had 
another back favoring it. 

We know this is a project for flood control and will undoubtedly 
make a great contribution toward Kansas City, will it not ? 

General GALLoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. There have been some great floods in the Kansas City 
area. 

Will it also help in the Topeka area, sir? 

General Gatioway. It will help Topeka. It will help in Man- 
hattan, Kans., also, and Lawrence, Kans. 
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Mr. Evins. Regardless of the view of the local people, the point 
of view of the Corps of Engineers is for protection of property and 
lives, whether some like it or some do not ? 

General Gattoway. Well, sir, in my opinion, the main opposi- 
tion—in fact, the entire opposition—to Tuttle Creek on the part of 
local people comes from the people whose homes and farms had been 
within the reservoir area, itself. 

Other people— 

Mr. Evins. Who are opposed to moving out ? 

General Gattoway. That’s right, sir. 

Mr. Evins. And who were apprehensive they would not be ade- 
quately compensated ? 

General GatLoway. That’s right sir. 

There was a great deal of it because they were reluctant to move 
out, whether they were compensated or not, and then, on the part of 
some of them, the appraisals, they feel, are not being properly—— 

Mr. Evins. As you have gone along thus far, most of the people 
have been made satisfied where they have been removed, in that first 
section there indicated on the map ? 

Under the blue your chart indicates there is only a small section 
in which the work has been completed. 

The people in the area have been pretty much satisfied with what 
the corps has done in that area; is that correct ? 

General Gattoway. I was trying to find the area in blue. 

Mr. Evins. Well, it says blue on the map, but it is actually gray. 

General GaLLtoway. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. The small amount of work completed as of June 1956. 

General GatLtoway. Yes, sir. 

There are not very many people in that area, and what you have 
said is true about them. Of course, for some of the people we are 
involved with and from whom we have acquired the land already— 
we had to go to condemnation to acquire the land. 

Mr. Taper. There are quite a lot of people involved in this, aren’t 
there ? 

Several thousand ? 

_ General Gattoway. Twenty-five hundred people, approximately, 
sir. 
Mr. Evins. As I understand, there have been terrific flood damages 
in Kansas City and Topeka, and this project will bring about a great 
measure of protection in both those large metropolitan areas? 

General GaLLtoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taper. This is supposed to be a dry dam, isn’t it ? 

General GaLtoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. And it pretty near puts a large part of that country out 
of business; isn’t that right ? 

General GatLoway. It is going to require the people who are living 
in that reservoir area to go out of business. ‘ 

Certain of the towns have decided to disband. Others are consid- 
ering relocation. However, the people whose homes and farms had 
been within the reservoir area, itself, will definitely be out of business. 

As for the dry dam, sir, I might add that the Kansas Water Re- 
sources Board and a number of local interests in Kansas are now advo- 
cating for the provision of a conservation pool in that structure. 
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Mr. Taser. There won’t be any chance for anybody to rent that land 
and get anything from it ? 

There will be no opportunity for anybody to rent that land and get 
anything to speak of out of operating it ? 

You can’t count it at all? 

You have to take the chance to sell, whether or not the water is let 
into the dam and their crop ruined ? 

General Gattoway. In the part of the reservoir, which would be 
liable to flood, I would say, once every 5 years, there would be a slim 
chance, but for the people from whom we procured flowage easements 
which are above that point, there is an excellent opportunity for them 
to keep farming their land; and I expect, sir, there will be a lot of 

Mr. Taser. Most of these reservoirs are just a gathering place for 
weeds and that sort of thing; isn’t that right? 

I never saw one that wasn’t. 

General GatLoway. Well, to be honest, Mr. Taber, I have only seen 
one dry reservoir in my life. That was Cherry Creek and it looked 
more or less of the desert-land type at the time I saw it, which was 
right after a small flood, though, when they let all the water out. 

Mr. Evins. Will the gentleman yield ? 

You spoke earlier about the relocation of the railroad. I notice 
in this project you are acquiring United States Gypsum Co. plant. 
What are the facts with respect to the acquisition of their property ? 

Have you agreed upon a tentative figure or is the Government's 
interest being fully protected in this area ? 

General Gattoway. Do you want to answer that? 

Mr. Jonnson. Mr. Evins, we have appraised that plant, and we 
have also made studies of the cost of relocating it, and we have had 
preliminary discussions with the plant management people. It ap- 
pears to us that we will be able to reach a satisfactory agreement 
with those people within our estimates. 

Mr. Evins. What are your estimates ? 

Mr. Jotmson. I don’t have those figures with me, but I could 
supply them for the record. 

Mr. Evrns. Can you give us an approximate figure ? 

Mr. Jounson. I don’t believe so. 

Mr. Evins. Will you supply that for the record ? 

Mr. Jonnson. Yes. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 





The estimates for settlement of acquisition of the gypsum plant are under 
review in the Office, Chief of Engineers. The price to be offered the company 
has not yet been determined as it will depend upon the exact nature of the 
estate to be acquired and the arrangements which are finally worked out with 
the Union Pacific Railroad regarding relocated rail service to the plant. Pre- 
liminary discussions with the gypsum plant officials indicate that it will be 
possible to work out a favorable settlement but it is not possible to state the 
amount of the settlement at this time. It is estimated, however, that the 
settlement may be somewhere between $800,000 and $900,000. 


General Gattoway. I might mention, sir, that this project is among 
those on which we recently submitted revised budget recommenda- 
tions. The amount being requested is $10 million instead of the $11 
million shown on the sheets before you. 

Mr. Jensen. Let me ask: Is the Tuttle Creek project comparable 
to the Miami Dry Dam project in Ohio, which was financed and paid 
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for by the people of that State and which has proven to be very good, 
to be worth the money ¢ 

General Person. Yes, sir; in its present form it is directly com- 
parable to the Miami, but the people of that district regret at the 
moment that they did not make provision for conserv: ation storage. 
They have a water shortage and they have been studying for some 
time the possibility of increasing the heights of their “dams and 
acquiring more land to provide for the storage of water. 

It appears, since the dams were not originally designed for that, 
that it is going to become too costly to become effective, and we feel 
now—or at least most of them whom I have talked to feel—they made 
a mistake when they constructed the dry dam dams. 

Mr. Jensen. I have driven across that project a number of times 
when I have been through Ohio, and the land in that valley, which 
occasionally floods, is farmed like it always was farmed. 

General Person. Yes, sir. It has been a very effective project for 
flood control; very effective. 

Mr. Jensen. Apparently the management of the Miami project 
has been good. 

General Person. Yes, sir; very good. 

Mr. JeNsEN. It is in the great State of Ohio. It is a very interesting 
project, and if the Tuttle Creek project could be managed ‘comparably, 
1 think you could very easily utilize the farming land in that valley 
so that it would be prosperous. 

Of course, I am one of these great believers in the conservation of 
water, and no doubt there are times when the people in the area there 
would like to have more in the Miami project; but, nevertheless, it 
has been a good project. 

General Person. Oh, it has been a fine project, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. And this project, the Tuttle Creek project, is compar- 
able to that ? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 


POMME DE TERRE RESERVOIR, MO. 


Mr. Kirwan. The next item up for consideration is Pomme de 
Terre—$2 million. 

We will insert pages 96 through 98 of the record at this pomt. 

We have no questions on this particular item. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


FLOOD-CONTROL RESERVOIR 
POM ME DE TERRE RESERVOIR, Mo. 
(Continuing ) 


Location.—On the Pomme de Terre River, 43.8 miles above the mouth, abeut 
3 miles south of Hermitage, Mo., and about 20 miles north of Bolivar, Mo. 

Authorization.—19388, 1944, and 1954 Flood Control Acts. 

Bene fit-cost ratio.—1.42 to 1 (without power )—1.24 to 1 (with power). 
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Summarized financial data 


| Accumulated 
Amount | percent of 
estimated 
| Federal cost 
ae cree eae dagen eile conan onan desea oes iY iis 
Estimated Federal cost (without power) -...................-..-.----- Gl’ GGm we Ee Uh. ceceoeesenate 
De Ost eee eG Su idee ag dl | 0 se 
ae 0 ; 
og lll ESE S85 Aad a RR i iE EE oi. se ohiwncdecenseeeaes | 0 Rie akbboeke 
Total estimated project cost___-_._-_- : | 18, 700,000 an oi 
Estimated Federal cost for ultimate development with powe r . | 26,000,000 |___- Ria 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956_.........-.--.------..-- ie bide 52 527,000 |...-- ba 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957_.-.......-._--- os in eae a | 800, 000 ae nae 
Appropriations to date_-...............---. bitte Shinde socket ee 1, 327, 000 7 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year SO core hae on Ts ae 2, 000, 000 18 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958_......-.-......----2-- eel | 15,373,000 |. Seneca nebe 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Earth and rock fill. 
Height: 155 feet. 
Length, 4,380 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Uncontrolled overflow chute. 
Capacity (maximum pool) : 73,300 cubic feet per second. 


Reservoir capacity : Acre-feet 
I I ck Sid cs ws tice io ns ag ee ee cas edie Gs tee ad ins the 
See vernIOm 22502 cae eke BN Sasaki dh dik ok whe aladen sd peels ww cl 
I aide le UE err weer 10, 000 

RE Oe ho gS a sche ane ds " .. 650, 000 


Future power installation: Initial and ultimate: 2 units of 8,400 kilowatts; 
16,800 kilowatts (deferred). 

Presently planned: None. 

Nominal head: 77 feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


| Percent |Completion Schedule 


Entire project - ds sie 4} June 1961. 
Acquisition of reservoir area__.......---.---.-- 7 Do. 
Relocation of highways and county roads.. 0 | November 1960. 


Reservoir clearing - .. 0 | May 1961. 

Ist stage contract for construction of embankment (bids received—award | 0 | December 1957, 
pending). 

Cc ompletion of embankment and construction of outlet works and spillway - 


| 
Relocation of cemteries, power, and telephone lines : 0 | June 1959, 
} 
| 
| 
Access road from county road. | 


0 |} April 1961. 
0 | June 1957. 


Buildings, zrounds, and utilities___ ae 0 | March 1961. 
Power facilities : “sana es cue | 0 | Deferred. 
CFG iricccdsencncunscweshes bina nceadadandaaeui bie i October 1959. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Osage River which rises in southeastern Kansas and is known as the 
Marais des Cygnes River, flows into Missouri and through the Ozark Hills to 
its confluence with the Missouri River. Disastrous floods have occurred during 
recent years such as the floods of July 1951 and May 1943. In addition to the 
above, numerous other floods have occurred throughout the Osage River Basin. 
For example, flood records at Hermitage, Mo., on the Pomme de Terre River, 
which is a major tributary of the Osage River, indicate that flood stage has been 
exceeded or equaled 58 times during the past 34 years, which is a frequency of 
about 2 floods per year. The Pomme de Terre Reservoir is one of the principal 
units in the Osage River flood-protection plan, and in conjunction with the other 
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units will contribute substantially to protection of 160,000 acres of highly de- 
veloped agricultural land along the Missouri River and over 26,600 acres along 
the Osage River. The Pomme de Terre project alone will provide protection to 
5,500 acres of land along the Pomme de Terre River immediately below the 
dam. 

In addition to flood control, this reservoir provides conservation storage to 
be used to supplement low water flows for abatement of stream pollution, naviga- 
tion on the Missouri and Mississippi Rivers and for relief from droughts. These 
supplemental flows will also pass through the Bagnell power dam, located on 
the Osage River, and thereby supplement streamflows available for generation 
of private power. Provision will be made for installation of power in the 
Pomme de Terre Dam at some future date when the demand therefor justifies 
the expenditure for power facilities. 

As a result of complaints due to frequent and intense flooding on the Osage 
River below Bagnell Dam, the Congress authorized that an investigation be 
made by the Federal Power Commission to determine whether the operation of 
that dam was responsible for the damages incurred. In its report that agency 
stated that “the only realistic solution of the flood problems in the Osage River 
Basin lies in the provision of flood-control storage upstream from the Bagnell 
project,” and recommended that “Congress take action to complete an effective 
and feasible system of flood-control reservoirs upstream from Bagnell Dam.” 
The Pomme de Terre Reservoir project is located just above the power pool 
formed by Bagnell Dam, and is strategically located for withholding flood flows 
that enter the pool from the Pomme de Terre River. The current estimate of 
annual benefits for flood control and navigation only is $1,130,500. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $2 million will be applied to— 


Acquisition of additional land and flowage easements__._.___._._._._.__._ $400, 000 
Complete stage I construction of outlet works excavation and em- 

bankment fill___----- song tanita ich hahaa ed aanciac as eit aaee ae Bele m 558, 000 
Initiate relocation of Missouri Highway Tis cate eee a ne 75, 000 


Initiate relocation of power and telephone lines____--~~- satel es iplil 40, 000 
Initiate stage II construction of outlet works and embankment____ 524, 300 
Initiate and complete permanent administration facilities___._____ 167, 000 


Engineering and design__...__-_--_--_- srenaaiisiihitgica tt Peg aces ca 125, 000 
Supervision and administration__________~_ bit aiid 110, 700 


enlace aah 2, 000, 000 


The fiscal year 1958 allocation is iden to maintain the schedule for progres- 
sive acquisition of the reservoir area upstream from the dam to stay in phase 
With construction progress; to complete the continuing contract for stage I con- 
struction of the outlet works and dam embankment, as scheduled; initiate the 
relocation of Highway D and power and telephone lines to permit these relo- 
cations to be completed prior to closure of the dam; to provide a minimum 
amount with which the contract for stage II construction of the outlet works and 
dam embankment can be initiated; and provide facilities for administration 
of the construction activities and subsequent operation and maintenance of the 
project. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—No change from latest estimate sub- 
mitted to Congress. 





Total needed for fiscal year 1958_ 
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LOWER HEART RIVER 


Mr. Kirwan. We have next the lower Heart River. We will insert 
pages 102 through 104 for the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


FLOOD CONTROL, LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECT 


LOWER HEART River, NoRTH DAKOTA 
(New start) 


Location.—On the Heart River in the vicinity of Mandan, N. Dak. 
tuthorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.71 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accnmulated 
Amount percent o 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost $1, 750, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost. --- 550, 000 
Cast contributions____- 0 
Other costs 550, 000 
Estimated project cost 2, 390, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 Lin 60, 000 
Appropriations for fiseal year 1957_- - 60, 000 
Appropriations to date 120, 000 7 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1958 600, 000 il 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 1, 030, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Relocations, railroads: 
Raise railroad bridge: 6 feet (approximately ). 
Construct railroad trestle: 300 feet. 
Channel improvement: 10,000 feet. 
Levees: 
Raise highway: 4,000 feet 
Blanket highway: 6,500 feet. 
Raise existing levee: 14,500 feet. 
Construct new levee: 20,300 feet. 
Status (January 1, 1957): New start, 85 percent. 
Completion schedule: 
Entire project: June 30, 1960. 
Mandan unit: October 30, 1959. 
Unit below Mandan: March 31, 1960. 
Sunny unit: June 30, 1960. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The existing levees and structures were proven inadequate by reason of over 
topping in the flood of 1952. The present project will increase the degree of 
protection afforded the city of Mandan, N. Dak., and provide virtually complete 
protection for approximately 4,400 acres of land, of which 2,500 are irrigable; 
550 residences; 210 business establishments, the North Dakota State Training 
School; the Northern Pacific Railway; and U. 8S. Highway 10. Protection will 
also be provided for a large number of house trailers, public grounds, streets, 
and utilities. Annual benefits of the flood control project are estimated at 
$148,400. 

Fiseal year 1958.—The $600,000 requested will be applied to: 


Initiate construction of Mandan unit railroad relocations S200, 000 
Initiate and complete construction of Mandan unit levee changes 397, 060 
Supervision and administration ot ; 13. O00 


SN ac esticgdaccucondeas a oa “i 600, 000 
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To preclude the possibility of future flood damages from floods equaling or 
exceeding the magnitude of the 1952 flood, it is considered of the utmost 
importance that this project be constructed as soon as possible. It was deter- 
mined that, of the three units to be constructed, the Mandan unit be initiated 
tirst due to the high concentration of business and residential properties involved. 
The construction proposed with requested fiscal year 1958 funds will provide 
added protection for those properties. 

Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $550,000, which is broken 
down as follows: 


Lands und damages__ / a 2 Sarl - bese iztehh «eu, 2g 
Relocation, roads ________ 4S ey re 293, S00 
Relocation, utilities ales ; . ark 17, 700 
Contingencies and engineering___- : 63 126, 100 

Petal... i ; . ‘ _ 5d0, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $5,775. 

Status of local cooperation.—A meeting was held with the board members of 
the Lower Heart River Water Conservation and Flood Control District of Morton 
County (sponsors of the —— on December 19, 1956. Continued interest 
was indicated in the project by the board members, and they plan to furnish a 
statement of assurances to include in the general design memorandum. <A sched- 
ule for furnishing assurances and rights-of-way will be furnished upon comple- 
tion of the general design memorandum in the spring of 1957. 

A schedule for furnishing assurances and rights-of-way has not been furnished 
to the local interests. This will be furnished upon approval of the general 
design memorandum, which is scheduled for submission on February 1, 1957. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
£1,750,000 is a decrease of $120,000 from the latest estimate ($1,870,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. In the interest of economy and logical construction pro- 
graming the interior drainage facilities in the Mandan unit were constructed 
along with the remainder of the Mandan, N. Dak., project now nearing comple- 
tion. The elimination of this work from the estimate for Lower Heart River 
resulted in a decrease of $163,500. A related decrease of $22,500 was also effected 
in engineering and design and supervision and administration. These decreases 
were partially oifset by an increase of $65,800 due to higher price levels on the 
remainder of the work. 


Mr. Kirwan. When will the final plans and specifications be com- 
pleted ¢ 

General GALLOWAY. Our general design memorandum is now under 
review in the Office of the Chief of Engineers, and when we get that 
back we can go to work on preparation of our plans and specifications 
and I would expect some time late this summer that we should have 
the plans and specifications completed for the first unit. 

Mr. Kirwan. What is the status of the local cooperat ion assurance ? 

General Gattoway. The local cooperation is good, measured in 
terms of willingness on the part of the people to cooperate. 

However, for the last few years the people in that town have been 
hoping to get the State of North Dakota to contribute the funds to 
raise a bridge west of Mandan at Highway No. 10, and they have had 
bills before the legislature and two tries have failed at this point. The 
people realize that they will have to pay for it and they are going to 
get the funds, and we anticipate that the local cooperation will be 
forthcoming. We have talked to those people within the last 10 days. 

Mr. Kirwan. And it will be forthcoming ? 

General Gattoway. And they are anxious and, I believe, willing to 
lo it. 


91488 
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Mr. Kirwan. Give us, for the record, a breakdown of the benefits 
used to justify the Mandan, N. Dak., project and those included in 
calculating the benefit-cost ratio for this project. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


The estimated average annual benefits for the original Mandan, N. Dak., flood- 
control project are $126,100, and for the additional protection afforded Mandan 
in connection with the lower Heart River project are an additional $101,600. 
These benefits are based on protection of urban property. It is expected that 
construction of the lower Heart River project will also produce benefits in the 
Sunny unit (above Mandan) and in an area below Mandan. The breakdown 
of the estimate of these additional average annual benefits is as follows: 


Sunny unit Unit below 
Mandan 


i — jaa ee oie : $2, 700 | $35, 700 
re deth Sincirialnseen ease eciees ea laine aanueie ir eaaeuiee Sieh pained 900 7. 500 
A ts j 


ID consicnhidheddinetandiientil-aceankiseamnbenennt 3, 600 | 43, 200 


POMME DE TERRE RESERVOIR, MO. 


BENEFIT-TO-COST KATIO 


Mr. Evins. Mr. Chairman, back to Pomme de Terre Reservoir, I 
have one question. The benefit-cost ratio is 1.42 to 1 without power 
and 1.24 with power. What are the plans of the Corps of Engineers 
with respect to increasing the benefit-cost ratio for this project ? 

General GatLoway. W ‘ell, we intend to construct this project in such 
manner that, in our work there on the excavations that we are going 
to be accomplishing, we will, without excessive subsequent cost, “do it 
in such a way so that later they could go in and build the power tun- 
nels necessary, if they decided to put the power in it. 

Mr. Taser. It seems as if you figured that the cost of the thing 
was much greater with power and ‘that, if power was added to the 
flood-control job, the benefit-cost ratio would be practically wiped out. 
Isn’t that about it ? 

General GaLLtoway. We have at this time, by our computations, an 
indication of a benefit-cost ratio of 1.42 to 1 without power, and a 
benefit-cost ratio of 1.24 to 1 with power. In other words, by itself, 
the power does not pay, but if we had it in the project, the overall 
project would be financially economical. 

Mr. Taser. It would still pay, but this would reduce and practically 
wipe out your benefit-cost r: atio by putting the power in. 

General Gattoway. It would reduce it. 

Mr. Kirwan. Do you think you will ever put power in ? 

General Gattoway. I think at some future date it may be economi- 
cally justifiable to put power in there, and it could be done. 


LOWER HEART RIVER, N. DAK, 


Mr. Kirwan. Is there anything further on the lower Heart River? 

General GaLLoway. Before we leave this project, sir, I might men- 
tion that here again is a project affected by the recent budget revision. 
We are now requesting only $200,000 on this project in lieu of the 
$600,000 originally requested. 
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SIOUX FALLS, S. DAK. 


Mr. Kirwan. We will now go on to Sioux Falls, S. Dak. 

We will insert pages 108 through 111 in the record at this time. 
There are no questions on that particular project. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
Sioux Fats, 8. DAK. 


(Continuing) 


Location—Local protection on the Big Sioux River at Sioux Falls, Min- 
nehaha County, 8S. Dak. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 
* Benefit-cost ratio.—1.29 to 1, 


Summarized financial data 


|} Accumulated 
| Amount | percent of 

| estimated 
| Federal cost 


$4, 240, 000 


Estimated Federal cost 
557, 000 


Estimated non-Federal cost 


Cash contributions 0 
Other costs $557, 000 
Total estimated project cost 4. 797, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 4100, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 800, 000 
Appropriations to date 1, 200, 000 28 
Appropriations requested for f seal year 1958 1, 200, 000 | 57 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 1, 840, 000 | =“ 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Big Sioux River: 
Height: 5 to 15 feet. 
Length: 20.5 miles. 
Diversion channel: 
Height: 2 to 8 feet. 
Length: 7.1 miles. 
Channels : 
Improvement 10.8 miles along Big Sioux River. 
Improvement 3.0 miles along diversion channel. 
Diversion structures: 
Headworks: Earth-fill dam. 
Spillway chute: Reinforced concrete. 
Relocations: 
Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific RR.: Construct I new bridge and 
replace 1 bridge. 
Great Northern Ry.: Extend 1 bridge and replace 1 bridge. 
Highway: Raise 2 bridges. 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


_ 


‘reent | Completion 
scheduk 


Relocations__. 0 | June 1959 
Levees and channel alterations, sec. I_. 91 | Do 
Levees and channel alterations, sec. IT 0 | May 1958 
Levees. and channel alterations, sec. III 0 | June 1959. 
Floodway control ani diversion structures____- : ‘O} Do. 
Entire project _-- 3 ¥ 19 Do, 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide a high degree of protection to a large area of Sioux 
Falls, S. Dak. against recurring floods on the Big Sioux River. Included within 
the area are over 600 residences, over 100 business establishments, 15 major 
industrial establishments, a utility company, the municipal airport, which in-* 
eludes National Guard training facilities, 16 wells which constitute the city’s 
water supply, the city’s sewage disposal plant, 2 well-developed city parks and 
street, sewer and water distribution. The floods of 1951 and 1952 each caused 
damages in Sioux Falls of nearly $1 million and flooded approximately 550 
residences and over 2,000 people were evacuated from their homes. Ninety busi- 
ness establishments and 15 industrial establishments were flooded and severely 
damaged. The municipal sewage-treatment plant was damaged and 6 of the 
city’s 16 water-supply wells were temporarily out of service. The airport was 
entirely flooded with severe damage to airport facilities. Several State high 
ways entering the city were overtopped and closed to traffic for several days 
Annual flood-control benefits for the project are estimated at $240,500. Comple 
tion of the project at an early date is needed to prevent recurring flood losses 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $1,200,000 will be applied to: 


Initiate alteration to railroad bridges ; S80, 000 
Initiate levee and channel alterations, section III__- 80, 000 
Initiate diversion headworks- . : 90, OOO 
Continue spillway chute 160, 000 
Complete levee and channel alterations, section IT ‘ va 367, 800 
Engineering and design___- i 10, 000 
Supervision and administration___- 82, 200 

Total ada 1, 200, 000 


The funds requested for fiscal year 1958 will complete construction of the 
levees and channel improvements on the Big Sioux River. Construction will be 
continued en the spillway chute required to drop the diversion flows to the Big 
Sioux River channel, and work will be initiated on the diversion headworks and 
diversion channel. Necessary alterations to railroad bridges will be initiated in 
order to pass the design flows. Design stndies and the preparation of plans and 
specifications for the remaining work will be continued. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $557,000 broken down as 
follows: 


Lands ; ; $181. 000 
Relocations (1 new highway bridge, and alter approaches of 2 bridges) 375, 700 
Ne Thentinie diaiicad ncaa a dbigelh dscunitiak ns atacand , 000 
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Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com 
pletion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $15,700 
including $5,200 for annual cost of future major replacement. 

In addition, local interests have constructed improvements for drainage and 
flood control from Dell Rapids to Sioux Falls. The improvements include chan- 
nel straightening of the Big Sioux River throughout the lower two-thirds of the 
reach and drainage canals in the Big Sioux River flood plain discharging through 
a drop concrete structure near the northeast corner of the city of Sioux Falls 
and into the Big Sioux River below the falls. The cost of construction together 
with maintenance and operation has been in excess of $1 million. 
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Status of local cooperation.—Formal assurances of local cooperation were ac- 
cepted from the city of Sioux Falls, S. Dak., on September 26, 1955. The South 
Dakota Highway Commission agreed to support the project and bear $232,000 
of the cost of relocations. Local interests have acquired 65 percent of the rights- 
of-way required for the entire project. All rights-of-way required for section II 
and the spillway chute initiated in fiscal year 1957 and to be continued in fiscal 
year 1958 have been secured. Local interests will be requested to acquire addi- 
tional rights-of-way when plans for remaining work are completed. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$4,240,000 is an increase of $400,000 over the latest estimate submitted to Con- 
gress. Additional riprap and modification of interior drainage structures; addi- 
tion of crushed rock surfacing on levee crests for flood fighting purposes; and 
revisions in the location and length of tieback levees are the primary reasons 
for the increase. In addition, the cost of a portion of the channel excavation 
which is used in the levee construction was transferred from “Channels” to 
“Levees” since it is considered an appropriate portion of the levee cost. 


SHERIDAN, WYO. 


Mr. Kirwan. This is the project at Sheridan, Wyo. 
We will put pages 114 through 116 in the record at this point. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 

FLOOD CONTROL (LOCAL PROTECTION) 

SHERIDAN, Wyo. 
(New) 
Location.—Sheridan, Sheridan County, Wyo., on Goose and Little Goose Creeks, 
12 miles above the junction of that stream with the Tongue River. 


juthorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.36 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 


Amount pereent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
Estimated Fede $2, 5% 
] nated n¢ Fed 
Cash cor t ) 0 
Other cost 46, OOO 
Tot stimete?d project st 2, 6356, 000 
An priations to June 30, 195¢ 0 
‘ppropriations for fiscal year 1957 69, 0OU 
Appr ypriat to det 60, 000 2 
Appropriations request for fiscal year 1958 200, 000 10 
Balance to complete after fiseal ye 1V5S 2, 330, OO 
> ? 
Phiusical data 
Goose Cre Little Goose 
Creek 
LeV et } t 
Ler } Ss " 
Ave heicht ‘ 3.4 
Channel improvement: Length Li, 20 
Floodwall: Length 330 
Bridges: Modifications ; None 





Includes 1,700 feet of new channel 


2 New channel, 
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Status (January 1, 1957) : New start. 
Completion schedule: 
Lower Goose Creek unit: June 30, 1959. 
Goose and Little Goose Creeks unit: June 30, 1961. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Construction of the Sheridan, Wyo., project will provide a high degree of flood 
protection to this city of over 14,000 people. Under existing conditions virtually 
all of the business establishments and a large portion of the residences, public 
buildings, streets, and roads are subject to flood damage, which would be pre- 
vented by construction of this project. During the period from 1853 to 1946 the 
city suffered damuge from 22 floods, with the last serious flood occurring in 1946. 
The most serious flooding occurred in 1923 with damages estimated at $400,000. 
Sheridan, being a focal point on the important route of the Chicago, Burlington 
& Quincy Railroad and a business center for a large area of livestock raising, 
grain farming, and petroleum production, would be adversely affected by fre- 
quent floods. In addition to the needed protection, important intangible benefits 
would result from the project, such as the elimination of a hazard to life and 
improvement of sanitation. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $200,000 will be applied as follows: 


Initiate construction contract for channel excavation and levee embank- 


ment of the Lower Goose Creek unit___-_____ eee at. Asal $93, 700 
BOOTHE DIN I. cnn eccinenanecnccanas Se ctivudse “Gernoe 
Supervision and administration____.____________-__-_- iadees 16, 300 

I il an ala ti a ieee Nee ade No - ee 


The initiation cf construction for portection of Sheridan from recuring floods 
is of vital concern to the residents of that city. Since 1940 the expansion of the 
town of Sheridan and improvement of railroad facilities and public utilities have 
greatly increased the need for adequate flood protection to the area subject to 
flooding. In view of the increased development in this area, the extensive flood- 
fighting activity required under present conditions and the economic benefits that 
will result from the proposed flood protection, early construction of flood-protec- 
tion works is considered necessary. 

Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $46,000, broken down as 
follows: 


Bee ne OTRO OB oe tren cnacnnnnn Fil ae mies S11, 000 
SEAL i aa ae ener a 21, 900 
Construct access road____________-_ a a ae ar = 3, T00 
In PUNT ss taiesneoe seme agem nah nna eae i leans : 2, 100 
Supervision and contingencies_________________ gi oan ae 7, 300 

aes A Se ee cc esac ae ieee ts x 46, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $2.700. 

Status of local cooperation.—Local interests are actively interested in con- 
struction of the project and have indicated their willingness and ability to pro- 
vide necessary rights-of-way and other items of local cooperation upon allocation 
of construction funds. 

Comparisons of Federal cost estimate—The current estimate of $2,590,000 is 
an increase of $120,000 over the latest estimate submitted to Congress. $104,800 
of this increase is due to increased price levels. Engineering and design and 
supervision and administration were increased $15,200 to reflect experienced 
costs. 
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Mr. Kirwan. What is the status of the advanced engineering and 
design work on this project ? 

General Gattoway. The design for this project has not yet been 
completed. It is still being accomplished in the Garrison district 
and it is expected to be completed this summer. 

Mr. Kirwan. Why shouldn’t the local interests give you definite 
assurance of cooperation before construction funds are allocated # 

General GaLttoway. Well, they will before we do any construction 
there. 

Mr. Kirwan. Are there any questions on this? 

Mr. Taser. The benefit-cost ratio isn’t too good there either, is it? 

General Gattoway. The benefit-cost ratio of the Sheridan project 
is 1.36 to 1. 

Mr. Taser. What about the Sioux Falls? 

General GaLtLoway. Sioux Falls has a benefit-cost ratio of 1.29 
to 1. 

Mr. Taper. A pretty close figure. 

General GALLOWAY. Yes, sir. 


FORT PECK DAM, MONT. 


Mr. Kirwan. The next item is Fort Peck Dam. 
We will insert pages 119 through 121, for the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


MULTIPLE PURPOSE PROJECTS INCLUDING POWER 
Fort PecK DAM, Mont. (SECOND POWERPLANT) 


(Continuing) 


Location.—On the Missouri River, 1,869 miles above the mouth, 19 miles 
southeast of Glasgow, Mont. 

Authorization.—1935 River and Harbor Act; Public Law 529, 75th Congress, 
approved May 18, 1938; and 1944 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.28 to 1 (second powerplant). 


Summarized financial data 


| | Accumulated 
| Amount | percent of 
| estimated 
Federal cost 
| 





—_—$—$—$————— elie a ere - 





Estimated Federal cost (ultimate installation) hh caahatiad elated ae ec. ack, 
Estimated non-Federal cost: | 
Cash contributions.............--- ies witli ahd titi de abiatok 8 0 af Le 
Ce. cid dad cette nenannesenoninadadans Siar teens bt ieodhiatediens 0 hc aithllnaag-aipiae 
Total estimated project cost - - : a , eee ate : oe 26, 300, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 ....---- . : wanes somatic 581, 000 
Ammen intiens Sop Bernd Feb LOG « < « cnsind s0dsinnacicinandasacudeesademmigen BGR Se Badivthinnnwbbddiies 
Appropriations to date--... ail Saieciedile cimabdiadien sae eerie 1, 206, 000 5 
Appropriations request for fiscal year 1958... ....-- 5 3, 000, 000 | 16 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958- 


Sgi LES Sih: Si.) cides aabblcedaeecalt > aan anne 


1 Includes permanent transfer to project of $125,000. 
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PHYSICAL DATA? 
Dam: 
Type: Earth fill. 
Height: 250.5 feet. 
Length: 21,026 feet. 


Reservoir capacity : Acre-feet 
Exclusive flood control_____-_-_--_-~_- shake pesen sh 960, 000 
Annual flood control and multiple use___- ee 2, 540, 000 
Carryover multiple use___- vaiden epic Pesperinie mission Lhe S004 PO 
Inactive capacity____-_-- : eine ys : 4, 500, OOO 

Ph hE ee tn cart re A er yg ; j __. 19, 400, 000 


1 Above physical data is applicable to existing Fort Peck project. To provide for the 
second powerplant, lining of a second tunnel with steel plate and removal of the cylindri 
eal main control gate in that tunnel, construction of the new powerhouse and installation 
of power generating and switchyard facilities will be required. 

Spillway: 

Type: Gate controlled, concrete piers mounting 16 vertical lift gates. 
Capacity: (Maximum pool) 250,000 cubic feet per second. 

Power and discharge tunnels: 

Type: 4 concrete lined, 24 feet 8S inches in diameter (1 lined with steel 
plate for power use). 

Length: 5,386 to 7,240 feet. 

Gates: 4 vertical lift-type emergency control gates and 3 cylindrical main 
control gates. 

Power installation: 

Ultimate: 2 units at 40,000 kilowatts ; 80,000 kilowatts. 
Nominal head: 205. 
Presently planned: 2 units at 40,000 kilowatts; 80,000 kilowatts. 

Status (January 1, 1957): A contract for fabrication of the turbines was 
awarded on August 9, 1956, and the contractor is preparing preliminary draw- 
ings. No other construction has been initiated. 

Completion schedule: 

Entire second powerplant, June 1961. 
Power on line: 

Ist unit, January 1961. 

2d unit, May 1961. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Fort Peck project is a multiple-purpose reservoir for navigation, flood 
control, power, and irrigation. Two units at 35,000 kilowatts each, and 1 unit at 
15,000 kilowatts are installed in the existing powerplant. Power from the exist- 
ing Fort Peck first powerplant is presently furnished to rapidly developing 
areas in eastern, central, and western Montana: and to areas in western 
North Dakota and South Dakota: over transmission lines constructed by the 
Bureau of Reclamation, REA distribution lines, and transmission networks of 
private power companies. Power shortages have been experienced in this area 
in recent years, and the earliest completion of the Fort Peck second powerplant 
is essential in meeting the current deficits and providing for forecasted needs. 
The construction of the 80,000 kilowatt capacity Fort Peck second powerplant 
will reduce the present and anticipated power shortages in the area served by 
Fort Peck and will further augment the benefits presently obtained from the 
power function of the project. The plant now in service at Fort Peck Dam has 
been used to overload capacities during the past few years, with no reserve 
during critical periods. Forecasts of the Federal Power Commission and the 
Sureau of Reclamation indicate that subsequent to 1955 predicted load growth 
is more than sufficient to absorb the Federal output in the area at the rate of 
installation presently scheduled and that there will be a definite requirement for 
the 80,000 kilowatts of firm power which the 2 units will produce well in ad- 


vance of the time these units are now scheduled for completion. 
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Fiscal year 1958—The requested amount of $3 million will be applied as 
follows: 


Continue contract for control shaft and powerhouse foundation__~~- $1, 488, 000 
Continue contract for fabrication of turbines and generators____--~ 600, 000 
Initiate contract for tunnel liner, penstocks, and surge tanks__ ~~~ 250, 000 
Initiate contract for fabrication of butterfly valves____..._.____--__ 200, 000 
Initiate contracts for fabrication of main power transformers, 
powerhouse crane, oil circuit breakers, and draft tube gates______ 80, 000 
Initiate and complete contract for relocation of gravel road______~~ 41, 100 
Engineering and design______________ ea A LS NET RE eee, 100, 000 


Supervision and administr: ition_ sail h Sabet ich te noctannienia dete te fe atin ade i 240, 900 


a eae eee IN a 3, 000, 000 


The early completion of the second powerplant at Fort Peck is essential in 
meeting present power deficits, and the forecasted power requirements. With 
the funds requested for fiscal year 1958, work on the project will be advanced at 
scheduled rates required to assure delivery of power on the dates programed. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparisons of Federal cost estimate.—The current estimate of $26,300,000 is 
an increase of $1,100,000 over the latest estimate submitted to Congress: $970,- 
000 of this increase is due to increased price levels. Supervision and adminis- 
tration was increased $141,000 to reflect experienced costs. Minor refinements 
were made in the other features of the project, resulting in a decrease of $11,000. 

Mr. Krrwan. Your operation and maintenance costs are $842,000, 
on this project. Are there any questions / 

Mr. Taser. With respect to this dam on Fort Peck—— 

Mr. JENSEN. That is for the second powerplant. 

Mr. Taper. You have a very good cost ratio there. There has 
been a break up there and there has been a lot of renewal expense 
in connection with that first dam, isn’t there, a lot of troubles / 

General Gattoway. No, sir. During construction, there was a slide 
back in 1937, I think it was. 

Mr. Taser. This trouble was within the last 6 months. 

General Gattoway. Not that I am aware of, sir, at Fort Peck. 

Mr. Taser. That is the way I remember it 

Mr. Jensen. I think it was 5 years ago we had some trouble out 
there. 

General Gattoway. No; I cannot think of any trouble. The last 
trouble that I can think of which I would call serious difficulty was 
the slide during the construction days in 1937. 

Mr. Taner. That was a good while back. This was very current. 

General GaLLoway. You don’t mean the trouble about distribution 
of power or anything of that nature ? 

Mr. Taser. I don’t mean a quarrel over the power; no. I mean 
a quarrel over the inability to produce it. 

General Gattoway. We have a shortage up there as the storage ca- 
pacity of this Fort Peck Reservoir is designed for 19,400,000 acre- 
feet. However, about 960,000 of that is reserved exclusively for flood 
control. Then, we have 2,540,000 acre-feet for seasonal flood control 
and multiple use. We have 11,400,000 acre-feet for carryover multiple 
use. Our dead storage is 4,500,000 acre-feet. 

All we had in storage at Fort Peck on March 31, is approximately 
6,244,000 acre-feet. 

We have had a severe drought for the last 3 years, and we have 
also used Fort Peck water in filling the other reservoirs that have 
come on the line in the past few yeears; Garrison, and Fort Randall, 
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and Gavins Point, but with 1 or 2 normal water years all of the 
trouble will go away. 

Mr. Evins. I am like Mr. T Taber, a little concerned. I understand 
Fort Peck is in production, but yet you indicate there are only $581,- 
000 of the appropriation which has been expended through June of 
1956. That must not be accurate or correct. 

General Gattoway. This is for the Fort Peck second power unit. 

Mr. Evins. You do not show how much money has been spent on 
the entire project to date. You show just how much is expended on 
the power unit. 

General Gatioway. The cost of $26,300,000 is for the power unit, 
the power unit itself, the second power unit. 

Mr. Evins. What is the cost of the power unit? Is that it? 

General GaLLoway. Yes, sir; the generators and the powerhouse 
and everything connected with the unit. The unit is the whole power 
installation. 

Mr. Taser. You could not use this except only when you had very 
high water; isn’t that right? 

General Gattoway. No; we can use it the same as we use the other 
one. 

Mr. Taser. You wouldn’t use this except once in a while. 

General GaLLoway. No; it would be in continuous use. 

Mr. Taser. You are not using either one of them now, are you? 

General GatLoway. Yes, sir; we are producing consider able power 
at Fort Peck at the present time. 

Mr. Taser. How much? You just told us it was only 6 million 
acre-feet out of the total. 

General GatLtoway. During 1956, and the water was down in that 
same neighborhood in the 6 million acre-feet, we produced 451,851,- 
000 kilowatt-hours of electric ity for which we received a gross reve- 
nue of $1,922,612. This is a very abnormal situation. 

Mr. Taser. What did the dam cost at Fort Peck originally ? 

General Gattoway. I would say, sir, in the neighborhood of $135 
million. 

Mr. Taser. And you are getting $1,200,000 out of it? That is a 
good investment. It paysa benefit ratio of 0.21. 

General Gattoway. I would like to point out in Fort Peck that 
power is incidental. It was put in, installed, after the original dam 
was constructed primarily for navigation and flood control, and the 
power came later; and this is the second power unit that is still com- 
ing in at a later date which, by itself, has a benefit-cost ratio of 1.28 
to 1. 

General Person. On the return from it, there is no question that 
had the Fort Peck Dam not been in operation during the flood of 
1952 on the Missouri River, we would have lost, among other 
things, the cities of Omaha and Council Bluffs, and that was pre- 
vented by the fact that Fort Peck was in operation and by a very 
gallant flood fight by the citizens. 

Mr. Jensen. And by the Army. 

General Person. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. That is a fact. 

Mr. Kirwan. Is that all, Mr. Taber? 

Mr. Taser. Yes, sir. 
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GARRISON RESERVOIR, N. DAK. 


Mr. Kirwan. The next subject is Garrison Reservoir. 

We will insert pages 124 through 130 for the record. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 

MULTIPLE-PURPOSE PROJECTS INCLUDING POWER 
GARRISON RESERVOIR, N. DAK. 
(Continuing) 

Location.—On the Missouri River, 1,455 miles above the mouth; in McLean 
and Mercer Counties, N. Dak., about 77 miles upstream (northwest) from Bis- 
marck, N. Dak., and 11 miles below (south) of Garrison, N. Dak. 

Authorization.—1944 Flood Control Act. 


Bene fit-cost ratio.—1.37 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 





| 
Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
| Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost (ultimate installation) $294, 000, 000 | * 
Estimated non-Federal cost | 
Cash contribution 0 4 
Other costs 0 

Estimated project cost 294, 000, 000 y 

Appropriations to June 30, 1956 . 251, 781, 000 one 

Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 1 15, 055, 000 ; 

Appropriations to date 266, 836, 000 91 

Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 5, 500, 000 93 

Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 21, 664, 000 , 

i Excludes permanent transfer from project of $945,000. 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Rolled earth fill. 
Height : 210 feet (height above stream bed) 
Length: 11,300 feet (at crest). 

Reservoir capacity : Acre-feet 
Flood control it siapliigp enced aetiicialn 
Multiple-purpose, including flood control, power, irrigation, nav- 

ligation, and other purposes... ck ea ae 
Dead storage seth tdessdba ets th sae eee eee ee 
Total _- 7 wnat SI) hak MER oe 23, 000, OOO 


Spillway: 
Type: Gate controlled, concrete ogee weir with stilling basin. 
Capacity : (Maximum pool) 827,000 cubic feet per second. 

Power installation: 
Initial : 5 units at 80,000 kilowatts : 400,000 kilowatts. 
Ultimate : 5 units at 80,000 kilowatts : 400,000 kilowatts. 
Presently planned : 5 units at 80,000 kilowatts : 400,000 kilowatts. 
Nominal head : 162 feet. 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Entire project 

Acquisition of reservoir area 

Relocations, including the completed Snake Creek embankment 
subimpoundment. 

Dam closure 

Dam including completed construction of embankment stages 
I, II, 111, IV; excavation of intake and outlet channels; excava- 
tion of spillway channel and stilling basin; tunnels; closure of 
embankment; intake structure, including regulating gates, 
hoists, and other necessary equipment; and construction of 
spillway including stilling basin, spillway gates, hoists and 
necessary operating machinery. 

Penstocks and surge tanks 


Powerhouse, including construction of. powerhouse and switch- 


3 procurement of necessary accessory electrical and mis 
cellaneous equipment. 


yard, 


Procurement of 5 88,000 horsepower turbines, 5 80,000 kilowatt 
generators and governors for 5 units, including installation 

Buildings, grounds and utilities, including completed construc- 
tion of the town of Riverdale, school, heating, and powerplant, 
utilities and administration buildings; also construction of boat- 
yard, and public facilities, 

Reservoirs including clearing of reservoir area of trees, 
and other items detrimental to the reservoir operation, 

Habitat replacement. 

Construction of roads and bridges. 

Planting of trees, construction of access roads, parking areas, and 
other necessary facilities for recreational use, health, and safety. 

Procurement of permanent operating equipment, 


shrubs, 


JUSTIFICATION 


Percent 


54 


SU 





Completion schedule 


> | June 30, 1960 


Do 
Do. 


Apr. 15, 1953. 


June 30, 1960. 


Dee. 31, 1959 
Powerhouse and switchyard 
June 30, 1960. 
Power on line: 
ist unit, January 1956, 
2d unit, March 1956 


3d unit, August 1956 

ith unit, Oetober 1959 

5th unit, April 1960 
Installaton of turbines and 

enerator Apr. 30, 196 


June 30, 1959 


June 30, 1958 
1¥60 
1957 
1959, 


June 30, 
Mar. 31, 
June 30, 


Dec. 31, 


1958, 


The reservoir will be operated as a unit in the comprehensive plan for flood 
control, navigation, power development, conservation, and other purposes in the 


Missouri River Basin. 


The comprehensive plan will provide protection for the 


urban and rural areas in the Missouri Valley downstream from the main stem 
dams from floods such as the record-breaking flood of 1952, the great floods of 1844 
and 1881, the numerous severe floods in the first half of the 20th century, and the 


many small floods originating from 


tically every year. 


upstream 


the 


dams 
Flood damages along the main stem of the Missouri River 


and occurring prac- 


between the Garrison dam site and the mouth, from 1942 through 1953, inclusive, 


were in excess of $550 million. 
The Federal Power Commission and the 


Bureau 


of 


Reclamation 


have found 


an urgent need for installation of additional electrical power in the area that 


can be served by the Garrison powerplant at 


the 


eurliest 


practicable date. 


Already the Bureau of Reclamation has applications for power in excess of all 


that can be provided by the ultimate plant capacity. 


These applications have 


been made despite new generating facilities recently completed by local power 


companies and electric power cooperatives. 
in 1954 that the fourth and fifth units of 
economically justified by March 1959. 


the 


in 1955 that the fourth and fifth units should be in service by 1960. 


The Bureau of Reclamation stated 
ultimate 
The Federal Power Commission advised 


installation would be 


The large 


block of electrical power which will be produced by the Garrison powerplant 


will be a tremendous asset in the development 


of the 


mineral 


and industrial 


resources of North Dakota, northern South Dakota and portions of Minnesota 


and Montana. 


The availability of water for irrigation together with availability of electrical 
energy for pumping will provide the necessary means for agriculture, now the 
primary industry of the region, to keep pace with the recent stepup of the indus- 
trial development occasioned by the discovery and development of oil fields in 


North Dakota. 


In addition to flood control, power production, and irrigation benefits, the 
storage of previously disastrous flood peaks will provide aid to navigation and 


for pollution abatement. 
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Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $5,500,000 will be applied to: 


Continue and essentially complete acquistion of lands in the reservoir 


area: .. Be Bid ca id tain has eich dh eee ae ttod ac $538, 400 
Continue reloc CRI ae sa Ih. oe ee See 873, 100 
Complete reservoir clearing__._.-__.--__-___-__~ sites tipecnai tas Tape niiitiiaaa ima 66, OOO 
Continue construction of powerhouse, switchyard, and accessory equip- 

ment_ oS = s au : 299, 200 
Complete construction of earth dam and spillway and continue con- 

struction of stilling basin______ ~~ ee ea Si eh el es oe 122, 000 
Continue procurement of turbines and generatora...... 16. cl .ncnccs, 1 Se 
Initiate erosion control (Buford-Trenton area). ..-__--__-_--___-_-_ 500, OOO 
Continue habitat replacement. _____~- cape nttnaamee 35, 000 
Continue construction roads, parking areas, , and public f icilities____ 63, 300 
Continue construction of buildings : ott hon dndiintidake 42, TOU 
Continue procurement of permanent oper: ating equipment Fett 45, 000 
Engineering and design ean Sed ae ee 435, 300 
Supervision and administration oa ets = te aa 900, 000 

Total__- pASES Suk pee iz __ 5, 500, 000 


The earliest possible completion of Garrison Dam is essential in providing 
necessary flood control for prevention of damages in the Missouri Valley down- 
stream from the dam and in meeting the forecasted power requirements. With 
the funds requested for fiscal year 1958, acquisition of lands in the reservoir 
area will be essentially completed. Construction of power units 4 and 5, includ- 
ing penstocks and surge tanks, erosion control (Buford-Trenton area), and relo- 
cation items will be advanced at scheduled rates required to assure that the reser- 
voir is filled to power pool elevation on dates required to deliver scheduled maxi- 
mum power demands. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—No change from the latest total estimate 
submitted to Congress ; however, feature estimate details have been revised. In 
addition to a price level increase of $1,934,000, the authorization to purchase the 
Buford-Trenton and Lewis and Clark Irrigé ition Districts, and provide erosion 
control, resulted in a total increase of $6,330,000 in the feature “Lands and dam- 


ages” and “Bank stabilization” and a decrentn of $7,376,000 in “Relocations.” 
Design changes, savings, and reduction of contingency allowance on work nearing 


completion resulted in a decrease of $2,532,000 in other features. Estimates for 
engineering and design and supervision and administration have been adjusted to 
reflect reanalysis of remaining work. 


STATUS OF FUNDS 


Mr. Kirwan. The funds transferred from this project and those 
shown as unobligated carryovers at the end of this year total $6 mil- 
lion. In other words, you are able to use this year something less 
than two-thirds of the $16 million appropriated. What was your 
estimate for this fiscal year? 

General Gattoway. We originally requested, this year, sir, $5,- 
500,000, and we later reduced that to $4,500,000. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is now? 

General GALLoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is for 1958 % 

General GaLLoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. This is for 1957. The funds transferred from the 
project and those shown as unobligated carryovers at the end of this 
year total $6 million. In other words, you are able to use, this year, 
something less than two-thirds of the $16 million appropriated. 

W hat was your estimate for this fiscal year? 

General GaLLoway. Our estimate is that we will use in fiscal year 
1958 all unobligated funds as of the 30th of June and the $4,500,000 
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that we hope to have appropriated for that fiscal year for the neces- 
sary work there at Garrison. 

Mr. Kirwan. How much will you actually obligate this year? 

General Gattoway. As of February 28, we had unobligated $9,- 
378,235, and we expect at the end of the fiscal year on the 30th of 
June to have unobligated $5,879,595. 

Mr. Kirwan. Unobligated ¢ 

General Gattoway. Unobligated; yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. What is the effect of the Senate action increasing the 
House allowance of $11,300,000 to $16 million for this year? We gave 
you $11,300,000 and you did not spend that, did you? 

General GaLtLoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. Why did they up it to $16 million in the Senate if you 
did not spend $11,300,000 we gave you ? 

General Person. That was due to an overoptimistic estimate on our 
part as to what we could do, and we ran into conditions that made it 
impossible for us to do what we had in mind. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is the answer. You were not able to work out 
what you had in mind. 

General Person. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. What is the total that you will have available on this 
project in 1958 if we allow the full request of $4,500,000 ? 

General GaLtLoway. We believe that we will be able to obligate 
every penny of it. 

Mr. Kirwan. And you won’t have anything left ? 

General Gatitoway. That is right. 

Mr. Kirwan. In view of the facts that the project will be 93 percent 
complete by the end of 1958, that only $21,664,000 will be needed to 
complete after that time, that you may have even a greater carryover 
by the time June rolls around, and that you have authority to trans- 
fer funds up to 15 percent, don’t you think you might get by with 
$3 million or less in new money for 1958? 

General Gattoway. With that in mind, we requested this cut from 
$5,500,000 to $4,500,000. 

Mr. Kirwan. What is the erosion-control work referred to on page 
130 as having increased project costs ¢ 

Mr. Jonnson. That refers to the erosion — in connection with 
the Buford-Trenton project authorized last yea 

Mr. Kirwan. Authorized last year? 

Mr. Jonnson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. In this project, you indicate the appropriation to date 
of $251 million. On the previous project, you did not submit the 
appropriation to date. When in one case you do show it, why don’t 
you show the appropriations to date in the other case ? 

General GatLoway. One is a completed project and Garrison is not 
a completed project. 

Mr. Evins. We understand that, but the other is not completed 
when you are adding more to it. 

General Gattoway. We are putting this into it as a separate unit, 
and Fort Peck was a completed project. 

Mr. Evrns. Sometimes different people get the point of view that 
more money is going into one area of the country than another, and 
if you show the full picture of the expenditures on a project, T think 
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it would minimize those criticisms, and I don’t think it is quite appro- 
priate in one instance to show the SPEEOREAN ES, to date and in the 
next instance to leave the appropriations out. I don’t think that 
makes a full and complete story. 

General Person. The second powerplant at Fort Peck was au- 
thorized separately by agreement with the Department of the In- 
terior, under the gener: al authorization for the project. 

Mr. Evins. Then it becomes a separate project. 

General Person. Yes, sir. In future years, it might be well to 
show the costs for the entire project, too. 

General GatLtoway. We will do that. This was a bookkeeping 
arrangement, and there was no intent to withhold any information. 


STATUS OF CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Taser. You said this dam was about 90 percent complete. 

General GaLtLtoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taper. Just what is it? Are your powerplants in operation, 
any of them / 

General GaLttoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taper. How many of them ? 

General GaLLoway. Three units are now in operation at Garrison, 
sir. 

Mr. Taner. At how much capacity ? 

General GaLioway. 80,000 kilowatts each. The total capacity of 
the three units is 240,000 kilowatts. 

Mr. Taner. How long have you had 240,000? I call your attention 
to page 125 where you said that the initial 5 units are 80,000 and the 
ultimate 5 units are 80,000 and presently planned 5 units at 80,000. 

I don’t know just what that means, but you say presently planned. 
If you had the three completed, you wouldn’t say presently planned. 

General Person. The first unit was completed and placed in opera- 
tion in January of 1956, and the second unit in March of 1956, and 
the third unit in August of 1956. 

We are still working on the fourth and fifth units. In other words, 
the entire ultimate installation is now either in operation or under 
construction. 

Mr. Taser. The ultimate? 

General Person. The ultimate, as presently planned; yes, sir. 

Mr. Taner. And are they producing and selling power? 

General Gattoway. Yes, sir. 


POWER PRODUCED 


Mr. Taner. How much power did they produce in 1956? 

General Gattoway. They all three went on the line in 1956. One 
of them was in the first of the year and the last one in August, as 
General Person mentioned. 

Mr. Taner. How much did they produce in 1956. ? 

General GaLLoway. 188,654,170 kilowatt-hours. 

Mr. Taser. That was for the six units? 

General Gatroway. For the three units in operation. 

Mr. Taner. Were there only three units in operation ? 
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General Gattoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taner. What did you get for it? 

General GALLoway. We do not have the data on the revenues avail- 
able, sir. 

Mr. Taser. What was the rate / 

Mr. Kirwan. Do any of the Department of the Interior men know 
that? 

General Gattoway. I have been informed it is 514 mills for firm 
pow er. 

Mr. Taper. 514% 

General Gattoway. Mills per kilowatt-hour. 


SUPERVISION AND ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. JENSEN. You show supervision and administration as $900,000. 
That is for the overall operation of the Garrison powerplant, and for 
supervision and administration. ‘The additional work being done 
now? That is on page 129. 

General GaLLowaAy. That is in connection with the work that will be 
done in 1958; yes,sir. During fiscal year 1958. 

Mr. Jensen. Is the operation, supervision, and administration in- 
cluded for the powerplant ¢ 

General Gattoway. This is for construction only. 

Mr. Jensen. Construction only / 

General Gattoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. $900,000 out of $5,500,000% Isn’t that a terribly big 
percentage for supervision and administration, General ? 

General GaLLoway. We will also have carryover funds in addition 
to funds appropriated for fiscal year 1958. We will have $5,879,595 
unobligated at the end of this fiscal vear. 

Mr. JENSEN. Do you propose to spend $900,000 in 1 year for super- 
vision and administration just to supervise and administer this 
$5,500,000 construction program / 

General Person. You have to add to that the $5,800,000 carryover 
from 1957, so it will be over an $11 million program. 

Mr. Jensen. That makes it look a little better, twice as good as a 
matter of fact. The minute I saw $900,000 for supervision and ad- 
ministration of a $5,500,000 construction project, it had hit me right 
het ween the eyes. 

General Gattoway. The actual amount of work that will be done 
will be about $12 million of work. 

Mr. Taner. You mean construction work ? 

General Gattoway. Yes, sir. Construction work and some of the 
land acquisition and work of that nature. 

Mr. Tarver. What is the maintenance figure ? 

General GALLowAy. $465,000, 

Mr. Taner. That is for this year. 

General GaLtLoway. No, sir: that is for the coming year. 

Mr. Taner. The estimate for the coming year ? 

Mr. Jensen. Maintenance on the whole project. 

General GaLLoway. Yes, sir. Operation and maintenance of the 
project. 
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Mr. JENSEN. Sv, your $900,000 is supervision and administration and 
will be to administer and supervise about a $12 million construction 
expenditure ¢ 

General GALLoway. That is right, sir. 

Mr. JenseN. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


FORT PECK RESERVOIR 
POWER UNITS 


Mr. Fenron. [ still can’t get this power installation straight. You 
say that you have 3 units, and then on the previous page, page 125, the 

initial applied unit of 80,000 kilowatts for each of those units. How 
does that compare with the units referred to on page 125? 

General GaLLoway. They are the same units. For the initial instal- 
lation, there are to be 5 units at 80,000 kilowatts each and also for the 
ultimate installation there would be the same 5 at 80,000. We have 
already constructed 3 of those 5. 

Mr. Fenton. Three of the initial five ? 

General GAttoway. That is right, and 3 of the ultimate 5, because 
they are the same. 

Mr. Fenton. You will have 15 units then? 

General Gattoway. No; they are all the same. The way that it is 
written is confusing with the initial, ultimate and presently planned. 
They are all the same units. 

General Person. Frequently, we have an initial installation at a 
lower level than our ultimate installation, so we have those three 
columns, the initial and the ultimate and the presently planned which, 
in many projects, are three different figures. But in this project they 
are the same because our present plans call for an ultimate installation 
of five units, all to be installed in the initial construction. 

Mr. Fenton. The initial represents all of these ? 

General GaLtoway. Yes, sir: and so do the others. The ultimate 
are represented by these, also. 

Mr. Fenton. How long has this dam been under construction? 
Was it since 1946 or 1947 ? 

General GALLoway. Construction on the dam was started in 1947; 
yes, sir. 

Mr. Frenron. Have geologic studies proven that to be all right, that 
particular location ? 

General GaLLoway. I will ask Mr. Johnson to answer that. 

Mr. Jonnson. Dr. Fenton, I would say that our geologic studies on 
that project turned out very favorably. We have had less problems 
with the construction and the foundation work there than we might 
have anticipated. 

Mr. Fenton. I remember there was quite a pile of lignite or soft coal 
stored there several years ago. 

General GALLoway. It is still there. 

Mr. Fenton. Does that interfer with the construction ? 

Mr. Jounson. As we have removed the excavation, we have taken 
out all of the big lignite beds and stockpiled them for future use. 

Mr. Fenton. For the steam plants? 

Mr. Jounson. For some future use, sir. But I doubt very much 
that we will build a steam plant. 

Mr. Fenton. Have you figured out how much lignite there is there / 

Mr. Jounson. It seems to me that there is something in the neigh- 
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borhood of 5 million tons. I do not recall exactly, but we have got 
a lot of it. 

Mr. Fenton. I recall there was quite a pile of lignite when I was 
out there. I was just wondering whether you could get a good base 
for that dam or not. 


Mr. JoHnson. We have already grouted our foundations and abut- 
ment, Dr. Fenton. 


Mr. Fenton. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


OAHE RESERVOIR, SOUTH DAKOTA-NORTH DAKOTA 


Mr. Kirwan. We come to the Oahe Reservoir in South Dakota and 
North Dakota. 


We will insert pages 134 through 138 for the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


MULTIPLE-PURPOSE PROJECTS INCLUDING POWER 
OAHE RESERVOIR, SouUTH DAKOTA AND NortnH DAKOTA 


(Continuing) 


Location.—Mile 1123.4 Missouri River; in Hughes and Stanley Counties, 8. 
Dak. ; about 6 miles northwest of Pierre, S. Dakota. 

Authorization.—1944 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.38 to 1.0 for ultimate installation. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount | percent of 
| | estimated 

| Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost (initial and ultimate installation) . $380, 000, 000 

Estimated non-Federal cost aitiiats ie, dil iiaiadain eins . 0 
Cash contribution_ 
Other costs___ 






Bet esbaik ? - 0 

Total estimated project cost_ _- ‘ ’ i 5 380, 000, 000 

Appropriations to June 30, 1956 63, 989, 000 . 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957. - - ” . ‘ 1 26, 524, 000 r 
Appropriations to date_ z - 90, 513, 000 24 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958_ - 5 A 27, 500, 000 31 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958__.__. pamuaaiianids zs 261, 987, 000 


1 Excludes permanent transfer from project of $976,000. 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Rolled earth fill embankment. 
Height : 242 feet. 
Length : 9,300 feet. 
Spillway : 
Type: Gated-concrete control structure with unlined channel. 
Designed capacity : 287,000 cubic feet per second. 








Reservoir capacity : Acre-feet 
nN io ss cc tidac ideals gl na nae een tenarmanibalel 1, 100, 000 
Annual flood control and multiple use___._____-....___-______ 2, 400, 000 
Carryover multiple use____.__-_ ih chet edie Svirarcette eas eaenkiodce ch eds evan tages 14, 600, 000 
Spe SIDI Sata ns Baa Miers ictielecieimmndecbiobnts 5, 500, 000 

Total 


Re areas en a ee . 23, 600, 000 
Power installation: 
Initial and ultimate: 7 units at 85,000 kilowatts; 595,000 kilowatts. 
Presently planned: 7 units at 85,000 kilowatts; 595,000 kilowatts. 
Nominal head: 191 feet. 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1957" 











Percent Completion schedule 
Entire project_____- eadhen sels cosine Betcha 18} Entire project, 1964. 
Acquisition of re. ser voir NONI a re ee cele ae 45 | Land acquisition, June 1963. 
Relocations__----- sneiaiaiee eres] 3 | Relocations, December 1961. 
Access road and r: iilroad to the right abutment. 100 
Embankment as a whole (stages I, II, and III com- 58 | Dam closure, July 1958, 
plete, stage IV 98 percent, stage V 7 percent, stage Power on Line: 
VI remaining). lst Unit: 85,000 kilowatt, Dec. 1961. 
Construction of the outlet works consisting of 6 intake 62 2nd Unit: 85,000 kilowatt, April 1962. 
towers, upstream and downstream tunnels, control 3rd Unit: 85,000 kilowatt, August 
shafts, and stilling basin. | 1962. 
Switchyard, accessory and miscellaneous equipment | 4th Unit: 85,000 kilowatt, Decem- 
and tailrace (completed work consists of furnishing | ber 1962. 
transformers, circuit breakers, etc.). 5 5th Unit: 85,000 kilowatts, April 
Power facilities and spillway --......-..- a daagilid s 1963. 
Recreation facilities, Reservoir cle: iring ¢ and pe rmanent | 0 6th Unit: 85,000 kilowatts, August 
operating equipment. 1963. 
7th Unit: 85,000 kilowatts, Decem- 
ber 1963, 





JUSTIFICATION 


The reservoir will be operated as a unit in the comprehensive plan for flood 
control, navigation, power development, conservation, and other purposes in the 
Missouri River basin. The comprehensive plan will protect Sioux City and 
Council Bluffs, Iowa; Omaha, Nebr.; and the Kansas Citys, Kans. and Mo., 
as Well as other urban and rural areas in the valley below the dams from severe 
floods such as those of 1844, 1881, 1903, 1909, 1915, 1935, 1942, 1943, 1944, 1945, 
1947, 1950, 1951, and the recordbreaking flood of 1952, and from smaller floods 
originating upstream and occurring practically every year. Flood damages along 
the main stem of the Missouri River between the dam site and the mouth, from 
1942 through 1953, inclusive, amounted to approximately $550 million. The plan 
will provide flood protection to 1,875,000 acres of land subject to flooding be- 
tween Fort Randall Dam and the mouth of the river. The Oahe Reservoir has 
one of the largest storage capacities of the proposed multiple-purpose reservoirs 
on the Missouri River. The capacity is sufficient to effect substantial reduction 
in flood discharges from the 59,600 square miles of drainage area between Oahe 
Dam and Garrison Dam. At the time the capacity of the Fort Randall spillway 
was established, construction of the Oahe project had been initiated and was 
scheduled for completion within a few years following completion of the Fort 
Randall project. Accordingly, the Fort Randall spillway capacity was estab- 
lished with consideration of the protection by the Oahe Reservoir against major 
floods of unprecedented magnitude. Oahe provides the necessary storage capacity 
for sediment which would otherwise be deposited in the Fort Randall Reservoir 
to cause depletion of the limited storage available in that reservoir and is 
essential to the full realization of multiple-purpose benefits from Fort Randall 
and Gavins Point. The project will produce a large amount of hydroelectric 
power to supply a growing market in the adjacent area and will also benefit 
navigation, irrigation, recreation, and low flow regulation. Additional important 
benefits will result from a greater degree of system flood control, increase in 
system conservation storage for navigation and other beneficial downstream uses, 
increased power generation at Fort Randall and Garrison due to reduction of flood 
control requirements at those projects, and fish and wildlife and recreational 
developments. 

The previous budget submittal for the Oahe project was based on an ultimate 
hydroelectric capacity of 5 units with a total capacity of 425,000 kilowatts, and 
an estimated cost of $354,500,000. The planned initial capacity was two units 
with a total capacity of 170,000 kilowatts and a total cost of $321 million. De- 
tailed studies of the power potential of the project and the power-marketing 
needs of the area have, however, indicated that the planned hydroelectric capacity 
should be increased. These studies have led to the decision to provide a seven-unit 
installation (595,000 kilowatts) at an estimated cost of $380 million. The Fed- 
eral Power Commission and the Bureau of Reclamation have participated in 
these studies and concur in the view that the power marketing area will require 
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the ultimate seven-unit installation as rapidly as the units can be installed and 
placed in service. 

A tunnel for irrigation diversion is also required at the Oahe project. In view 
of the fact that the tunnel for the seventh power unit would be needed for power 
purposes primarily only during winter peaking periods, it is planned to use this 
seventh tunnel for irrigation diversion, and for power as well. In view of this 
particular dual use, approximately $10,658,000 of the cost of the tunnel would 
be assignable to irrigation. The remainder of the $24,400,000 for the seventh 
tunnel and power unit, or approximately $13,742,000 would be specific costs for 
power and would be allocated to the power functions. 


Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $27,500,000 will be applied to— 


Enitiate powerhouse substructiire qq. .s0 sk ek eee ee $300, 000 
Initiate permanent operating equipment_________________________ 80, 000 
Initiate and complete supply contracts required for the Outlet 
aT seh a | By 1, 000, 000 
Nt nee ee se sce dando yn tentt ne 2, 200, 000 
Ae PnP ONS SE RTC IN cc ccsds ccd escrdecese edt incs eo GES 200, 000 
Continue spillway excavation___.._..___________ at eee ta a ae 2, 525, 000 
Continue turbine contracts and initiate contracts for generators____ 100, 000 
Continue acquisition of lands in the reservoir area________________ 2, 500, 000 
I eins re esto deh 9, 350, 000 
Vontinue eartnwork on main dani... =... ................... 3, 500, 000 
Continue control shafts superstructure__._......-___________.___-— 700, 000 
Renn IAT SIRI I a cna bs ens nmap mpanencornpnins mich 420, 000 
Compiete.control shafts substructure._._..................._..... 600, 000 
a ses hanes leauge wesigeden anges 1, 200, 000 
I et a ks Bec Senesiabitios ines 1, 300, 000 
Or MO OU il OI savant Sa inte Geers wes eileen 1, 525, 000 
cate 27, 500, 000 


The funds requested for fiscal year 1958 will be utilized to substantially 
complete the east access highway and the outlet works; continue embankment 
construction in preparation for diversion in July 1958: continue relocations in 
the reservoir area, and spillway excavation; continue the contracts for the tur- 
bines and initiate contracts for the generators; initiate construction of the 
power facilities; purchase permanent operating boats and equipment; con- 
tinue land acquisition in the reservoir area; and continue engineering, design, 
supervision, and administration of the project. The funds requested are the 
minimum required for execution of a construction schedule which will permit 
diversion in 1958, with resulting increased benefits in sediment retention, flood 
control, and initial power production in 1961. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$380 million is an increase of $59 million over the latest estimate ($321 million) 
submitted to Congress. The increase in the power installation from 5 units 
with 2 units installed initially to 7 units with all units installed initially 
resulted in an increase of $73,800,000 exclusive of additional engineering and 
design and supervision and administration. A further increase of $5 million 
results from applying current prices to work not underway. Engineering and 
design and supervision and administration increased $4 million due to increased 
power installation and further adjustments based on past cost experience. A 
major revision has been made in the design of the spillway, consisting of the 
use of a gated structure in lieu of an uncontrolled overflow. structure and 
realinement of the intake and discharge channel. These changes, along with 
favorable bid prices and reduction in contingencies as features approach com- 
pletion, resulted in a net decrease of $23,400,000. Reexamination of require- 
ments for other features based on more detailed investigation and design 
resulted in a decrease of $400,000. 





0 


—— OES OS NS Oe a ee es We Se See 


O90 f 
835 
CHANGES IN PROGRAM 


Mr. Kirwan. Will you please explain the changes which have been 
made in the plans for this project since the time ‘of the hearings last 

ear? 

General GaLtoway. My predecessor last year mentioned to the 
committee the fact that there was a possibility of bringing before the 
committee this year a power installation which would contain a 
greater number of units than was discussed last year. 

Last year, there was brought in an estimate for $321 million for an 
initial installation of 2 units, and an estimate for $354 million to 
cover the installation of all 5 units. 

This $380 million shown on our estimate which we submit today 
is for both initial and ultimate installation of 7 units, which accounts 
for the increase in cost. 

That is the only basic difference that has changed the cost except 
that we have, during the past year, redesigned our spillway structure 
to effect a considerable sav ing and have also improved the alinement 
of the intake and discharge channel for the spillway. 

Mr. Kirwan. What are you ever going to do with that lignite that 
Dr. Fenton referred to there? 

General GALLoway. We have been trying to interest industries pos- 
sibly in coming in and maybe settling there to make use of that as 
fuel. 

Mr. Kirwan. The reason why I asked that question is that I visited 
a project on the Shannon River in Ireland and they are digging the 
turf there which has got not half the strength of the power that that 
lignite has in it. It is almost like dirt or turf or peat that they burn. 
They dry it and after it is dried it is crushed and blown into the 
boilers. If they can do that in Ireland with peat or turf and it is a 
huge success, surely they ought to be able to find some way with the 
lignite that is up there by the millions and millions of tons. If 
Ireland had that, they would certainly go to town. 


STEAM PLANTS 


Mr. Evins. I want to ask the general, General Galloway or General 
Person, if it is not a recognized principle of electric power companies 
that they use steam pl: ints as auxiliaries to private systems? Isn’t 
that a recognized engineering principle for private utility use? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. In other words, it is nothing novel or new to have steam 
plants in connection with power production where it is needed at vari- 
ous times. 

General Person. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. They might be able to run it in there. 

Mr. Evins. Some people talk about steam plants as if they are some- 
thing new or novel. It is a recognized principle of utilities, private 
utilities, who use it. 
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OAHE RESERVOIR 


FLOOD CONTROL 


<§ Botanp. What part of the total cost is allocable to flood con- 
tro 

General GatLoway. The allocation of the flood control is 11 percent 
and power is 64 percent and irrigation is 18 percent and navigation is 

7 percent. 

Mr. Botanp. Thatisall. Thank you. 


OBLIGATIONS 


Mr. Taser. You have 23 million acre-feet of storage there; is 
that it? 

General GaLLoway. 23,600,000 acre-feet of storage. 

Mr. Taser. No water as yet? 

General Gattoway. Oh, pardon me, sir. No; we haven’t. The 
dam itself is not constructed yet. I was thinking of Garrison. 

Mr. Taser. You haven’t got any water there ? 

General Gattoway. No, sir. There is no dam across the river. 
There is no closure. 

Mr. Taser. How much did you spend this year or will you? How 
much have you spent so far? “How much have you on hand when you 
started the year besides the $26 million appropriation this a ¢ 

General Person. At the beginning of the current fiscal year, we had 
available for obligation $28, 701, 300, We estimate that we w Nill obli- 
gate all of that except about $1 million. 

Mr. Taser. How much have you | Spent so far, or obligated ? 

General Person. All but about $7 million is obligated. 

Mr. Taser. And what is the status of the operation ? 

General Gattoway. We have acquired 45 percent of the reservoir 
area land. The project as a whole is 18 percent completed. We have 
completed an access road and railroad to the right abutment. The 
outlet work consisting of six intake towers, the upstream and down- 
stream tunnels, control shaft and so forth are 62 percent completed, 
and the power facilities and the spillway are about 8 percent com- 
pleted, and reservoir clearing and miscellaneous items haven’t begun 
as yet. 

The entire project is approximately 18 to 20 percent complete at 
this time. 

Mr. Taser. And you will have obligated how much up to now? 

General GaLLoway. We have obligated roughly $81 million or $82 
million. 

SPILLWAY 


Mr. Fenton. Will the increased operation and maintenance costs 
of the gated spillway exceed the additional annual cost on these units? 

General Gatioway. I don’t believe that it will, sir. The answer 
is “No.” 

Mr. Jounson. The overall cost of the gated spillway, including the 
downstream works, will be considerably less than the ungated spillw ay, 
so that the overall average annual cost, even allowing for mainte- 
nance and operation of the, gates, would be less under the present plan. 

Mr. Fenton. What irrigation project is expected to be served by 
the tunnel of the seventh power unit ? 
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General Gattoway. I believe it is the Oahe-James irrigation project. 

Mr. Crrinton. It is what we call the Oahe unit of the Missouri 
Basin project. It is an irrigation unit of the James River Valley 
in South Dakota. 

Mr. Fenton. How many acres? 

Mr. Curn'ron. About 550,000 acres. 

Mr. Fenron. What will be the annual cost of the two additional 
power units? 

Mr. Jounson. Did I understand you to ask for the increased annual 
cost ? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. 

Mr. Jounson. The increased annual cost of the 6th and 7th units 
is $3,528,000. 

Mr. Fenton. What will be the total cost, annual cost, of the 
project ? 

POWER FEATURES 


General GatLtoway. The increase in the power installation will cost 
$48,400,000, and the annual additional cost will be $3,528,000. 

Mr. Fenton. Will there be any additional kilowatt-hour output 
from these two units, or will they furnish peaking capacity only with 
water that otherwise could be used to generate more power from the 
other five units? 

Mr. Jonnson. The increased energy from the sixth unit is 135 mil- 
lion kilowatt-hours, and the increased energy from the seventh unit 
is 65 million kilowatt-hours. 

Mr. Fenton. Will that furnish peaking capacity only from water 
that could be otherwise used to generate more power ? 

Mr. Jounson. They will furnish increased peaking capacity, plus 
that additional energy which I quoted. 

Mr. Fenton. W hat happened to the previously proposed pumping 
plant for irrigation at Oahe? 

General Gattoway. I might ask the Bureau to talk on that 
point—— 

Mr. Crinton. We found that the taking of the irrigation water 
through the dam, and taking advantage of the head that we had in 
the reservoir, reduced our pumping lift to get water across the divide 
into the James River Valley and when we totaled up the original 
cost of the pumping plant down below the dam versus taking one 
out at the dam, the one at the dam worked out cheaper, both invest- 
mentwise and annual costwise. 

Mr. Fenton. Then there was a change in your plan on that? 

General Gatioway. I believe Mr. Clinton has the answer to that. 

Mr. Curn'ton. We did consider the pumping plant downstream as 
ar. alternate, but have come back to the one at the dam. 

Mr. Fenton. Is that cheaper or more expensive? 

Mr. Crurinton. It is cheaper; yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. I will ask the gentleman from Iowa, Has Buford- 


Trenton project been resolved ? 


General Gattoway. There has been an agreement on it. 
Mr. JENSEN. There is no controversy of any consequence ? 
General Gattoway. We will need some additional legislation. 
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Mr. Evins. The Oahe unit is just about in the center of the Missouri 
River Basin, is it not, and that is one of the principal multipurpose 
projects in the basin. 

What are the other multipurpose projects, Big Bend, Oahe, Garri- 
son, and what is the other one ? 

General Gattoway. Fort Peck in eastern Montana and Garrison 
in North Dakota and Fort Randall in South Dakota and Gavins 
Point on the Nebraska-South Dakota line. 

Mr. Evrns. That is quite a number of them. 

Now, how many of them have been constructed ? 

General GatLowAy. There are three that have been constructed, 
Fort Peck, Gavins Point, and Randall. Garrison is near the end of 
the construction, and Oahe is under construction, and Big Bend, we 
hope, will soon be under construction. 

Mr. Evins. In other words, 3 multipurpose projects have been 
practically completed, and 3 others under construction. 

Could you say, General, how many other dams that are not con- 
sidered multipurpose in that basin ? 

General Gattoway. The principal ones in the Missouri Basin are 
somewhere over 100, probably 112 dams. That involves the ones on 
the tributaries, such as on the Kansas River and on the Osage and 
Yellowstone, and all the tributaries. 

Those included on the projects besides the multipurpose ones ? 

Mr. Evins. Yes, sir. How many besides the six multipurpose 
projects ? 

General Gattoway. I will have to furnish that for the record. Most 
of those are Bureau projects. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


Missouri River Basin powerplents 


Existing or ls Authorized 

Number of projects under con (not yet con- 

struction structed) 
ee ae at ae we ae Ms 
1, Corps of Engineers, main stem...................-------- 5 1 6 
3. Corps of Engineers, other... ........0...-2--.2.202-0 : 0} 4 | 4 
3; U. B. Darens O68 Bemamatiom. ..c.. <0 onsen cckcnss is. 16 | VW he 33 
a i eae ee i i Sh i acscddeae 21 | 43 


Mr. Evins. What is the amount of Federal investment in these 
projects in this basin, in round figures? 

General Gattoway. I have been informed that the ultimate cost of 
the entire project will be about $5 billion. That includes both the 
Bureau projects and the Corps of Engineers projects in the Missouri 
River Basin. 

Mr. Evins. That is all. Thank you. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, Corps oF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Kirwan. We now come to “Operation and maintenance” of the 
Missouri Basin work, $8,734,100 for this request. 
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We will insert pages 141 through 144, for the record. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


1. Navigation 

(a) Channels and harbors.—The budget estimate of $6,050,000 provides for 
stabilization of the banks of the Missouri River in order to afford protection to 
the agricultural levees and locally owned farm levees, permit the construction 
of levees under flood-control authorization, in the interest of navigation and the 
protection of other valuable properties from loss by erosion. The work to be 
accomplished under this activity consists of maintenance of dikes and revetment 
works to control of the channel; channel dredging; and periodic inspections and 
surveys to determine conditions of the projects for programing purposes and pro- 
viding navigation interests with adequate information on existing channel condi- 
tions; all as authorized in the laws adopting river and harbor projects. 


Obligations 


[In thousands of dollars] 


Fiscal year 1958 | 





| 
Fiscal | (estimated) One- Total 
| Fiseal year recurring time fiscal 
Project | year | 1957 | maintenance | repairs} year Remarks 
| 1956 (esti- a 1958 
} | mated) 
| An- Peri- 
| nual odie 
| 
| 
Iowa: Missouri River, Kansas /3, 193.2 |3, 063.4 2, 650 | 450 | -| 3,100 | Dredging and re- 
City to_Sioux City. } | | repair of channel 
stabilization 
| | | works, 
Missouri: Missouri River, Kan- /|2, 943. 4 |3, 200.0 | 2,600 | 350 |} 2,950 Do. 
sas City to mouth. 
Other projects maintained’ peri ---| , : al Nass 
i | 
odically. | | pt el | | ps ae 
Total channels and har \6, 136.6 |6, 263. 4 | 6,050 
bors. | | | 
Total navigation 6, 136. 6 /6, 263. 4 | . -| 6,050 
! | | | 


2. Flood control 

(a) Reservoirs.—The budget estimate of $364,000 provides for the operation 
and ordinary maintenance of 4 flood-control reservoirs including essential repair 
work, and for the scheduling of flood-control reservoir operations, and studies 
on flood-control storage allocations and benefits at operating and scheduled 
sSureau of Reclamation projects in the Missouri Basin during fiscal year 1958. 
The Corps of Engineers is also responsible for the collection, transmission, and 
analysis of hydrologic and weather data. The amount requested in fiscal year 
1958 is necessary for minimum operation and maintenance and flood-control 
scheduling. The amount requested for maintenance recurring annually is the 
necessary operation and ordinary maintenance of project facilities; labor, sup- 
plies, materials and parts required for the day-by-day functioning of the subject. 
Periodic or one-time requirements are indicated under remarks below. 
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Obligations 


[In thousands of dollars] 














| Fiscal year 1958 | 
| Fiscal (estimated) | | 
Fiscal year recurring | One- | Total | 
Project year 1957 | maintenance | time fiscal Remarks 
1956 | (esti- eee od | repairs | year 
mated) | | |} 1958 | 
An- | Peri- | 
nual odie | | 
———— ——_——S—$ |} |_| |_| _|__ , 
Colorado: Cherry Creek Reser- 35. 2 33.0 34.0 | 0 0 | 30 
voir. | | 
Kansas: Kanopolis Reservoir. --- 72.2} 93.0} 73.0 0 | 4 73.0 | 
Nebraska: Harlan County Res- 82.5 | 79.0} 84.0 14.0 0 | 98.0] Reseal access road 
ervoir. | | and miscellane- 
| ous repairs. 
South Dakota: Cold Brook Res- 3.5 | 4.1 4.0 | 0 | Oo | 4.0 
ervoir. 
Scheduling of flood-control reser- 135. 1 159.5 | 155.0 0 0 155. 0 
voir operations. | | 
Total flood-control reservoirs.| 328.5 | 368.6 |_.._-- ce See 
| | 


(b) Other (including channel improvement projects, miscellaneous items and 
inspections ).—The budget estimate of $63,100 provides for the minimum annual 
and periodic maintenance requirement of the local flood protection project and 
the inspection of 36 completed works within the basin during the budget year. 
The increase over the prior year is essential to restore the project to effective 
functioning for flood control. 


Obligations 


[In thousands of dollars] 


| Fiscal year 1958 


| | Fiscal (estimated) | One- Total | 
| Fiscal | year | recurring time | fiscal | 
Project | year 1957 | maintenance | repairs, year | Remarks 
1956 (esti- | s la 1958 | 
| mated) | | | | 
} | An- Peri- 
| } nual odic 
| | 
IOWA 
Missouri River, Kenslers Bend 28.9 43.9 | 1.0; 49.6 . J 50.6 | Repair ofriver con- 
to Sioux City. | trol structures. 
Inspection of completed works...| 11.6 9.21 12.5 = ——— 12.5 
Total flood control, other 40.5 53.1 cae : 63.1 | 
Total flood control. .........-- ...| 369.0 421.7 as ‘ 27.1 


3. Multiple purpose projects including power 

The budget estimate of $2,257,000 for the operation and maintenance of 4 
multiple purpose projects provides the minimum amount necessary for opera- 
tional requirements, including $430,000 of the $5 million provided for in the 
budget for reduction of the backlog of urgently needed maintenance work. The 
completion and placing in maintenance status additional features on 3 of the 
projects during fiscal year 1957 accounts for approximately $240,000 of the 
increase for operation and ordinary maintenanee. The amount requested 
recurring annually is the necessary operation and ordinary maintenance of 
project facilities—labor, supplies, materials and parts required for the day- 
by-day functioning of the project. Periodic or one time requirement is indicated 
under remarks below: 
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Obligations 
[In thousands of dollars] 
—— i indienmeestle : $$ "1 . 
| | Fiscal year 1958 
| Fiscal | (estimated) | | 
Fiscal year | recurring One- Total 
Project | year 1957 | maintenance time fiscal Remarks 
1956 (esti- |_ ES ___| repairs | year 
| mated) | | 1958 
An- Peri- | 
nual odie 
Bi | | a 
Montana: Fort Peck Reservoir_.| 275.4 | 525.0] 412.0 430.0 | 0 842.0 | Repair riprap on 
upstream face; 
miscellaneous 
| rehabilitation 
| | work 
Nebraska: Gavins Point Reser- 61.8 191.2 309. 0 0 0} 309.0 
voir } 
North Dakota: Garrison Reser- | 322.6 | 390.7 | 463.0 | 0 | 0 | 463.0 | 
voir. } | | | 
South Dakota: Fort Randall | 513.1 593. 9 643. 0 0 | 0} 643.0 | 
Reservoir. | } 
Total, multiple purpose /|1, 172.9 |1, 700.8 | }2, 257.0 


projects including power. | 
Grand total, Missouri Basin__..-_|7, 679.0 |8, 384. § 


sr 

| 
~ 
> 
— 


} 
| 
| 
j 
| 
| 





MISSOURI RIVER DREDGING 


Mr. Kirwan. What kind of dredging work will be done in the 
Missouri River ? 

_General Gattoway. There will be the necessary dredging. Prac- 

tically. all of the dredging that is covered here will be that in connee- 
on with the placement ‘of the structures along the river, the work 
of the channel revetment, and a certain number of low spots that need 
it. 

Mr. Kirwan. For transportation ? 

General GaLLtoway. Yes, sir; there will be the channel dredging to 
provide depths as near as possible to the controlling depth. 

Mr. Kirwan. The usual dredging will go on down at the lower end 
of the Missouri River? 

General GatLtoway. Yes, sir; that dredging will be done under the 
operation and maintenance item. 


OAHE RESERVOIR, 8S. DAK. AND N. DAR. 


Mr. Taper. You have got Oahe Reservoir at $27 million and you 
have $27,500,000. Is that an item that is in addition to the $26 524,000 
that we get over on page 134? 

General GaLLoway. Yes, sir; that was money that we got last year— 
in fiscal year 1957, $26,524,000. What we are asking for 1958 is 
$2 7,500,000. 

Mr. Taper. That is under “Administration and maintenance,” but 
it doesn’t say anything about construction. 

General Person, The supervision and administration part of that 
$27,500,000 is only $1,525,000. 

Mr. Taser. How much of that $ 26,500,000 that you had for this year 
will be left ? 

General Person. About $1,250,000 will be unobligated. 

Mr. Taser. Is that all ? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Tazer. Do you really need as much money as that? Couldn’t 
you get along with a little less than that? 

General Gattoway. No; we could not. Because, if we are to carry 
this project forward at the rate it should be carried forward to achieve 
our construction schedule, we will need, indeed I am confident, every 
cent of that during the coming year. 

General Person. Any decrease would mean a delay in reaching our 
power-on-the-line date. 

Mr. Taser. You are not going to get power that you calculated 
unless there are some decided changes in the streamflow. What is 
the annual streamflow ? 

General Gattoway. I would say the annual streamflow of the Mis- 
souri is about 22 million acre-feet at Sioux City, Iowa. 

Mr. Taner. Is that a record? 

General Gattoway. That is the average. 

Mr. Taper. There have been many of them at 15 million feet in 
the last 4 or 5 years; haven’t there? 

General Gattoway. We have been getting 16 to 19 million the last 
few years, and this year we expect to get somewhere in the same range. 

Mr. Taper. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 


MISSOURI RIVER POWER PRODUCTION 


Mr. Jensen. How many million acre-feet of water on the Missouri 
River is now being utilized in the production of power? 

General Gattoway. At what time, sir? Do you mean for a year? 

Mr. JeNsEN. Yes, sir; on an average. 

General Gattoway. Well, during the past year, Mr. Jensen. we 
had units coming on the line at various times during the year. I 
would roughly estimate that of the water that passed at Sioux City, 
that came down the upper Missouri and passed at Sioux City where 
T use a point for determining the average annual flow, I would say 
that last year probably 90 percent passed through the generators above 
Sioux City. 

Mr. Jensen. Of course, we do not have any powerplants below 
Sioux City. 

General Gattoway. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. You mean of the 100 percent of the water that got 
into the Missouri River at Sioux City, 90 percent of that passed 
through powerplants and was utilized in the production of power. 

General Gattoway Yes, sir. Some of it was used over and over, but 
some of it was not. 

Mr. Jensen. The more powerplants that you put on, the greater will 
that use be. 

General Gattoway. Yes, sir. I am talking about water coming 
down from Fort Peck. 

Mr. Jensen. The facts are, that if we compare the Missouri River 
water flow to some degree to the Colorado Big Thompson, where the 
water is used over and over again coming down the mountainside to 
produce power—I think it goes now through five generators; does it 
not? Is that right? It goes through 5, and finally it will go through 7. 

Mr. Kirwan. Like the Columbia River. 
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Mr. Jensen. And finally, when the water gets down to the valley, 
then we spread it over the valley as supplemental water to irrigate 
hundreds of thousands of acres of land. So, the water is used 
really a number of times. The water will be used a number of times 
from the upper reaches of the Missouri River going through your 
different generators to generate power. It will be used over and over 
again and then it will get to the Gavins Point Dam generator. 

General Gattoway. That is right, sir. The w ater from the Yel- 
lowstone will pass through Garrison and Fort Randall after it comes 
in below Fort Peck and the other tributaries the same way. 


BENEFIT OF CONTROL OF MISSOURI 


Mr. JENsEN. I want to say this gentlemen: That is a great relief 
to the people in the lower reaches of the Missouri River , and [ have 
the honor to represent 300,000 of those people and not ‘all of them 
in the lower Missouri Valley used to be flooded, but there were at 
least, 100,000 of those people that lived in the flood valley of the 
Missouri River, and that “Big Muddy” used to be a - adache and 
a threat to all those people in the v alley in the flood area. My, what 
floods I have seen, and the destruction. 

General Person was at Omaha during the 1952 flood, the worst on 
record. The general told me that for 10 days and nights he had 
one-half hour of sleep on an average. 

The job that the Engineers and those people did there in keeping 
that water from flooding the towns of Omaha and Council Bluffs 
was one of the greatest feats that I have seen human bei ‘ings perform, 
and, believe you me, it is a blessing to that great big territory, that 
gre it valley, that we are holding the water up the stream and keeping 
it off the land. 

I know in years to come it will pay itself out many, many times 
over in protecting the people. I have seen the time when I did not 
sleep for quite some time when those old floodwaters were tearing 
down through my district and I did not know what was going to 
happen. I was scared to death every minute that there were going 
to be a lot of lives lost, along with millions of dollars worth of 
property. 

It is quite a relief to know that it will be almost impossible to have 
a flood in the lower reaches of the Missouri River. 

How many feet have we now lowered the flood crest with the dams 
we have already built ? 

General Person. Well, sir, at Omaha and Council Bluffs with the 
dams already completed, the 1952 flood would have been within the 
banks of the river, and it was 5 feet higher than the top of the levee 
at the north end of the Council Bluffs levee. 

Mr. Jensen. And you folks brought it down through a little funnel 

1,200 feet wide, and it was 10 miles wide 10 miles north of that. 
That w was a feat that I doubt will ever be matched again. It is costing 

money but I think it is worth it. 


Mr. Kirwan. Is there anything else on the operations and main- 
tenance? 
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TOTAL ELECTRICAL ENERGY FROM MISSOURI RIVER BASIN PROJEOTS 


Mr. Fenton. I will tell you what I would like to have on the 
record, if you would supply it; just what will be the total electrical 
energy at the completion of the projects in the Missouri Valley. 

Mr. Taper. You mean firm power or the possibilities? 

Mr. Fenton. The possibilities. 

Mr. Taser. You had better separate it. 

Mr. Fenton. Break it down. 

General GatLtoway. Do you mean on the six main-stem projects? 

Mr. Kirwan. All the power in the Missouri Valley Basin. 

General GattowAy. We will have to get that for you. 

(See p. 845). 


MISSOURI BASIN IRRIGATION 


Mr. Fenton. I would like also to have an estimate of the acreage 
that you expect to irrigate when the project is completed. I don’t 
know when you expect to complete the Missouri River project. 

General Gatuoway. I can get that. 

Mr. Fenton. Have you any idea when it will be completed ? 

General Gattoway. You mean the irrigation project ? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes, sir. 

General Gattoway. That is something I will give you from the 
Bureau of Reclamation. 

(The information requested follows :) 

The ultimate completion of the entire authorized project is dependent on eco- 
nomie conditions and appropriations so far in the future that estimates beyond 
the current 6-year program are extremely conjectural. 


However, for purposes of economic studies and payout, years and dates have 
been assumed as follows: 


| Construction Date all 
years after facilities in 
1950 | service 
sali 
a ciatballatods elena Aesth Aotilitlctelgntlchebatace atetililietliidecthadiciitinigias ‘ | 
Power peided dhl eedbekaicdes ag 20 | 1970 
Municipal water. hieails iss dads baataoeer . 24 1974 
Irrigation -___- piaienaknnkeameean eeewngin (antiiabniheteliieiiigeiuaial 50 2000 


Mr. Krrwan. Is that all, Doctor? 

Mr. Fenton. It has been suggested that we limit the electrical re- 
quest to the main stem, but I would like an idea of just how much land 
you are contemplating irrigating from all of these projects. 

General GALLoway. Yes, “sir; we will get that for the record. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


Irrigation, Missouri River Basin—Total area irrigated, Missouri River Basin, 
present and future 


Acrea 
Be OI acne caries cc tctiticenscacesnh sa aSla aodsicciasinl dh adedabanehD itiiescidite ktid kbd ates deca 4,101, 232 
EE ah nccrivnnmcl ppp nntunichsind enh tne bien Seb 1, 227, 975 





eect ipa eel he chs 5, 326 207 
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MISSOURI BASIN POWER 


Mr. Evins. I would like to add to Dr. Fenton’s request, to support 
him in his initial request, that the Corps of Engineers supply the full 
hydroelectric power for the entire basin and not just limit it to the 
main stem. 

Mr. Taper. If they are going to do that, you had better detail it so 
that they can tell where it will come from. 

Mr. Evins. If that amendment will be accepted by the doctor, 
thank you. 

Mr. Fenron. Yes, sir; I will accept the amendment. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


Nameplate capacity (kilowatts) 
Total kilowatts 








1 Cosme of Bnmueers, mam ste... wn nk cee 1, 797, 000 
2: Sere oF TaiNGers; CUROT.. 4.050 born lhe 89, 500 
Bi... i, Be, ROG; OR TOOL RI aa teins hats reg i ciccbicecncanshsbickeydietenticdeds 1, 125, 350 
san Pcessase smc thi Seid san len no spasieaneatls eaecadeca pean aaenaaeteetaleaar et een ae 3, 011, 650 
Annual power generation, median year 
Total 

kilowatt-hours 

1. Corps of Engineers, main stem____-__- ia a a 10, 255, 000, 000 
2. Corps of Engineers, other____-~- Kade dcacectaom timaneand Back mc bissideahceibate 243, 000, 000 
he, Bh a CE iii actions in eras 4, 605, 000, 000 
a sis cine nai tecceaninkies acaccislas aks acon blag oie eben eee 15, 103, 000, 000 


SOURIS AND RED BASIN 
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, Corps OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Kirwan. We have other projects. 

There is the Souris and Red River Basin, general investigations, 
$38,000. 

We will insert page 3 for the record at this point. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


1. Examinations and surveys 

(a) Navigation studies.—None. 

(b) Flood-control studies.—The amount of $38,000 is requested for prosecu- 
tion of two studies during fiscal year 1958. This amount will permit competion 
of 1 report and progress on 1 other. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 


Tentative | Additional 





| | 
Total | Allocation | 
Study estimated | prior to | allocation, | to complete 
| Federal | fiscal year fiscal year | after fiscal 
| cost 1958 | 1958 |} year 1958 
North Dakota: | | 
Pembina River- --- $124, 200 $105, 200 | $19, 000 | 0 


Red River, Devils Lake 50, 000 26, 000 | 19, 000 | $5, 000 


Total.... 174, 200 131, 200 38, 000 5, 000 
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General Gattoway. That is General Berrigan’s division. 

Mr. Kirwan. General Berrigan, if you would come up here please, 
sir. 

Mr. Boxtanp. General Galloway, how long have you been in the 
Missouri Basin ? 

General Gattoway. Ten months. 

Mr. Botanp. For one who has been there the short time you have 
been there, you have displayed in intimate knowledge of the basin. 

Mr. Jenstn. I want to concur in that statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kirwan. We want to thank all of you gentlemen for having 
appeared here this afternoon. 

The Pembina River investigation seems to be starting up some- 
thing that was once before dropped. At least no funds were allo- 
cated to it in this fiscal year. Why is it needed? 

General Berrican. This is a study we are making in cooperation 
with the Soil Conservation Service and the Federal Power Commis- 
sion, and our part of the study must keep in step with it. We must 
keep in step with the Soil Conservation study in completing this 
study. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, Corps oF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Krrwan. We have next operation and maintenance, a figure of 
$108,000. 

We will insert page 6, for the record, at this point. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


1. Navigation 
None. 


. Flood control 


(a) Reservoirs.—The budget estimate of $108,000 for the operation and main- 
tenance of 5 flood-control reservoirs in the basin, provides the minimum amount 
necessary for operational requirements. The amount requested for maintenance 
recurring annually is the necessary operation and ordinary maintenance of 
project facilities; labor, supplies, materials, and parts required for the day-hy- 
day functioning of the project. Periodic or one-time requirement is indicated 
under remarks below. 
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Obligations 


[In thousands of dollars] 


Fiscal year 1958 


Fiscal (estimated) 
Fiscal year recurring Total 
Project year | 1957 maintenance l-time | fiscal Remarks 
1956 | (esti- ? bia repairs | year 
mated) | 1958 
An- | Peri- 
| | nual | odic 


Minnesota: | | 
Orwell Reservoir -_- ‘ ; 18.0 45.3 19.0 0 | 25.0 44.0 | Procurement of 
| bulkhead han- 
dling equipment. 


Red Lake outlet structure___| 7.0 7.9 | 8.0 | 2.0 | 0 | 10.0 | Repair rock weirs. 
North Dakota: | | i | 
Baldhill Reservoir | 26.0; 21 24.0 @- i 0 | 240] 
Homme Reservoir | 56. 2 8.8 | 9.0 | ou) 0 | 9.0 | 
South Dakota: Lake Traverse | 15.2 21.9} 17.0 4.0 | 0 | 21.0 | Clean-up of proj- 
and Bois de Sioux River. | } ct area. 





| 
ce ee | _— 
| 7.0 Eernniap—te aif Be 
= | we | | 


| 
Total flood-control reser- | 
voirs 
| 
| 


Total Souris and Red | 
Basin, 


Mr. Botanp. Is this the Red River? 

General Berrigan. The Red River and the Souris. 

Mr. Botanp. Where is it? 

General Berrigan. Here is the Souris on the map and here is the 
Red River. They both flow into Canada. This is the Devils Lake 
area where some of the tributaries flow to the lake, which have no 
outlet. 

Mr. Botanp. Thank you. 


MISSOURI BASIN 
Tuurspay, Aprin 11, 1957. 
GENERAL INveEstTiGATIONS, BurEAU OF RECLAMATION 
Mr. Kirwan. The committee will come to order. 
We have up first for consideration “General investigation” under 
the Bureau of Reclamation. 

We will put pages BR-1 through BR-5 in, for the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 

GENERAL INVESTIGATION 


Missouri Basin 





Allocation of appropriation, fiscal year 1957_-----------~--- $16, 500 
PIC® FOAP DOIANOE AVERIRUIOs ecciinciciccime ences eemdindss 6, 994 

Total obligations, fiscal year 1967.00.02. 2b cdl $23, 494 
Ustimated allocation of appropriation, fiscal year 1958_______ $4, 100 

Total obligations, fiscal year 1958_........................-.. 4, 100 
Description 


The appropriation of general investigation funds for the Missouri Basin pro- 
vides for the planning of the basin and project developments of the Bureau of 
Reclamation for the utilization of the water resources of that basin outside of the 
authorized Missouri River Basin project on which all preconstruction studies are 
financed with an allotment of construction and rehabilitation funds. 

The program of general investigations may include: 


91488—57——_54 
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(1) Engineering and economic investigations to determine the feasibility of 
potential reclamation projects. These investigations may consist of reconnais- 
sance surveys to establish with a minimum of time and funds, the justification 
for further detailed study; basin surveys to establish basin-wide plans, or de- 
tailed studies of the feasibility of specific projects. 

(2) Advance planning to prepare newly authorized projects for construction. 

(3) Investigations of existing projects necessary for rehabilitation, financial 
adjustments, or water conservation. 

The general investigations program includes, where appropriate, small allow- 
ances for necessary transfers of funds or reimbursements to other agencies, 
such as the Geological Survey, Fish and Wildlife Service, National Park Serv- 
ice, Weather Bureau, Coast and Geodetic Survey, Department of Agriculture, 
ete., for work over and above their regular programs which these agencies 
perform in connection with the Bureau’s investigations of specific potential 
projects and which these other agencies are better equipped to do. 


WORK UNDERWAY AND PROPOSED 


The “General investigation” obligation program for the current fiscal year 
in the Missouri Basin is $23,494 which is financed entirely with appropriated 
funds. With these funds, planning activities will be underway on a total of 
four investigations, all of which will be continuations of studies of existing 
projects. One of these investigations will be completed in fiscal year 1957. 

The request of $4,100 for fiscal year 1958 for this basin will be utilized for 
planning activities on a total of 3 investigations all of which will be continua- 
tions of prior year investigations. The activity breakdown of work proposed in 
fiscal year 1958 compared with the program for fiscal year 1957 is shown in the 
following “Summary by Activities,” and the details of the program proposed is 
presented in the accompanying tabulation entitled “Schedule of General Inves- 
tigations Program, Fiscal Years 1957 and 1958.” 


Summary by activities— Missouri Basin 


Estimated costs of investigations in the current program 


Activity 
Estimated Total, Program, Program, | Balance to 
total June 30, fiscal year | fiscal year | complete 
1956 1957 1958 
Investigation of existing projects-- $748, 335 $707, 641 $23, 494 $4, 100 $12, 871 
Total cost to appropriation - | 748, 335 | 707, 641 23, 494 4, 100 12, 871 
Total obligation program | 23, 494 4, 100 
Less: Unobligated carryover... —6, 994 
Allocation of estimate . | ; 16, 500 4,100 |.. 


Investigations of existing projects 





Total esti- Cost to Program, Program, | Balance to 
mated cost | June 30, fiscal year | fiscal year | complete 
1956 1957 1958 
Total cost to appropriation, investigations | | 
of existing projects.....___.- w---------| $748,335 $707, 641 $23, 494 $4, 100 $12, 871 


The cost-to-appropriation program of $23,494 for fiscal year 1957 will provide 
for financial adjustment and rehabilitation surveys on 4 existing Bureau proj- 
ects in the Missouri Basin. Of these studies, one will be completed. 

In fiscal year 1958, similar work will continue on those three studies under 
way at the close of the prior fiscal year. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Within the Missouri River Basin are several of the oldest Bureau projects 
from the standpoint of service. Many of the structures on these projects have 
been in service for 25 to 30 years. Studies of the need for rehabilitation and/or 
improvement as well as related financial adjustments should be continued to 
insure the operating efficiency of the project and to protect the Government’s 
investment. 
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CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION, BurEAU OF RECLAMATION 


COLORADO-BIG THOMPSON PROJECT, COLO. 


Mr. Kirwan. The next item up for consideration is Colorado-Big 


Thompson project. 

We will put in pages BR-6 through BR-13 for the record, and also 
pages BR-167 through BR-176 on “Operation and maintenance,” for 
which $623,500 is requested. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


CoLorApo-Bic THOMPSON PROJECT, COLORADO 


Location.—The project is located in north-central Colorado, and extends east- 
ward from the headwaters of the Colorado River in the general vicinity of Grand 
Lake, Granby, and Kremmling across the Continental Divide to the headwaters 
of the Big Thompson River near Estes Park and eastward to farmlands in 
northeastern Colorado. 

Authorization—The Colorado-Big Thompson project was authorized by a 
finding of feasibility by the Secretary of the Interior, dated December 20, 1987, 
approved by the President on December 21, 1937. Funds were first appropriated 
in the Interior Department Appropriation Act of August 9, 1937 (50 Stat. 595). 

Description.—The primary purpose of the project is to provide a supplemental 
water supply for the irrigation of 615,000 acres of irrigated land in northeastern 
Colorado. Surplus water of the Colorado River is stored in Lake Granby and 
pumped by the Granby pumping plant into Shadow Mountain Lake. The water 
then flows by gravity through Grand Lake into the Alva B. Adams Tunnel 
through the Continental Divide to the eastern slope. Continuing by gravity, the 
diverted water flows through a system of conduits and powerplants to be finally 
stored in two east slope storage reservoirs—Horsetooth and Carter Lake—with 
a combined total capacity of 263,982 acre-feet. Water from these reservoirs is 
released through supply canals into the Cache La Poudre River, the Little and 
Big Thompson Rivers, Boulder Creek, St. Vrain Creek, and South Platte River, 
from which it is diverted by existing irrigation facilities. Green Mountain 
Reservoir, located on the Blue River—a tributary of the Colorado—stores excess 
runoff of that stream for later release to the Colorado River to replace water 
being withheld by project facilities during periods when downstream rights 
would otherwise be infringed upon. Additional releases may be made to the 
river, according to provisions and interpretation of operating requirements set 
forth in Senate Document No. 80. 

Completed powerplants of the project, which have an installed capacity of 
179,450 kilowatts, are connected by a transmission system, interconnected with 
power systems of the North Platte, Kendrick, Riverton, Shoshone, and Missouri 
River Basin projects, in addition to other private and publicly owned power 
systems. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.4 : 1.0, 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated total obligations.__........_.....__ LeataS cog ... $158, 929, 626 
Re EEE C0) PEE I, Baier me nineneme cna mnennenene _. 157, 650, 048 
‘TOU GpUueRtIONS,(7Ch: Wear 100 ....—.. 2 one nnn noe 594, 480 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1958__._________________ mncemnsediticn Mewes 549, 000 
Oe ae a eg ne ik en hh we een en 136, 098 


On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program will total $566,056. The narra- 
tive justification, which follows, explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program and 
relation of costs to obligations, 
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Change in total costs and obligations 








| Costs | Obligations 
1957 Congressional justification ............-.---- eae pnw .......| $160, 066, 000 $159, 370, 758 
1958 Congressional justification..............- w90eéecvéguecSapedutionessamen 158, 998, 545 158, 929, 626 
PN aan ss ecdeace ce cis teed eaiaaiaaladainaididia tiaicettiniagininiti mati 1, 067, 455 | 441, 132 


The decrease in estimated costs has resulted from adjustments in costs of 
project facilities and other miscellaneous adjustments. The change in total 
obligations has resulted from a downward adjustment in estimated transfers, 
credits, and other expenditure accounts. 


Allocation of estimated total project cost 


Reimbursable : 


Irrigation— a Ala a es ga ge 
TO i cat ccereinits Si ae tae SER ee Se ee ee 7 58, 336, 962 
RIT nn a nsic ocictacccatcaens neil inal dd Binal ion hiding alec eee 158, 998, 545 


1 Allocation presently includes $1,355,086 cost of Salida-Gunnison transmission line and 
substations which cost is assigned to Fryingpan-Arkansas project for repayment on 
authorization. 

Repayment of reimbursable costs 
Irrigation : 
7 . @< — 
Irrigation water users by repayment of water rental contracts. $28, 916, 700 


Benald Ge SEYOIGS pOWe? TOVONURinina kc decades 71, 744, 883 
Power: Repaid with interest by project power revenues____---- * 58, 336, 962 
Ea a si ascce cist Reales ab sian base ieka share ecemnaidmiiieddieeaaiaias 158, 998, 545 


1 Allocation presently includes $1,355,086 cost of Salida-Gunnison transmission line and 
substations which cost is assigned to Fryingpan-Arkansas project for repayment on au- 
thorization. Project cost does not include $2,205,124 (interest during construction) which 
is to be included in repayment study and repaid by power revenues. 


Repayment costs per acre* 
Federal investment per acre: 


To be repaid from water users__---- sdetails cian $47 
0 be Pepeld Trom DOWEE TOVORUOR cn nnncnciimnncnndenanealedete 116 
i ee Se! ey 16: 
Annual water user charges (per acre-foot) : * 

Te er er ee re” CW nn cise neniegunteimieiae $1. 55 
CORE ROEE DATDEE TUOR ETON NCU a oe basemen alien eae . 58 
a ic oe ace de fe a the ere cs ntghica coe ated areas cinta catalina a 2.13 

Costs per acre derived by use of 615,000 irrigated acres in benefited area. 
2 One acre-foot defined in allotment contracts as 1/310,000 of annual supply. Additional 


reveuue is obtained by the conservency district to help meet its operation and maintenance 
and construction installments by an ad valorem tax on all property within Northern 
Colorado Water Conservancy District. 

Repayment contracts.—A contract, dated July 5, 1938, with the Northern 
Colorado Water Conservancy District provides for the payment of $25 million 
over a 40-year period. This contract was amended July 14, 1950, and October 

2, 1954, increasing the district’s obligation by $1,031,000, to be paid in equal 
installments concurrently with the original obligation. On December 15, 1950, 
an interim contract was entered into with the conservancy district for the rental 
of water prior to the commencement of the construction repayment installments. 
This contract, as amended September 10, 1956, assures payment of $2,885,700 to 
apply on construction costs and constitutes additional payment to the United 
States for project construction costs not covered by the contracts dated July 5, 
1938, July 14, 1950, and October 12, 1954. Further, under the September 10, 
1956, contract, the district is to assume its full share of operation and main- 
tenance cost beginning Janury 1, 1957, as contemplated in the contract of July 
5, 1938. This contract also increased the district’s operating reserve consistent 
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with the increase in national price levels and the enlargement of project facili- 
ities over that contemplated by the 1938 contract. 


Physical data 











2.4-115 kilovolts |. 793.7 miles 


Switchyard and substations (43). -----------} 581,843 kilovolt-amperes-. 


Feature | Type Capacity | Height m | Length 
eS Te see. hs ee ee ego a oat 
Dams, reservoirs, and diversion 

dams: 
Green Mountain Dam and Res- | Earth 154,645 acre-feet... . ..| 309 feet..._| 1,150 feet. 
ervoir. and 
rock 
fill. 
Granby Dam and Lake Granby- do.......| 539,758 acre-feet. - - 298 feet | feet 
Carter Lake Dam and Lake |_..do 112,230 acre-feet _ .-- ...| 214 feet-. 1,235 feet. 
Horsetooth Dam and Reservoir. _|...do ...| 151,752 acre-feet. - - | 155 feet 1,840 feet 
Other (3) -... ee _..| Various. ._| 31,990 acre-feet. __- 
Canals and conduits._______- seed GR. 8-1,500 cubic feet per sec- ta 101.8 miles. 
} ond. 
is Sie dsb cited ..| Concrete | i ‘ 
lined. | 
Alva B. Adams. - -- | 550 cubic feet per second | 13.1 mile 
Others (8)... ..--- | 375-1,300 cubic feet per | | 15.0 mile 
| | second. | 
Powerplants: | | | 
Estes (3 units)__- | 45,000 kilowatts 
Flatiron (3 units)... | | 71,500 kilowatts. _. 
Other plants (4) | | 75,900 kilowatts. - - 
Pumping plants: 
Granby (3 units) P | 600 cubic feet per second 186 feet 
| maxi- 
} } mum ! 
| lift. } 
Other plants (2)_.._-- j | 770 cubic feet per second ..| 175 and 
| 290 feet 
| | maxi- | 
|} mum ‘| 
| lift. 
Transmission system | 
| 
| 








1 Exludes Muddy Pass and metering stations, but includes 2 mobile substations and future Big Thornp 
son Switchyard and the Erie tap. 


Acres to be served 


Acres 

I ce ia hatin tat ha we eS Oe i ak ed ek 0 
IN IN a iirinictsnemnisnsimnnirmnninc eect hiahvatbbias nea ik whbicge wets C45, 000 
a etactiaeh tascam attache teat a ttle SAL. 615 5, 000 


Status.—Project construction began in 1938. With the exception of the Big 
Thompson powerplant and appurtenant facilities, the project has been com- 
pleted and all features placed in operation. Minor completion work is under- 
way and will be completed in fiscal year 1957 on fencing around the Green 
Mountain switchyard and on the South Platte supply canal. The Loveland 
Camp buildings, a temporary facility used during the large construction pro- 
gram in the Loveland area, are being disposed of by the General Services Ad- 
ministration. Final plans and specifications are being prepared for the Big 
Thompson powerplant, switchyard, the 13.8 kilovolt transmission extending 
from the Big Thompson powerplant to Flatiron switchyard, and the Big Thomp- 
son bay in the Flatiron switchyard with award of equipment and construc- 
tion contracts scheduled during fiscal year 1957. Studies relating to the exten- 
sion of the project collection and storage facilities to meet the total water diver- 
sion contemplated in Senate Document No. 80 are expected to be completed in 
fiscal year 1957. A Federal court decree has been handed down in civil actions 
2782, 5016, and 5017, and pending clarification of this decree including the inter- 
veners’ rights it is anticipated that Bureau activity will be required extending 
into fiscal year 1959. 
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WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 158 


Big Thompson powerplant, $515,356—This program provides for continued 
work on prime contract for construction of the powerplant awarded in fiscal 
year 1957, and payments for the generator, turbine, and related equipment for 
which the contract was awarded in fiscal year 1957. Completion of this feature 
is scheduled in fiscal year 1959. 

Big Thompson powerplant switchyard, $22,000.—These funds will provide for 
contract payments on switchyard equipment and for progress payments on the 
erection contract. Both contracts are scheduled for award in fiscal year 1957. 

Minor worh, projectwide, $10,700.—The program provides $1,200 for “as-built” 
drawings, technical records, and operating criteria ; $2,000 for anticipated costs 
in connection with civil action 2782; $5,000 for reviews and necessary revision 
in the report on the western slope extension of collection and storage system; 
$500 for National Park Service costs in connection with project recreational 
facilities; and $2,000 for miscellaneous and delayed rights-of-way claims. 

Contribution to civil service retirement fund, $10,400.—Initial year contribu- 
tion to civil service retirement fund. 

Adjustments, $7,600.—Cost adjustment resulting from salvage of materials 
to be transferred from project in budget year by nonappropriation transfer. 

Other expenditures and credits, —$17,056.—Represents costs of stores and serv- 
ice facilities procured in prior years which will be distributed to permanent 
property or salvaged in the budget year. 


Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1957 and 1958—Colorado-Big 
Thompson project, Colorado 











| | 
| Estimated | Total to Program, Program, | Balance to 
Program item ; total | June30, | current budget | complete 
1956 year 1957 year 1958 
(1) a Re a ee 
iininin  Aictstie Lic thant titel at deb Roa ece isbiated ils: iis Rel celia Aid, 
| | | | 
Construction program: | 
Storage facilities, completed... ._..-|$46, 133, 805 |$46, 133, 805 | 
Carriage facilities, completed __- 32, 572, 166 | 32, 572, 166 | ; dovlvs 
Power and transmission facilities, | | 
completed | 64, 867, 726 | 64, 867, 726 | Eee <4 
Green Mountain Dam, Reservoir, 
powerplant, and switchyard. | 9,692,496 | 9,686, 496 | $6, 000 |. 4 
Flatiron switchyard (Big Thompson | 
bay) __- 41, 000 | 41, 000 | 
Big Thompson powerplant. | 1,025, 600 | 30, 198 | 375, 000 $515, 356 | $105, 046 
Big Thompson powerplant switch- | | 
yard__._. 54, 000 | 223 | 21, 000 22, 000 10, 777 
Big Thompson powerplant trans- | 
mission line 45, 000 | 60 | 44, 940 
South Platte supply canal. | 2,284,809 | 2, 244, 809 | 40, 000 
Communication equipment 7 } 1,132,452 | 1,129, 452 | 3, 000 
Permanent improvements 1,111,416 | 1, 107, 916 | 3, 500 | 
Total construction cost - - |158, 960, 470 | 157, 772, 851 534, 440 537, 356 115, 823 
Minor work, projectwide - - 26, 675 | | 12, 475 | 10, 700 | 3, 500 
Contribution to civil service retirement | | | 
Ou ; 11, 400 | | 10, 400 1, 000 
Total project cost____- 1158, 998, 545 |157, 772, 851 546, 915 558, 456 120, 323 
Adjustments ___- | 68,919 | 280.505} 61, 266 7,600 151, 720 
Total cost to appropriation | 158, 929, 626 | 157, 483, 346 608, 181 566, 056 
Other expenditures and credits | 162, 001 —9, 000 —17, 056 | 
Total expenditures 1158, 929, 626 | 157, 645, 347 } 599, 181 | 549, 000 
Undelivered orders. 1, 701 ~4, 701 | 
| } ! 
Total obligations “ |158, 929, 626 | 157, 650, 048 594, 480 | 549, 000 136, 098 
Method of financing: 
Allocation of appropriation, fiscal year } | 
1957 230, 000 : | 
Application of prior year funds -- | 364, 480 cess 
Funds required...........-.--- jon ‘ ‘ 549, 000 136, 098 
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OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
CoLorapo-Bia THOMPSON PROJECT, COLORADO 


Summarized financial data 


I IE SS a ce ener eee mane $599, 351 
Es saauusumiiasniapiiniicotinm ania $876, 540 
Ps I I EG cee nce mncingpens mpgmenesemetenenmeeind 876, 540 
Fiscal year 1958: 
a i crslnciais haben 623, 500 
Funds advanced by water users......_...-....___~__-- 189, 100 
eS UCI, TIMORD, TRY TUN eects pm nectinmemnne 812, 600 


On a cost basis the 1958 program will total $787,600 which includes cost 
financed with funds advanced by water users. The narrative justification, 
which follows, explains the 1958 cost program and the relation of costs to obli- 
gations. 

JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


Location.—The Colorado-Big Thompson project is located in the north central 
section of Colorado and is centered 75 miles north and west of Denver. Irriga- 
tion facilities extend from the Green Mountain Dam area, 17 miles south of 
Kremmling, Colo., to the vicinity of Loveland, Colo. Power generation facili- 
ties extend from Green Mountain in western Colorado to near Loveland in 
eastern Colorado. 

Description.—The project facilities include 10 storage dams and reservoirs 
with a total acapacity of 994,248 acre-feet; 5 powerplants with an installed 
nameplate rating of 179,450 kilowatts; 3 pumping plants; approximately 13 
miles of canals, conduits, and tunnels; 43.26 miles of transmission lines ; 2 pump- 
ing plant switchyards; and 70 miles of patrol and operating roads. 

Operation.—The Bureau of Reclamation operates and maintains all joint 
facilities (irrigation and multipurpose) and all power facilities by Government 
forces with appropriated funds. Major supply canals originating at the two 
east slope storage reservoirs are operated and maintained by the Northern 
Colorado Water Conservancy District at no expense to the Government. The 
distribution systems serving supplemental water to 615,000 acres of land are 
operated by local water-user organizations. 

The project collects, stores, regulates, and diverts surplus waters of the upper 
Colorado River for supplemental irrigation of land in northeastern Colorado. 
Green Mountain Reservoir, on the Blue River, is known as the replacement or 
compensatory reservoir. The water stored in this reservoir is available for 
replacement in western Colorado for the water which would have been available 
if it were not withheld in project reservoirs or diverted to the east slope. Green 
Mountain powerplant is connected with the Wyoming-Nebraska-Colorado inter- 
connected power system. 

The principal storage features of the western slope collection area are Lake 
Granby and Willow Creek Reservoir, from which water is pumped to the 
Shadow Mountain-Grand Lake system where it is diverted by gravity through 
the Adams Tunnel under the Continental Divide. From the east portal of the 
Adams Tunnel the water is conveyed by the foothills aqueduct system through 
a series of regulating reservoirs and powerplants to the terminal storage facili- 
ties, Horsetooth Reservoir and Carter Lake. Irrigation releases are made from 
these terminal facilities to various watercourses and streams in accordance 
with agreements with the Northern Colorado Water Conservancy District. The 
State engineer’s office supervises distribution of the water from the streams to 
the water users. 

It is estimated that the powerplants will produce about 733 million kilowatt- 
hours annually. Approximately 60 million kilowatt-hours are used each year 
for the operation of Willow Creek, Granby, and Flatiron pumping plants, and 
the remaining energy is available for delivery over the interconnected power 
system transmission lines to municipalities, REA cooperatives, private utilities, 
and other customers. 

The revenues from power generation, along with those from irrigation water, 
will be sufficient to pay annual expenses and to repay the cost of the project. 
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It is estimated that the Northern Colorado Water Conservancy District will 


repay about $29,031,000 under their contracts. 


The remaining costs are allo- 


cated between the interest-bearing debt which will be repaid with interest of 3 
percent and the noninterest bearing debt which will be repaid from power 


revenues after repayment of the interest bearing debt. 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1958, cost program 




















Difference, 
} increase (--) 
Program, or de- 
fiscal year crease (—), 
1958 1958 com- 
| pared with 
1957 
a pinta tennant — ——| _ 
Green Mountain division: | 
Green Mountain Dam and Reservoir: For continued operation and | 
maintenance of dam and reservoir iii : aaa $1, 200 — $300 
Green Mountain powerplant: For continued operation and maintenance | 
of powerplant and attendant facilities. Reduction due to adjusted esti- | 
mate of supervision and engineering and station labor expense based on | 
cost experience | 71, 600 | —3, 000 
Replacements: For replacement of general property and miscellaneous | 
safety, fire, and communication equipment . | 2, 000 —8, 500 
Additions: For installation of headgate works in Elliott Creek feeder 
canal ($1,000); purchase of small farm tractor with front-end loader 
(snow removal); contrifuge for plant oil filter, and miscellaneous | 
additions. ._- a st acini dahil ietieeemaaas sailed alec eehaeicctihse ol 5, 000 -+-924 
Total, Green Mountain division............-..-....... . 79, 800 —10, 876 
Granby division: | 
Storage system: For continued normal operation and maintenance of | | 
Granby, Willow Creek, and Shadow Mountain Reservoirs and Dams. | | 
Reduction due to adjusted estimate of O. and M. costs based on actual 
costs for fiscal years 1955 and 1956 | 22, 000 | —3, 500 
Carriage system: For continued normal operation and maintenance of | | 
Granby pump canal, Willow Creek feeder canal, and Adams Tunnel 12, 500 — 500 
Granby and Willow Creek pumping plants and substations: For con- 
tinued normal operation and maintenance of pumping plants and | 
switchyards. Reduction due to decreased road maintenance in Granby 
area 172, 500 —1, 700 
Replacements: Modify and improve ventilating system in Willow Creek | | 
pumping plant; for replacement of general property and miscellaneous, | 
radio, safety, fire, and miscellaneous equipment | 4, 000 —3, 742 
Additions: For addition of riprap at Willow Creek Cana) and miscella- j 
neous additions . | 2, 500 —4, 167 
ORE: TEU. 5..s cnccntntddbonscuctmmiieed 1 213, 500 —13, 609 
Estes Park division: 
Carriage system: For continued operation and maintenance of Aspen 
Creek siphon; Rams Horn tunnel; Estes penstocks and surge tank; | 
Prospect Mountain conduit; Prospect Mountain tunnel; Olympus 
siphon and Olympus Pole Hill tunnels; and East Portal Dam and 
Reservoir. Increase due to maintenance of East Portal Dam and 
Reservoir and Estes penstocks previously charged to Marys Lake and 
Estes powerplants stiideobieanlatait 3, 884 +-1, 984 
Marys Lake and Estes powerplants: For continued normal operation and 
maintenance of plants and attendant features. Reduction due to a 
revised estimate of supervision and engineering and station labor 
expense and transfer of cost of maintenance of certain items to carriage | 
system -.- nit hits Esser ac } 102, 016 — 14, 384 
Replacements: For replacement of general property and miscellaneous | 
safety, fire, and miscellaneous equipment 3, 000 — 23, 100 
Additions: For normal miscellaneous additions 1, 000 —20, 600 
S csiissiadlanitieiaceleeniadetaeeanae 
Baas, Wetek Parts Givi a. sstiinsnassdsddecwadice pens 9 109, 900 


Transmission division 
Estes-Granby transmission line to switch No. 461 in Estes powerplant 
switchyard: For continued normal operation and maintenance 
Grandby substation-Willow Creek powerplant 
continued normal operation and maintenance - 


transmission line: 


Total, transmission division 





| 


For | 


2, 700 


1,000 


3, 700 


— 56, 100 
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Work proposed, fiscal year 1958, cost program—Continued 


Flatiron division: 

Carriage system: For continued poeceten and maintenance of Rattle- 
snake siphon and tunnel, Bald Mountain tunnel, Pole Hill Canal, and 
Flatiron penstocks and canal 

Storage system: For continued normal operation and maintenance of 
Flatiron and Rattlesnake Dams and Reservoirs 

Flatiron powerplant and pumping plant and Pole Hill powerplant: For 
continued normal operation and maintenance of plants 

Replacements: For replacement of vehicular, safety, fire, and miscella- 
neous equipment 

Additions: For procurement of portable motor generator, and miscella- 
neous additions... 


Total, Flatiron division 


Horsetooth-Carter Lake division: 


Carter Lake Reservoir and Dam: For continued normal operation and | 


maintenance : 

Horsetooth Reservoir and Dam: For continued normal operation and 
maintenance 

Charles Hansen feeder canal: For continued normal operation and 
maintenance. Reduction due to a revised estimate of O. and M., costs 
based on actual costs for fiscal years 1955 and 1956 

Ditchriders’ house: For normal operation and maintenance 

Replacements: For normal replacement of safety, fire, communication, 
and miscellaneous general property 

Additions: For project algae control measures and miscellaneous addi- 
tions. ... 


Total, Horsetooth-Carter Lake division 
General expense (charges from associated offices): Project office cost, ad- 
vances to assistant commissioner and chief engineer, centralized project 
activities, solicitor’s office and communication equipment. Reduction 
results from reallocation of centralized projects activities 
Contribution to civil-service retirement fund: Initial year contribution to 
civil-service retirement fund ---- : 


Total operation and maintenance cost 


Transfers, credits, and other expenditures: For Grandby and Willow Creek | 


pumping energy which is project produced and does not require funding 
Total, cost to appropriation and funds advanced 
RECONCILIATION TO TOTAL OBLIGATIONS 
Cost adjustments: For purchase of operating materials and supplies 
Total obligations__ Lon ; woe 


Costs by functions, fiscal year 1958 


insite ciel dame meme tctiaa thaea lcaieiniteciaeithda cnn 
BN eecccnin:els tpateiatennseinanccaiptbinatini ili daa ila I ala i Sacctaah hi ie inlets 
a edna 
Contribution to civil service retirement fund._....-.....-.-......-_. 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures._..........._.............. 


Total cost to appropriation and funds advanced_____--_-___--- 





Program, 
fiscal year 
1958 


$6, 500 
1,000 
128, 200 
11, 300 
6, 000 


153, 000 


210, 055 | 


36, 000 


857, 600 


—70, 000 | 


787, 600 | 


+25, 000 


812, 600 


| 





| 


| 
| 
| 
| 





Difference, 


increase ( 
or de- 


4. 


crease (—), 
1958 com- 


pared wi 
1957 


| 


+-36, 


—100, 


+36, 


—63 


—100, 


th 


, 900 


, 425 


, d00 


100 
UV0U 


, 345 


690 


750 
, 940 


$181, 000 


639, 600 


1, 000 
36, 000 
—70, 000 





787, 600 


CoLoRADO-Bicg THOMPSON PROJECT, 


FACILITIES OPERATED KY BUREAL 
Irrigation system: 
Storage dams and reservoirs. 
Pumping plants 
Canals, tunnels, 
eu 
Drains 
Operating roads 
Power system 
Powerplants 
Nameplate capacity 
Annual sales 
Other power revenue 2 
Transmission Jines 
Cireuit. 
Structural 
Switchyards- 
Switchvards, capacity 
Patrol roads_. 


conduits, siphons, 


FACILITIES OPERATEI 


BY WATER USER 
Irrigation system: 
Irrigable acreage for service: Irrigable 
service land, supplemental 
Net area in cultivation (entire 
Gross crop value 
Average gross crop value per cul- 
tivated acre. 
Diversion dams 
Canals, tunnels, 
etc 


area 


conduits, 


siphons, 


Sales and revenue for Colorado-Big 
western division (South Platt 


2? Income from Granby and Willow Creek pumping plants only. 


River Basin, western division 
3 Figures on calendar year basis 


857 


COLORADO 


Project statistics 


Unit 


Number 
do 


Miles 


do. 
do 


Numbet 
Kilowatts 
do 

Dollars 


Miles. 

do 
Number 
Kilovolt-amperes 
Mile. 


Acres 
do 
Dollars 3 


do 


Number 
Miles 


Thompson shown in 


| 


| Estimated 
Actual, fiscal 
' ‘year 1956 


| 
Fiscal year | 











Fiseal year 


| 
1957 1958 
| | 
| 
10 | 10 10 
3 | 3 3 
1 | 1.1 51.1 
| | | 
4 | 4 .4 
£5 45 45 
| 
5 | 5 | 5 
79, 450 179, 450 | 179, 450 
84, 600 | 70, 000 72, 000 
43. 26 | 43. 2¢ 43. 26 
43. 26 43. 26 43. 26 
2 | 2) 2 
25, 750 | 25, 750 25, 750 
25 25 | 25 
| 
000 615, 000 615, 000 
| 
615, 000 | 615, OVO | 615, 000 
51, 210, 800 | 55, 350, 000 55, 350, 000 
83 | 90 | 90 
| 
2 2 2 
78.3 | 78.8 78.8 
| 


statistics for Missouri River Basin project, 


All other income shown on Missouri 


Mr. Kirwan. What is this Federal court decree referred to on page 


BR-11 of the justifications ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. That, Mr. Chairman, is the decree under which 
the Federal district court in Denver, Colo., under Civil Actions 2782, 
5016, and 5017, dated October 12, 1955, made their decision. I have 
a statement here for the record that contains those stipulations in 
regard to that decision. 

Mr. Kirwan. Put it in the record at this point. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


EFFECT OF DECREE AND STIPULATION IN CiIvit AcTIONS 2782, 5016, anp 5017 on 
OPERATION OF COLORADO-BIG THOMPSON PROJECT 


9729 


mia, 


The final decree in Civil Actions 5016, and 5017, dated October 12, 1955, 
provides the United States shall have a priority date of August 1, 1935 for the 
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Colorado-Big Thompson project from the Colorado River for these units of the 
project : 


Alva B. Adams Tunnel: Direct flow right (cubic feet per second) —__---~- 550 
yranby Reservoir: Storage right (acre feet) __...--_---------__-------- 543, 758 
Granby Pump Canal: Direct flow right (cubic feet per second) —~.--_-_-- 1, 100 
Willow Creek Reservoir: Storage right (acre-feet) ....-__-____-_------ 10, 653 
Willow Creek Feeder Canal: Direct diversion right (cubic feet per sec- 
Oa Na lls ned hectares 10k aa ha aa Satan betebantatai anes 400 
Shadow Mountain and Grand Lake: Storage right (ac re-feet aaa ect 19, 669 
ee Ee  BCOrers TIAN (RETO TORE ) an iin cide ciecttindiceweducese 3, 368 
Horsetooth Reservoir: Storage right (acre-feet) .._______- sins: sibsabanSiainiin caccce Re Ge 
Carter Lake Reservoir: Storage right (acre-feet) _____ SM aaa ie oe) 112, 830 


The effect of this action puts at rest by decree and stipulation the operational 
criteria of the Colorado-Big Thompson project as originally set forth in Senate 
Document 80. This decree further provides the United States shall have a 
priority date of August 1, 1935, for the Colorado-Big Thompson project from 
the Blue River and its tributaries for 1,726 second-feet of direct flow right for 
the generation of electric power at the Green Mountain powerplant; and a 
storage right with the same priority date in the amount of 154,645 acre-feet with 
the right to refill to the extent of an additional 6,316 acre-feet 

The final decree gives the city and county of Denver a priority date of June 
24, 1946, for TSS second-feet direct diversion right from the Blue River and a 
storage right in the Dillon Reservoir in the amount of 252,678 acre-feet; and to 
the city of Colorado Springs with a priority date of May 13, 1948, for 400 second- 
feet direct diversion and 5,306 acre-feet of storage right. 

The stipulation of October 5, 1955, and the amendment to the stipulation dated 
October 10, 1955, provide among other things that the city of Denver and the 
city of Colorado Springs can divert or store Blue River water under their 1946 
and 1948 rights, respectively, out of priority with the 1,726 second-foot direct 
flow power right at Green Mountain, provided the power and energy lost to the 
Green Mountain plant by virtue of such diversion or storage is replaced by the 
cities in the amount of and at the time of the interference. The cities’ diversions 
or storage rights of 1946 and 1948 are not in any way to affect the storage rights 
for the Green Mountain Reservoir. The stipulation requires that the cities of 
Denver and Colorado Springs file reports with the Secretary of Interior to show 
what effort has been made for reuse of return flows by exchange or otherwise. If 
the Secretary deems the cities have not exercised reasonable effort in maximum 
use of the water, the Blue River diversions are to be correspondingly reduced. 

In summary, the effect of the decree and stipulation in Civil Actions 2782, 
5016, and 5017 is to insure that the Colorado-Big Thompson project can be 
operated as originally intended and consistent with terms set forth in Senate 
Document No. 80. Waters diverted from the Blue River by Denver and Colorado 
Springs under the stipulation would not affect any senior water right on the 
Colorado River or tributaries except the direct flow power right at Green Moun- 
tain, and this energy loss, as stated before, would be replaced by the cities 


Mr. Kirwan. Would the effect of this have any bearing on the 
amount of money requested ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. No, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. Is there any reason why we shouldn’t give you the 
balance to complete on this project and get it into the operation and 
maintenance stage completely ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. You could do that, Mr. Chairman, although we 
might not actually be able to accomplish all of the work in the com- 
ing fiscal year. 

The balance to complete of $136,000 will be needed either this year 
or next year, depending on how soon we can get the powerplant com- 
pleted and cleaned up. 


FORT PECK PROJECT, MONTANA AND NORTH DAKOTA 


Mr. Kirwan. We have next for consideration the Fort Peck proj- 
ect, $645,000. 
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Pages BR-14 through 19, for the record. 


(The matter referred to follows:) 
Fort Peck Progect, MONTANA-NORTH DAKOTA 


Location.—In the Yellowstone, Missouri, and Milk River areas of north cen- 
tral and northeastern Montana and northwestern North Dakota. 

Authorization.—Fort Peck Act of May 18, 1938 (52 Stat. 403). 

Description.—Bureau of Reclamation facilities consist of a transmission sys- 
tem to market power generated by Corps of Engineers’ powerplants of 165,000- 
kilowatt capacity at the Fort Peck Dam in Montana. 

Facilities in operation or planned include 1,070 miles of transmission lines 
ranging from 34.5-kilovolt to 230-kilovolt capacity, and 33 substations with a 
total combined capacity of 387,700-kilovolt-amperes and a number of smaller 
transmission lines and substations to serve possible future REA cooperative 
loads and future irrigation pumping loads. The Fort Peck system also has fa- 
cilities to interconnect with the Missouri River Basin project power system 
near Williston, N. Dak., and at Great Falls, Mont., the latter through a wheel- 
ing agreement with the Montana Power Co. The Fort Peck system also inter- 
connects with the Montana-Dakota Utilities Co. on the east. 

Benefit-cost ratio—1 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Retimated totel obligutiems... a Le eae eae oe 
Total obligations ‘to June 30; 1006... ee 
OE GAT AONIE, TORO T WORT SNE ie wre rence one donia 122, 748 
OE: CRURIEEEEOEE, “TRMCME “VOUS Bie cociccet noescioreenedacann tudinemeeeee . 645, 000 
Balance to complete Kc tieitihtnineth Coakaten sates ambiente ea ee 


On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program will total $654,000. The narra- 
tive justification, which follows, explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program and 
the relation of costs to obligations. 


Change in tolal project costs and obligations 


Costs Obligations 
1957 congressional justifieatic $24, 606, 000 $22, 681, 339 
1958 congressional justification 23, 876, 607 21, 692, 000 
Decrease 729, 393 | 989, 339 


The total project cost of the Fort Peck project has been decreased from 
$24,606,000 to $25,876,607. The decrease is principally due to a reduction in 
cost of the Fort Peck-Dawson County 230-kilovolt transmission line based on 
changes in steel-tower designs. Also, the elimination of one 230-kilovolt line 
terminal facility at the Dawson County substation accounted for part of the 
decrease. These decreases are partially offset by an increase in the estimate 
due to the transfer of the Tiber Dam transmission line and substation from the 
Lower Marias unit, Missouri River Basin project to the Fort Peck project 
including investigation of abandoned works as project costs and the addition of 
contributions to civil-service retirement fund. 


{l/location of estimated total project cost 
RUOMDDGESGNING:?. POWOS innocent tench eee _~ $23, 876, 607 


Total eee ; scdaba cdl ha aaiaeaeset acs __._ 23, 876, 607 
Repayment of reimbursable costs 
By power revenues.....4....<us--ss ach miele lpi catiiapacapa a __.. $23, 876, 607 


Repayment contracts.—The allocation of costs to powerplant and irrigation 
electric plant is based on interim allocations of cost to power development 
approved by the Federal Power Commission, dated April 20, 1948. Under this 
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interim allocation, the Commission determined that the entire cost of the 
powerplant should be allocated to power development and reserved the right 
to allocate the cost of joint facilities between power development and other 
facilities. The total power cost of the project has been divided between inter- 
est-free and interest-bearing investment on a basis of the kilowatt-peak demand 
usage for irrigation pumping and commercial loads in the Missouri Basin area. 
The total power costs of the project will be repaid from power-sales revenue. 


Physical data 





Feature Type Capacity Length 

Kilovolts Miles 
ey ER ee ee siidees ‘ 34.5 52. 2 
50.0 14.2 
57.0 11.3 
69. 0 18.2 
115.0 549. 2 
161.0 292. 0 
230.0 130.0 

Substations (33) - 1 387. 700 


1 Kilovolt-amperes (total). 


Status.—As of June 30, 1957, the project will be approximately 53 percent com- 
plete. Construction of the Dawson-Glendive transmission line, Glendive sub- 
station additions, and Fort Peck-Whately transmission line wil] be completed. 
Work will be underway on installations of metering and communication equip- 
ment and preliminary investigation studies on the Fort Peck-Dawson County 
230-kilovolt transmission line will be completed. 


WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


Fort Peck-Dawson County 230-kilowvolt transmission line and substation, 
$625,000.—The program provides for the collection of design data, completion 
of designs, award of contracts and acquisition of rights-of-way during the fiscal 
year. Construction will begin toward the end of the fiscal year on the 130-mile 
transmission line to terminate at the Dawson County substation. The Missouri 
River Basin project’s 230-kilovolt Dawson County to Bismarck transmission 
line will originate at Dawson County substation and provide the transmission 
tie with the Missouri River Basin project’s transmission system at Bismarck, 
N. Dak. 

Metering equipment and other tangible property, $20,000.—Additional metering 
equipment to accommodate new customer connections and additional delivery 
points to existing customers will be installed at various points on the system. 
Miscellaneous additional property installations relating to customer service 
is also provided for. 

Contribution to civil-service retirement fund, $8,700.—Initial contribution to 
civil-service retirement fund. 

Adjustments, $300.—Anticipated nonappropriation transfer of stores. 

Other expenditures and credits, —$9,000.—Represents costs accrued in prior 
years for stores and other investments which are being transferred to permanent 
property in the budget year. 
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Schedule of construction program fiscal years 1957 and 1958—Fort Peck project 
Montana-North Dakota 


| | | | 
| Estimated Total to Program, Program, | Balance to 


Program item total June 30, current budget | complete 
| 1956 year 1957 year 1958 
} | 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) | (6) 


CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 
| 


Yellowstone River area: 
Fort Peck-Glendive,  115-kilovolt | | 
transmission lines and substations.| $1,802,389 | $1,510, 503 $49, 886 $242, 000 
Dawson-Miles City,  115-kilovolt 
transmission lines and substations 1, 253,162 | 1,253, 162 | 
Dawson- Williston, 115-kilovolt trans- | 


mission lines and substations 1, 979, 687 1, 648, 687 > 331, 000 
Transmission lines and substations for } | 
REA and irrigation pumping loads 814, 497 814, 397 


Missouri River area: 
Fort Peck-Williston, 115-kilovolt 
transmission lines and substations 4, 422, 706 2, 754, 706 | } 1, 668, 000 
Fort Peck-Dawson County, 230-kilo- | 
volt transmission lines and substa- 


tions 6, 779, 000 | 33,000 | $625,000 | 6,121,000 
Fort Peek-Wolf Point 34.5-kilovolt | 
transmission line 70, 760 70, 760 
Missouri-Souris, Mont., transmission | | 
lines and substations 454, 000 454, 000 


Transmission lines and substations 
for REA and irrigation pumping 
loads... 103, 699 103, 609 
Milk River area: 
Fort Peck-Great Falls, 161-kilovolt 





transmission lines and substations 1, 918, 367 1, 668, 367 250, 000 
Fort-Peck Whatley, 69-kilovolt trans- 
mission lines and substations 372, 817 154, 230 85, 587 133, 000 
Havre-Shelby, 115-kilovolt transmis- 
sion lines and substations 1, 823, 885 1, 771, 582 303 | 52, 000 
Transmission lines and substations 
for REA and irrigation pumping 
loads 1, 000, 000 1, 000, 000 
Metering equipment and other tan- 
gible plant. 119, 296 36, 151 13, 672 20, 000 49, 473 
Reactive power contro] equipment 156, 000 5, 508 } 150, 492 
General property 727, 835 596, 622 66, 452 64, 76) 
Total construction cost 23, 798,000 | 12, 388, 374 248, 900 645, 000 10, 515, 726 
Contributions to civil-service retire- 
ment fund 63, 600 8, 700 54, 900 
Investigations of abandoned work 15, 007 15, 007 
Total project cost 23, 876, 607 | 12, 403, 381 248, 900 653, 700 10, 570, 626 
Adjustments 2, 212, 017 2, 198, 774 14, 281 300 — 27, 824 
Total cost to appropriation 21. 664, 590 | 10, 204. 607 263, 181 654, 000 10, 542, 802 
Other expenditures and credits 27, 410 33, 755 14, 748 —9, 000 | —82, : 597 
Total expenditures__- 21, 692, 000 | 10, 338, 362 248, 433 645, 000 | 10, 460, 205 
Undelivered orders 125, 685 — 125, 685 
Total obligations 21, 692, 000 | 10, 464, 647 122, 748 645, 000 10, 460, 205 
Method of financing 
Allocation of appropriation fiscal year 
1957 23, 000 
Application of prior year funds 99, 748 
Funds required 645, 000 10, 460, 006 


Mr. Kirwan. Please explain the need for the Dawson County line. 

Mr. Curnton. Mr. Chairman, the Fort Peck to Dawson County line, 
is a part of a transmission line that will interconnect the Fort Peck 
powerplant with the other main-stem plants on the Missouri River. 
The other part is from Dawson County to Bismarck. We were given 
construction money last year to start that portion of the line, which 
is 208 miles long, and is a part of the Missouri Basin project. The one 
that is before you now in the Fort Peck project. is 105 miles long. 
Both of those lines must be completed by the time the second power- 
plant goes into production in 1961. 
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So, it is urgent that we have money for both pieces of the line this 
year to get both of them under construc tion, the Fort Peck line plus 
the Dawson C ounty-Bismarck line in the Missouri Basin project. 

Mr. Jensen. You have got a map there showing these proposed 
lines. Does that map show the proposed lines 4 

Mr. Crurnron. Yes; it does, Mr. Jensen. The red line is the Fort 
Peck-Dawson County line, 230, ,000-volt line. 

Mr. Jensen. It goes from Fort Peck to wh: at point ? 

Mr. Cirvron. To Dawson County, which is near the town of Glen- 
dive, Mont. 

Mr. Jensen. Is thata load center ? 

Mr. Curnton. That is a small load center. The Fort Peck line con- 
nects at that substation with the other 230-kilovolt line that goes from 
there to Bismarck, N. Dak., to interconnect the Fort Peck plant with 
other main-stem plants from Garrison to Gavins Point. 

Mr. Jensen. These are just connecting lines ? 

Mr. Curn'ron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. To tie the dams together ? 

Mr. Curnton. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. In order to get full advantage of all the power gen- 
erated. 

Mr. Curnton. Both lines will interconnect the plants. 

Mr. Jensen. You are not running any line into the hinterland ? 

Mr. Curnton. No, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. The Fort Peck second powerhouse will not be com- 
pleted until 1961 ? 

Mr. Curnton. Yes, sir. This is as late as we can postpone starting 
construction and still complete both lines by the fall of 1959. The 
first unit of the second powerplant goes on the line in January of 
1961. 

Mr. Fenton. What is the length of it? 

Mr. Cruinron. That line is 105 miles long. 

Mr. Fenton. It will take a couple of years to build it. 

Mr. Curntron. Yes, sir, two full working seasons is the minimum 
time required. 

Mr. Fenton. It will be 2 years before the power comes in, then? 

Mr. Crintron. No; we won’t get construction started until the sum- 
mer after this. So, we will have the working seasons of 1958, and the 
working season of 1959 to complete the line. It should be completed 
early enough in the fall so that it can be tested and ready to be ener- 
gized by the time the powerplant begins operating in January of 1961. 

Mr. Fenton. With the power capacity now being constructed in 
North Dakota, South Dakota, Garrison, Oahe, and Shoshone, what 
justifications are there for sending additional Fort Peck power into 
this area ? 

Mr. Crrnton. The need for power by the preference customers 
throughout what we call the eastern division; that is, the main stem 
marketing area, is far in excess of the available capacity we will have, 
including the future plants such as the Fort Peck second powerlant, 
Oahe, and Big Bend. 

Mr. Fenton. Are there actual needs in existence ? 

Mr. Curnton. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. The thought occurred to me, why not use it in Mon- 
tana where it generates ? 
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Mr. Curnton. It will be used there to the extent of their needs. 
The preference customers will be getting their share of the power mn 
that Montana area 


Mr. Fenton. Does that apply to the West, too? 
Mr. Curinton. I’m sorry; I can’t hear you, Dr. Fenton. 


Mr. Fen'ron. Does that, apply to the western people, too? 
Mr. Ciinton. Yes, sir. 


Mr. Fenton. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


SHOSHONE PROJECT, WYOMING 


Mr. Kirwan. The next item is the Shoshone project—$544,000. 
Pages BR-20 through 27 for the record, and also pages BR-203 


through 209 on “Operation and maintenance” for which $211,000 is 
requested. 


(The matter referred to follows :) 


SHOSHONE PROJECT, WYOMING 


Location.—In the valley of the Shoshone River in Park and Big Horn Counties, 
northwestern Wyoming, with a small area extending into Carbon County, Mont, 
The project area includes the towns of Powell, Ralston, Garland, Deaver, and 
Frannie, and lies adjacent to the towns of Cody and Cowley. Buffalo Bill Dam 
and Reservoir on the Shoshone River, a tributary of the Bighorn River, are 
located 7 miles west of Cody. 

Authorization.—By the act of June 17, 1902 (ch. 1403, 32 Stat. 388) and the 
act of 1939 (ch. 418, 53 Stat. 1187). 

Description.—Consists of Buffalo Bill Dam and Reservoir (489,800 acre-feet), 
Corbett Diversion Dam, Willwood Diversion Dam and appurtenant canal and 
lateral systems. The power division includes the Shoshone powerplant of 5,600 
kilowatts, as well as the Heart Mountain powerplant of 5,000 kilowatts and 163.4 
miles of transmission lines connecting to the Missouri River Basin project trans- 
mission division system to the south and east. The primary purpose of the 
project is to provide a full water supply for the irrigation of 95,221 acres made 
up of four divisions: Garland, Frannie, Willwood, and Heart Mountain—of 
semiarid land in the northwestern section of the State. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—Construction started prior to establishment of requirements. 


Summarized financial data 


SEINE. WOUIRT. GUNEIIUNR TANNIN... «a. cs: cscs mena asemexin stents emensaraie eaaee $23, 836, 649 
TE CICEE COREE CECED CO SUID GUG BUI ts a reir ected ereadane 4 yy @ 5 918 
TRA, CREWE, TRUE SOUT RON Gass ea anneal 565, 73 

DECIR CRTC HOUR, TICUEE YOURE, DIO oii res ett mses 544, 000 


Balance to complete___ Ses? 


a 955, 000 


On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program will total $574,733. The narrative 
justification, which follows, explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program and the 
relation of costs to obligations. 


Change in total project costs and obligations 


Costs | Obligations 


1947 congressional justifications - $23, 020, 158 


$23, 222, 648 
1958 congressional justifications - - 23, 628, 111 


23, 836, 649 


Increase 607, 953 614, 001 


The North Cody Bench and Ralston Flat pump areas, formerly included as a 
part of Shoshone extensions unit in the amount of $667,000, were added to the 


91488—57 55 
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program, and transitional development was reduced by $94,000; these amounts 
together with adjustments for actual costs and contributions to the civil service 
retirement fund result in a net increase. 


Allocation of estimated total project cost 


Reimbursable : 





ae aka ce alas ha cen ree ne ren cigs oe tro es es ech ae een ee + $17, 413, 291 
Power (commercial power investment) ___._..._.___________ 4, 204, 301 
Oink. cits cece cha Wath cmeaciekveric endian .-» 21,617,502 


Nonreimbursable : 





SE a ee ecient sida ieee aie ae ee 3, 900 
Se RON US we el ek 2, 006, 619 
Subtotal, nonreimbursable__..___..______- sShansctaigtbbtotaaascd 2. 010, 519 
a a me nreae saielatad 23, 628, 111 


2 Includes that portion of the Shoshone project water supply works that may eventually 
be allocated to the Shoshone extensions unit, Missouri River Basin project. 
2 Shoshone project chargeoff : 


Act of May 25, 1926: 


Shoshone Irrigation District._.____ Se ee ee ee 

I mines /idiviniapeitance a ae 

Act of May 6, 1949: Willwood Irrigation District___________ ye 9, 843 

Act of July 14, 1954: Shoshone Irrigation District_ 405, 647 
Estimated chargeoffs for : ORREASR lands authorized under Public 

Ee SP Sra ee Le ee ee isabel dik ip tidbadicestceteetiasiniteiiaeidiees 46, 000 





Pads Sor backs decadent oh ecdled aria Seat ah ears 2 a . 2, 006, 619 


Repayment of reimbursable costs 


By irrigation water users____-__ -_ a ® ' : . 1 $16, 054, 522 

By power revenue: 
Commercial power investment____- 4, 204, 301 
I eminttiow eters 1, 358, 769 
IER tinier ein’ sip beatles palate Grong te eihiaiiien ebdieilbnpsncteteainiieee ,,, ee OER Oe 


17This figure may be reduced by that portion of Shoshone project water supply works 
that may eventually be allocated to the Shoshone extensions unit, Missouri River Basin 
project. 


Repayment costs per acre 
Federal irrigation investment per acre: 


To be repaid from water users___-_-_~- va Salas nc eal dencineacacamateasaicicce: Sap ae 
To be repaid from power revenues____.__-------~- asielageneniadsibdy adits on 14. 00 
NR iia, eclectic nace taal cepa eebeed me oa hs guapins asinine ince talaniahasnbieced th tarteial ct 183. 00 


Annual water users charges per acre: 


Construction (excludes Heart Mountain division) ..._._______-___~_ 1. 84 
Operation and maintenance________~_- ices cadets — 2.87 
a a in a cea cea idgaaa aa aaaaieeee 4.71 


Repayment contracts.—Construction repayment contracts for the completed 
Garland, Frannie, and Willwood divisions have been entered into and the opera 
tion and maintenance of these divisions was transferred to the irrigation dis- 
tricts during 1927, 1930, and 1949, respectively. The Heart Mountain division, 
Buffalo Bill Dam and Reservoir, Shoshone and Heart Mountain powerplants, 
and their transmission systems are now operated by the Government. An 
irrigation district has been formed on the Heart Mountain division and nego 
tiations for a repayment contract are underway. It is anticipated that the 
North Cody Bench and Ralston Flat pump areas will be covered by the Heart 
Mountain contract. The cost of modification work on the Buffalo Bill outlet 
works will be repaid from power revenues in accord: ance with the terms of the 
act of March 4, 1929 (45 Stat. 1592), and April 9, 1988 (52 Stat. 210). 
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Beginning July 1, 1952, the transmission division of Missouri River Basin 
project assumed the operation and maintenance of the transmission facilities 
of the Colorado-Nebraska-Wyoming interconnected system including those of 
Shoshone project, and does the marketing of the power, all as the agent of the 
various projects involved. Shoshone project continues to operate its own power- 
plants, and is credited with revenues annually for its production and transmis- 
sion system investments by allocations of power sales revenues from Missouri 
River Basin project transmission division. 


Physical data 


Feature Type Capacity Height Length 
Buffalo Bill Dam and Reservoir Concrete arch 439,800 acre-feet.__| 328 feet 206 feet. 
Shoshone powerplant (3 units) _ . } Hydroelectric - 5,600 kilowatts | i 
Heart Mountain powerplant (1 unit) do 5,000 kilowatts } 
Canals and conduits ‘ Concrete or | 194 to 1,200 cubic |_.-- ..-| 139 miles, 
asphalt lined. | feet per second. 
Distribution system .-| Various | 5 to 353 cubie feet |___- | 570 miles, 


per second. 





North Cody Bench pump (2). Outdoor | 10 cubic feet per 

| } second. 
Ralston Flat pump (2 Indoor. . | 23 cubic feet per |__.--_...... 

second. | 

\ i 

Acres to be served icres 
Full supply (total irrigable)-------- ahaha sitet ats it signa sha dato ade Se 


Supplemental . SUDDIY...... 6 ncnnenen sh arti ee ee 


Pe soe Ss oe ee . Sa ul 


Status.—As of June 30, 1957, the project will be approximately 94 percent 
complete. Work will be underway on stabilization of canal banks, channel, and 
structure protection of canals and laterals, settler assistance, drainage and 
extension of laterals to serve irrigable lands being amended to presént farm 
units. Contract for modification of Buffalo Bill Dam is expected to be awarded 
the latter part of fiscal year 1957 and will continue through fiscal year 1958. 


WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


Buffalo Bill Dam and Reservoir, $439,000.—Continue work on the repair and 
modification of the river outlet works of which $30,000 is for the construction 
of a new trashrack and riser over the power penstock inlet structure. 


Heart Mountain division 


Drains, $138,198—Work will continue by contract on the construction of open 
and closed drains to prevent the seepage of lands. Minor force account drainage 
construction will continue as required. 

Contributions to civil service retirement fund, $8,100.—Initial year contribu- 
tion to civil service retirement fund. 

Transitional development, $13,102.—Provides post entry community service 
planning and technical guidance to new settlers. 

Adjustments, —$23,667.—Nonappropriation transfer of prior investigation 
costs from Shoshone extension unit applicable to north Cody and Ralston Bench 
areas and cost of administering Public Law 258. 

Other expenditures and credits, —$30,733.—Represents cost of service facili- 
ties accrued in prior years which will be distributed to permanent property in 
the budget year. 





Schedule of construction program 


Program item 


(1) 


\ 


CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


Joint facilities: 
Buffalo Bill Dam and Reservoir 


Buffalo Bill Dam and Reservoir 
rehabilitation 
Buffalo Bill Dam and Reservoir 


modifications 
Irrigation facilities: 
Completed divisions 
Heart Mountain division 
Canals and Conduits 
Laterals 
Drains 
General property 
North Cody Bench and Ralston Flat 
pump areas 
Pumping plants 
Laterals 
Drains 
Power facilities 
Completed work 


uction costs 
civil service 


Total consti 
Contribution to 
fund 
Transitional development 


retirement 
costs 


Total project costs 
Adjustments 


lot ul cost to appropriation 
Other expenditures and credits 


Total expenditures 
Undelivered orders 


Total obligations 
Method of financing 
Allocation of appropriation, fiscal year 
1957 
Application of prior year fund: 
Balance available in subsequent yea: 
Funds required 


866 


fiscal years 1957 
Wyoming 


Estimated 


www 


, RRS, 


total 


&SO) 
4, 784 


759, 000 


, 567, 444 


977, 635 


| 


255, 150 | 


, 289, 199 


100, 480 


335, 000 
181, 000 
151, 000 


, 420, 281 


, 926, 853 


25, 100 
676, 158 


, 628, 111 | 
204, 638 


, 832, 749 


3, 900 


, 836, 649 


, 836, 649 


Total to 
June 30, 


$1 


, 885, 


, 946, 
, 230, 


, 710, 17 


3, 420, 2 


, 863, 


, 491, ; 
, 697, 


, 758, 


13, 588 


1956 


(3) 


880) 


1, 784 


567, 


444 
238 


98, 673 


627, 


206, 


508 


60, 817 


325 


, 771, 913 


144 | 





and 1958—Shoshone project, 


| \ 


| i 
| Program, Program, | Balance to 
| 


current budget | complete 
year 1957 | year 1958 
(4) (5) | (6) 
} | 
| 
! 
! 
} 
$320, 000 $439, 000 
| 
31, 191 
24, 912 
191, 671 138, 198 $249, 156 
| 1, 807 
} 
335, 000 
i 181, 000 
} 151, 000 
067, 774 577, 198 | 917, 963 
8, 100 | 17, 000 
», 380 13, 102 30, 207 
573, 154 598, 400 965, 170 
3, 000 23, 667 19, 184 
576, 154 574, 733 984, 354 
} 3, 170 30, 733 — 29, 354 
579, 324 544, 000 955, 000 
—13, 588 
565, 736 544, 000 955, 000 
| 
389, 000 
176, 736 
544, 000 955, 000 
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OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


‘ 


SHOSHONE PROJECT, WYOMING 
Summarized financial data 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1956 
Fiscal year 1957: 


: ‘ $140, 954 


Allotment ~_---- a a ae ) ; ncctiease ses ces | 
Funds advanced by water users sielediakapeadatae eon 5, 400 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1957_____ icchaad tpi dareciariorsneccaaien ease 201, 000 
Fiscal year 1958: 
Allotment —_--~- 5g acannon enna i snschh Staind shai Seateeca ss. (a 
Funds advanced by water users_...............-.....- 4, 400 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1958_._..___._._______- hina taste allie ha 211, 100 


On a cost basis the 1958 program will total $211,100 which includes cost fi- 
nanced with funds advanced by water users. The narrative justification, which 
follows, explains the 1958 cost program. 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


Location.—In the valley of the Shoshone River in Park and Big Horn Coun- 
ties in northwestern Wyoming and extends a short distance into Carbon County, 
Mont. 

Description.—Project facilities consists of a concrete gravity arch dam, res- 
ervoir with a capacity of 439,800 acre-feet, 2 powerplants with a nameplate rat- 
ing of 5,600 kilowatts and 5,000 kilowatts, respectively, and 4 irrigation divi- 
sions with a combined acreage of 95,221 acres. The project was authorized by 
the act of June 17, 1902, ch. 1903, 32 Stat. 338, 43 United States Code 391, and 
approved by Secretary of the Interior February 10, 1904. The second powerplant 
was authorized by House Document No. 281, 79th Congress, 1st session. 

Operation.—Three divisions of the project are operated by the water users. 
These are Willwood, Garland, and Frannie divisions. The Buffalo Bill Dam, 
power facilities and the Heart Mountain irrigation division are operated by the 
Bureau with appropriated funds. The three operating divisions advance funds 
to the Bureau for their share in the operation and maintenance of the dam. 
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Work proposed, fiscal year 1958, cost program 


Storage system: 
Buffalo Bill Dam and Reservoir: For the continuation of operation and 
maintenance ; 
General expenses: For administration of Buffalo Bill Dam and Reser- 
voir. Increase is redistribution of administrative costs__. 


Total, Buffalo Bill Dam and Reservoir 


Heart Mountain division: 
Shoshone Canyon conduit and cylinder gate: For normal operation and 


| 


i 


maintenance. Decrease is minor anticipated reduction in maintenance. 
Heart Mountain main canal: For the continuation of normal operation 
of the Heart Mountain Canal. Increase for necessary maintenance work 
prior to changeover to water users... --- : ae 3 
Heart Mountain lateral system: For the continuation of normal opera- 
tion of the Heart Mountain lateral system. Decrease anticipated 
reduction in maintenance cost 
Drainage system: For continuation of normal drainage maintenance. 
Decrease anticipated reduction in maintenance cost 
General expense: For necessary administrative expenses chargeable to the 
Heart Mountain division - - _- 
Replacements: For the replacement of 3 pickups and 1 flat-bed truck 
Total, Heart Mountain division 
Shoshone power division: 
Electrical generation: For continued operation and maintenance of Sho- 
sbone and Heart Mountain powerplants - - - -- 
General expense: For general administrative expenses chargeable to Sho- | 
shone project power division 
Replacements: For the replacement of 2 obsolete oil circuit breakers at 
Shoshone powerplant and switchboard improvements at Shoshone and 
Heart Mountain powerplants 
Equipment acquisitions: For the purchase of tools and work equipment 
and other general property to replace obsolete or wornout equipment 
Total, power division. 
Project headquarters: For normal supervision and administration of the oper- 
tion and maintenance program 
Total, project headquarters 
Contribution t vil service retirement fund: Initial year contribution to 
civil service retirement fund 
lotal operation and maintenance cost 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures: Represents $1,800 for advance to 
Missouri River Basin project power operation and maintenance and tran 
fer of equipment by nonappropriation transfer 
Total « to appropriation and funds advanced 
RECONCILIATION TO TOTAL OBLIGATIONS 
Cost adjustments: No cost adjustments estimated 
[otal obligations.............-. ae és 
Costs by functions, fiscal year 1958 


Irrigation________ 
Power__- 
Flood control eaten ot 
Contribution to civil service retirement fund feiss : 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures___- a 


Total cost to appropriation and funds advanced 








Difference, 
increase (+) 
Program or de- 
fiscal year crease (—), 
1958 1958 com- 
pared with 
1957 
igi i— 2 —— 
$10, 257 — $200 
| 
, 243 +700 
11, 500 | +500 
1, 425 910 
} 
20, 370 +-1, 570 
25, 200 —2, 100 
6, 230 — 658 
| 
5, 000 | —600 
7,000 | +1, 500 
ae } sia 
—1, 198 
| 
74, 300 | 68 
1, 100 100 
25, 600 | 4, 522 
3, 000 | 
104, 000 | —4, 690 
21, 000 +85 
21, 000 4-RR5 
7. 200 +-7, 200 
208, 925 12 6097 
2,17 281 
211, 100 ? 978 
7,122 
211, 100 +-10, 100 
ia - $74, 754 
si insteeseccn, eg 
ee 4,342 
ae = 7, 200 
2,175 


. 211, 100 
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SHOSHONE PRoJEcT, WYOMING 


Project statistics 











| | Estimated 
| fate, neo, ees 
Feature or item } Unit year 1956 | | 
Fiscal year Fiscal year 
1957 1958 
| 
da nectar laegpanesetnasnetnesams senate eee tnngaas pineal tnenthsnestai tad finden aenieitemapantinindi 
FACILITIES OPERATED RY RUREAU | 
| | 
Irrigation system: 
Irrigable acreage for service: | 
Fr Irrigation service land, full _-- Acres : j 25, 690 | 25, 690 25, 690 
Irrigation service land, supple- | do | 790 790 | 790 
mental (leased and water | 
rental). 

Irrigated area do_- 2 22, 035 22, 700 | 22, 800 
Gross crop value | Dollars 907, 727 | 1, 135, 000 | 1, 140, 000 
Average gross crop value per do 41 | 5O | »D 

acre. | 

Storage dams and reservoirs | Number-.--.-- MT 1 1 

Canals . | Miles | 26 | 26 | 26 

Laterals 5 | do a | 131 | 131 | 131 

Drains ‘ do. | 95 | 100 103 

Operating roads. ae 83 | 83 | 83 

Power system: 

Annual sales... : Kilowatt-hours____| (i (: ) 

Revenues from sale of electrical | Dollars | (! | (4) | (') 

energy. | 

Powerplants. - | Number 2 | 2 | 2 

Plant capacity Caemnepinte capacity) | Kilowatts | 10, 600 | 10, 600 | 10, 600 

Patrol roads__.. : 5 Miles (!) 3) (‘) 

Transmission lines: | j | 
Circuit_- a | .do.. (‘) () | (4) 
Structural____- | do (‘) (: () 

Substations -- | Number | (1) | ( (1) 

| (1) | (i) (1) 
| | 


Substations, capacity | Kilovolt-amperes 


! Included with Missouri River Basin project transmission division, western section. 
ADDITIONS TO PROJECT 


Mr. Krrwan. Last year, we had a little discussion about adding 
more and more on to the cost of this annie without repayment con- 
tracts to cover. Now it appears that you are adding something called 
the North Cody Bend and Ralston Flat pumps areas. Why? 

Mr. Curnton. Those are two small pumping units along the Heart 
Mountain Canal, and our proposal to the Heart Mountain Irrigation 
District has been that if they want to add those to the district, it 
should be done and covered by a repayment contract that we are now 
in the process of negotiating. We have not yet completed negotia- 
tions on that contract. The district has not said finally yet that 
they want those two pumping units. Unless they are included in the 
repayment contract, we will not build them. Nevertheless, we are 
still carrying their cost as a part of the Shoshone project. If they 
are dropped, we will drop the cost of those units. 

Mr. Krrwan. How much money was budgeted for it? 

Mr. Curnron. For the Shoshone project? 

Mr. Kirwan. Yes. 

Mr. Curn'ron. We have $544,000 budgeted for 1958. 

Mr. Kirwan. Those two units ¢ 

Mr. Crinton. Their cost is not included in our 1958 request. 

Mr. Kirwan. They are not in here? 

Mr. Crrn ron. No, sir. 
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CONTRACT WITH WATER USERS 


Mr. Kirwan. Last year, Mr. Dominy told us on page 686 of the 
hearings that you should have by this year a pretty good understand- 
ing w ith the water users as to a long-term contract. 

Mr. Curnrox. We have an agreement with their district board of 
commissioners on the terms of the contract, and we are now drafting 
it in final form to submit to their water users at an election. We 
hope to get that done in the next 30 days. 

Mr. Kirwan. Can you get a contract with the Heart Mountain divi- 
sion without including the ( Yody Bench and Ralston Flat? 

Mr. Crinton. Yes, sir. We now have an agreement with the board 
of directors on a form of contract. 

Mr. Kirwan. You have got a separate contract there ? 

Mr. Curnron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. If you get the other contract, you will not build the 
other two? 

Mr. Curnton. That is right. 

Mr. Krrwan. Have you ‘increased your estimate for drains on the 
Heart Mountain division in the last 5 years and, if so, how many 
times ? 

Mr. Crinton. I don’t recall that we have increased the amount for 
drains. We have had the same experience there, Mr. Chairman, that 
we have had on other projects during this particular phase when it 
was very difficult to say finally how much drainage you will have to 
put in to stabilize the water table. So, we have been putting in drains 
only as it became evident that they are needed. We are finding out 
that the amount we have had to spend on the draining is tapering off 
and we anticipate that it will taper off rapidly for ‘the next couple 
of years. 

Mr. Kirwan. For how many years has the Heart Mountain divi- 
sion been receiving project water ? 

Mr. Crrntron. About 10 years, since the first blocks received water. 
They are reaching the end of their development period in 1957 to 1960. 

Mr. Kirwan. Four different writeoffs totaling $2,600,619 have oc- 
curred in this project since 1926. What assurances are there that there 
will be no more writeoffs if we keep adding to the project as you now 
propose ¢ 

Mr. Curnton. I think this should wind up all of them with the 
possible exception of class 5 lands. We are in the process of working 
on the class 5 lands as a part of this contract, but there will be a provi- 
sion for a reconsideration of them in future years if they get into 
any difficulty. 

Mr. Kirwan. Last year, you showed the same writeoffs as totaling 
$2,173,459 on page 684 of the hearings. Now the total is $2,006,619. 
Where did you pick up the difference of $166,840 ? 

Mr. Crinton. That is the result of a series of accounting procedures, 
Mr. Chairman. It is a little too complicated for me to explain here. 
I think the simplest way for me is to supply it for the record. I do 
have a statement on that. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right; supply that for the record. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 
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SHOSHONE PROJECT 


The fiscal year 1958 appropriation justification shows construction cost 
chargeoff for the Shoshone project totaling $2,006,619 compared with $2,173,459 
shown in fiscal year 1957 appropriation justification. The net reduction in 
the amount of $166,840 is the result of (1) excluding $76,144 of investigation 
costs and O, and M. deficits; (2) reduction of $94,000 in estimated chargeoff for 
nonirrigable lands authorized by Public Law 258; and (3) the crediting of $3,304 
of revenues realized from class 6 land sales pursuant to the act of May 16, 1930. 
From an accounting standpoint the investigation cost and O. and M. deficits 
are not considered as project construction cost. The project accounts have been 
adjusted accordingly. The investigation costs were incurred in connection 
with land reclassification and the negotiation of amendatory repayment contracts 
with the Deaver and Willwood Irrigation Districts. These costs were charged 
off pursuant to the authority in Public Law 289, 88d Congress. The O. and M. 
deficits incurred on the Deaver and Shoshone Irrigation Districts were charged 
off pursuant to the act of May 25, 1926. 


Recapitulation 
O. and M. deficit: 


Shonbene Ervigstion: IMei tts ..6 ic cc daecdndnandcotdinbcwded balenli de $21, 373 
INGER  TUOERORI OR, DUCT NOE csi 4..*s én: tetas again cade aetna es 16, 663 
Investigation costs: 
De tN 1 TIS Uanassnlins ssn cavciaohtgiaxeosercemcapenencnlicedagicraneassiannaneeeeiciteaneaiianee 24, 914 
Weiwood EPPIemUnOm Lmmetiet oe en bos cade eke eee 13, 194 
ING iach tein btn new dct Tics a ss eal ia ek lt Maes 76, 144 
Reduction in estimated chargeoffs for nonirrigable lands pursuant to 
Se Be dire tesensi Sense ceeds atria teams aang 94, 000 
PO isin s i do iicinitinbnissnnbnnannnci tt dds alcttn adie hdek Tihs cd er 170, 144 
Less revenues from class 6 land sales__.._...__..______________..._._.._.. —3,304 
Net reduction_ sctincupis isaac seated excentiesisaacaiene sie aniaot dons escape ale reshetael oabcaitaeee 166, 840 


TRANSMISSION DIVISION 
Mr. JENSEN. You say that— 


Beginning July 1, 1952, the transmission division of Missouri River Basin 
project assumed the operation and maintenance of the transmission facilities 
of the Colorado-Nebraska-Wyoming interconnected system including those of 
Shoshone project, and does the marketing of the power, all as the agent of the 
various projects involved. Shoshone project continues to operate its own power- 
plants, and is credited with revenues annually for its production and transmis- 
sion system investments by allocations of power sales revenues from Missouri 
River Basin project transmission division. 

Now, do you have a map showing that transmission grid ? 

Mr. Curnron. We have one of the whole Missouri River Basin, Mr. 
Jensen. 

Mr. JENSEN. Now, point out the dam project on this map. 

Mr. Ciintron. He is pointing to it now, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Tell us where it is, in what State. 

Mr. Crin'ton. In Wyoming. 


MISSOURI BASIN POWER LINES GOING INTO NEBRASKA 


Mr. Jensen. And the grid system runs over into Nebraska ¢ 

Mr. Crrnron. You can see it running south from the Shoshone 
powerplant, through the Boysen plant near Thermopolis and the Al- 
cova plant at Casper, and on through Cheyenne and interconnecting 
with the plants of the Big Thompson project in the vicinity of Denver 
and Loveland, and there are lines reaching out into western Nebraska. 

Mr. Jensen. Point out on the map the Nebraska lines. 
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Now, that map shows a number of transmission lines with 230 kilo- 
volts and 130 kilovolts running into the State of Nebraska from the 
Shoshone project. 

Mr. Curnton. They are from the system. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes, from the system. How many miles of transmis- 
sion lines are running into the State of Nebraska from that area ? 

Mr. Curnton. I can’t tell you, offhand. 

Mr. Jensen. There are several hundred miles of them, isn’t that 
right? 

Mr. Ciinon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. And they are 230-kilovolt lines? 

Mr. Curnton. No; they are all 115-kilovolt lines. There are no 230- 
kilovolt lines in the system. 

Mr. Jensen. But, you have double kilovolt lines running parallel 
with each other, don’t you? 

Mr. Ciinton. Yes; 7 it is evident on the map. 

Mr. Jensen. Now, I am going to be perfectly frank, and the reason 
I am talking about this is because of the fact that there are folks in 
Nebraska that contend that we have not been fair with the State of 
Nebraska as compared with other States in the Missouri River Valley. 

Now, then, we also have a 115-kilovolt line running from Rand: ll 
Dam down to O'Neil. 

Mr. Ciinton. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JenseN. How many miles is that ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Fifty to sixty miles. 

Mr. Jensen. We have another line running from Gavins Point down 
to Belden, going across the Missouri River from Gavins Point Dam 
down to Belden, Nebr., which is over in the esatern part of Nebraska. 

Mr. Drexnermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Those are 115 kilovolts. 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir; all of them. 

Mr. Jensen. There was a time when the State of Nebraska could 
have gotten a 230-kilovolt line running into the State, but they elected 
not totake it. I think you remember that. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. But the facts are that the State of Nebraska has been 
tre: me very liberally with lines, especially in the western part of the 
State, by the building of hundreds and hundreds of miles of transmis- 
sion lines into that State; isn’t that right ? 

Mr. Criinton. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. As the chairman said yesterday, the record doesn’t 
show when you nod your head. What is your answer ? 

Mr. Ciinton. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dexuermer. This line is also shown on the map which is behind 
page BR-115 of the material you have before you. 

Mr. Crosruwatr. Your transmission line map. 

Mr. Jensen. What page? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Page BR-115, that is the MRB transmission 
system. 

Mr. Boranp. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. May I say this off the record, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Kirwan. Yes. 


(Discussion off the record. ) 
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Mr. Kirwan. Back on the record. 

Mr. JENSEN. I said then in the State of Iowa there are no Federal 
powerplants. There are no Federal powerplants in the State of Min- 
nesota. So we have the line from Randall Dam just to Sioux City, 
just crossing the State line into Sioux City, Lowa, and the people of 
Towa come to Sioux City and get their power. They build their own 
lines to go up there and get the power. 

The State of Minnesota is going to do the same thing when they get 
their power from Big Bend Dam. 

The State of Nebraska has a line from Randall Dam, 115 kilovolts 
to O’Neil, and another 115 kilovolts to Belden, a direct network of 
transmission lines in the western part of the State totaling in mileage, 
I would venture, at least several hundred miles of transmission lines 
from the western hydroelectric projects. 

So, when the State of Nebraska or any other State says they have 
not had equal treatment with the other States so far as transmission 
lines from the Missouri Valley projects are concerned, it just isn’t 
true. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


DRAINAGE AND Minor Construction, Bureau or RECLAMATION 


Mr. Kirwan. The next item on the agenda is drainage and minor 
construction, $310,000. 

Pages BR-28 through BR-31 for the record. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


DRAINAGE AND MINOR CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM, MISSOURI BASIN 


Fiscal year 1958 
ab allatatiteittpecie tied Kini ciaphonits dictates LSineoihlibice $463, 074 
ninicaowasne ec ica ttlsiasesins ot ape salad taco * 310, 000 


1 Includes $3,600 contribution to civil service retirement fund. 


Obligations program_ 
Funds required 


Description.—The drainage and minor construction program consists of proj- 
ects on which all major construction has been completed, except for facilities 
which are temporarily deferred, and relatively small amounts of funds are being 
requested in the budget year for drainage work, minor repair, or replacement 
work, miscellaneous finishing activities, or preconstruction work on the tempo- 
rarily deferred facilities. 

During fiscal year 1958S work under the regular drainage and minor construc- 
tion activity in the Missouri Basin will be confined to four projects. 


WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 
Buffalo Rapids project, Montana, $156,647 


Description—The first division consists of a pumping plant located on the 
Yellowstone River with a capacity of 330 second-feet, which provides a lift of 
103 feet to irrigate 13,903 acres of land. 

The second division consists of 3 units and a total of 9,422 irrigable acres. 
Water is pumped from the Yellowstone River by 4 pumping plants ranging in 
capacity from 40 second-feet to 105 second-feet. 

Work proposed, fiscal year 1958.—The program provides for completion of 
drainage contracts awarded in fiscal year 1957 and award of additional drain- 
age contracts. Completion of Fallon drains is scheduled. 

Buford-Trenton project, North Dakota, $123,074 

Description.—The primary purpose of the project is to provide full water 
supply to 10,642 acres of irrigable lands. Water is pumped from the Missouri 
River at a point near Buford, N. Dak. The pumping plant consists of 3 pump- 
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ing units of 80 cubic feet per second capacity against a lift of 31 feet. The 
project is operated by the Buford-Trenton Irrigation District. 

Work proposed, fiscal year 1958.—Prior-year unobligated funds are available 
for replacement of trashracks at the Buford-Trenton pumping plant and repair 
and improvement to discharge line. Includes collection of design data, issue 
and award of contracts and completion of the work. Funds will be used for col- 
lection of design data and award of contract to start minor completion work 
on the canals and conduits. Construction consists of replacing wood structures 
with concrete, including water inlets; provides purchase and installation of new 
gates and gages on many existing lateral headgates and overchutes and under- 
chutes pipe. Work on the laterals includes investigations as to specific re- 
quirements, collection of design data, award of contract for minor completion 
work, purchase of materials and start of construction. Farm road crossings 
will be built, new gates and gages installed at turnouts and overchutes and under- 
chutes placed. The program provides for award and start of minor completion 
construction on various drains. 

Funds will be used for gathering design data, award and completion of con- 
tract for crosswater drainage protection, placing additional riprap protection 
to eroding spots on wasteways, canals, laterals and drains; increase height of 
some check structures and straighten slope and extend existing floodwater chan- 
nel. Service equipment will be acquired for the irrigation district not initially 
provided while under construction. 


Riverton project, Wyoming, $127,000 

Description.—The primary purpose of the project is to provide a full water 
supply for the irrigation of 64,516 acres of semiarid new lands. The project de- 
rives its water supply from Wind River and tributaries, having Bull Lake 
Reservoir as its principal storage and Pilot Butte Reservoir as supplemental 
storage. Water from Bull Lake is diverted at Wind River Diversion Dam. 

The Pilot Butte powerplant has a capacity of 1,600 kilowatts and is inter- 
connected with the Bureau of Reclamation’s transmission system extending 
throughout Wyoming. 

Work proposed, fiscal year 1957.—Two drainage contracts for Wyoming canal 
drains will be issued, awarded, and construction completed during the year. The 
program provides for future year capacity provisions and for settlers assistance. 


Sun River project, Greenfields division, Montana, $82,000 

Work proposed, fiscal year 1958.—Two drainage contracts for Wyoming canal 
features of which were completed in 1920, is to provide irrigation for 84,531 
acres of land. The storage system of the Greenfields division consists of Gibson 
Dam and Reservoir on the north fork of Sun River and two offstream reservoirs. 
Water is diverted below Gibson Reservoir to Pishkuns Canal leading to Pish- 
kuns Reservoir. The water is then released to the Sun River Slope Canal for 
irrigation of the division. 

Work proposed, fiscal year 1958.—The program provides for minor completion 
work on Gibson Dam and Reservoir, canals and conduits based on the results 
of studies completed in fiscal year 1957. Included will be structure modifica- 
tions, installation of new structures, and enlargement of canal sections to per- 
mit increasing the capacity of the canals. Construction of drains will be con- 
tinued as studies point out the need for drainage of seeped areas. 

Other expenditures and credits, —$25,647.—Represents cost-of-service facili- 
ties and stores acquired in previous years which will be distributed to perma- 
nent property in fiscal year 1958. 


Mr. Krrwan. Will the costs of all items under this heading be re- 
paid under existing repayment contracts? 

Mr. Cuinton. Yes, sir; they will. 

Mr. Kirwan. Why are you putting money into the Buford-Trenton 
project when money has been appropriated to acquire the lands of 
this project so that it can be flooded by the Garrison Reservoir ? 

Mr. Curnton. The land that the Corps of Engineers is acquiring for 
Garrison Reservoir does not include the entire Buford-Trenton proj- 
ect. Only 2,735 acres in the east bottom is being acquired for Garrison 
Reservoir, leaving 7,907 acres which will continue to be irrigated by the 
canal system. The money will be spent on drainage and minor con- 
struction in the remaining 7,900-acre portion of the project. 
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REHABILITATION AND BerreRMENT OF Existing Progecrs, 
BurEAU OF RECLAMATION 


Mr. Kirwan. The next item is rehabilitation and betterment of exist- 
. © a 
ing projects, $¢7(0,000. 

We will insert page BR-82 for the record. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 

REHABILITATION AND BETTERMENT OF EXISTING PROJECTS, MissoURI BASIN 
Fiscal year 1958 
COPMTIONS PRORPAMS 2200 22 a a So LS tle ay $770, 000 
IE POGNNIO co bo oe ee eh oe Je by UT 1770, 000 

1 Includes $6,000 contribution to civil service retirement fund. 

Description.—On older projects which have been in operation for many years 
it has been found that many structures have far exceeded their useful life and 
are requiring an excessive maintenance program to continue operations. The 
deteriorated facilities also often result in inefficient use or loss of irrigation 
water. The needed repairs are in most instances beyond the ability of the 
water users to finance on a current basis. In addition, there have been many 
changes in land use, methods of irrigation, and types of crops raised and, to place 
these older projects on a basis comparable to those now being constructed, the 
facilities must not only be rehabilitated but also improved. 

During fiscal year 1958S work under the “Rehabilitation and betterment” 
activity in the Missouri Basin will be confined to three projects. 


WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


Huntley project, Montana, $50,000.—Rehabilitation of the diversion dam serving 
the Huntley project was begun in fiscal year 1957, with an allotment from the 
Bureau of Reclamation emergency fund. The work will be carried to completion 
during fiscal year 195s. 

Miik River project, Montana, $240,000.—Work on modification of the Sherburne 
Lakes Dam outlet works by rehabilitating the outlet works and providing an 
emergency overflow spillway will be continued to completion. 

R.verton project, Wyoming, $480,000.—Lining of canals and laterals, replace- 
ment of structures, construction of new drains, and rehabilitation of some exist- 
ing drains will be continued. 

Mr. Kirwan. On which of the projects under this heading do you 
not yet have firm contracts for repayment ? 

Mr. Cun tron. We have repayment contracts on all of them. 

Mr. Kirwan. You have them all? 

Mr. Curnton. Yes, sir. 

RIVERTON PROJECT 


Mr. Kirwan. What is the difference between the work scheduled for 
the Riverton project under this heading, and that scheduled under the 
drainage and minor completion heading ¢ 

Mr. Crinron. On the old part of the Riverton project, the work is 
called rehabilitation and betterment and its cost is covered by a repay- 
ment contract with the Midvale Irrigation District. The drainage 
and minor construction is on the third division of the project which 
is the last part of it that was developed. 

Mr. Kirwan. What was the total amount to be repaid on the River- 
ton project when the initial payment contract or contracts were signed 
and how much has been added for repayment by this kind of work 
subsequently ? 
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Mr. Cuinton. I do not have those figures with me. 

Mr. Kirwan. Put in the record at this point, will you? 
Mr. Cuint0n . We will supply it for the record. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


RIVERTON PROJECT 


The rehabilitation and betterment program on the Riverton project is pri- 
marily concerned with the first and second divisions which comprise the Mid- 
vale Irrigation District. Original construction cost assignable to and repayable 
by the Midvale Irrigation District approximated $6 million. The initial phase 
of the Midvale District rehabilitation and betterment program totaled $1,950,000. 
The second and final phase of the Midvale District rehabilitation and better- 
ment program will cost $2,300,000, exclusive of some $200,000 of materials to be 
furnished by the water users. Concurrent repayment of rehabilitation‘and bet- 
terment obligations with the construction cost is provided under contracts which 
have been executed with the Midvale Irrigation District. 


Mr. Kirwan. Have you any questions to ask on drainage and minor 
construction or rehabilitation and betterment of existing projects? 


MISSOURI RIVER BASIN PROJECT 


Mr. Kirwan. The next item is the “Missouri River Basin project.” 
We will insert pages BR-33 through BR-40 for the record, and also 

pages BR-210 through BR-220 for “Operation and maintenance.” 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


Missourr River BAsiIn PROJECT 


Location.—The project area is the entire drainage basin of the Missouri River. 
The basin contains approximately 529,000 square miles, or about one-sixth of the 
land area of the United States. It covers all or parts of the 10 States of Montana, 
North Dakota, South Dakota, Wyoming, Nebraska, Colorado, Kansas, Minnesota, 
Iowa, and Missouri. The last three named States are east of the area of Federal 
irrigation development. 

Authorization.—By the Flood Control Acts of December 22, 1944 (58 Stat. 887), 
July 24, 1946 (60 Stat. 641), and May 17, 1950 (64 Stat. 170) ; and by special acts 
of July 16, 1954 (58 Stat. 891), August 21, 1954 (68 Stat. 757), May 2, 1956 (58 
Stat. 891), May 18, 1956 (70 Stat. 160), and August 3, 1956 (70 Stat. 975). Refers 
to Senate Document 191, House Document 245, and Senate Document 247, all 
78th Congress. 

Description.—The project consists of a comprehensive basin plan being con- 
structed jointly by the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers. The 
ultimate plan proposed contains more than 200 individual projects or units, which 
will provide a coordinated system of reservoirs, canals, and related works for the 
full development of the water resources of the basin. This basin, long subject to 
recurring floods and droughts, justifies the need for basinwide planning of a 
system of reservoirs for maximum irrigation, flood control, hydroelectric power, 
municipal and industrial water, navigation, recreation, and fish and wildlife 
conservation. In addition to the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engi- 
neers, other Federal agencies, including six in the Interior Department, are 
cooptrating in the planning and development of the basin. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.62 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 
ne os ibianes iain ee ao * $2, 945, 579, 000 
Total obligations to June 30, 1956__---_--__ Ble BAAR EEE: 475, 407, 555 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1957____.--___- aici th ned eebegMiRicess 42, 785, 323 
Tate epeeetions, fecal year 20GB. oso nso on nk ee 44, 563, 734 
I ii ti ieee para leeipeniancy iiadieesipeseiotian 2, 430, 910, 048 


1 Estimated Bureau of Reclamation project costs only. Excludes investigations by other 
agencies. 
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Change in total project cost 


1957 congressional justification._._..........---.......... ~~ $2, 813, 297, 000 
1056 compressional justification. a a 2, 945, 579, 000 
PUOMONNO Sl di Bei cd ek ee ek 132, 282, 000 


The increase in total project cost is the result of refinement of the estimate 
based on current price index, further studies and changes in the plan of develop- 
ment, along with the addition of the Farwell unit which was reauthorized under 
Public Law 952, 84th Congress, 2d session. 

Total estimated project cost and allocation 

Total estimated project cost to be allocated, $2,945,579,000." 


1 Bureau of Reclamation only. Excludes costs of other agencies. 


Allocation of total estimated project cost 
Reimbursable : 


BETTIE, sete a | de ae mote ree 
ie tae sciiclada hede 627, 868, 000 
PRTRRCIRE PAIRED DERRUIET URE CUTIE str ee 3, 636, 000 
Ri ca ee ree ES ae ate = 4, 861, 000 
I ici ccincetitincninnebcniabe ss iuextidetnievandabaneiascaadaianida scdaadee aaa ncaa 19, 579, 000 

Subtotal______ “a a , 2, 756, 001, 000 





Nonreimbursable: 


Flood control__- ee sla aa oe ell a ee 185, 515, 000 


NE as as ae tds es pikcaghieets dciaiécy tease eee 3, 063, 000 
Bo a | chdigiomabet ina ats aaa 1, 000, 000 
Subtotal__ ? s iat e 189, 578, 000 


ORM i hisinien a sine io cae boda, . 2, 945, 579, 000 
Repayment of reimbursable costs 


By irrigation water users__-_ S428, 476, 000 


$y municipal and industrial water users : lon 3, 636, 000 
By power revenues, part only____- ceasanes 2, 323, SS9, OOO 
Total_- aE 2. 756. 001, 000 


Repayment costs per acre 

These data are presented in the justifications of the individual units. 

Repayment.—The entire cost of the comprehensive project that is properly 
allocable to irrigation, commercial power, and municipal water will be repaid 
in accordance with reclamation law. Costs properly allocable to flood control, 
navigation, and fish and wildlife are nonreimbursable. Costs allocated to irriga- 
tion and in excess of the water users’ ability to repay will be repaid from power 
revenues. 

Physical data.—The portion of the Missouri River Basin project now authorized 
for construction by the Bureau of Reclamation comprises about 190 separate 
units and divisions. Development of these units and divisions will provide the 
following benefits : 


Storage capacity__ a schbinastimns ta bchidii __..aecre feet__ 18, 166, 000 

Irrigation service to: 
IRR SOE ctcinee peimag einai ii ieian tea caine setae! -acres__ 3, 338, 22% 
Supplemental supply___._------- uss cindidies tae a ze 480, 720 
EER IIGNS TUOUROT. COMRTILY 6 nner ni ccc titeesmncand ese __kilowatts__ * $+ 4, 700 
1 Bureau of Reclamation only. Exeludes plants for construction by Corps of Engineers. 


Status.—As of June 30, 1957, the units to be constructed by the Bureau of 
Reclamation, for which funds have been made available, will be approximately 
53 percent complete. Twenty-seven units embracing 22 storage dams and 6 pow- 
erplants will either be completed or under construction. All or part of these units 
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will be in operation by the end of the same fiscal year as a result of completion of 
construction to a point where 19 dams, 4 powerplants, and other facilities will 
be in use. Partial flood control has been achieved on several main tributaries, 
and actual irrigation will be underway on 10 units. The transmission grid has 
been advanced to market power now available and to be completed coincident 
with the completion of the Missouri River main-stem powerplants now under 
construction by the Corps of Engineers. 

Work proposed, fiscal year 1958.—The overall Missouri River Basin project fund 
request is outlined in the consolidated statement. Separate justifications follow 
for each division or unit to be in an active construction stage in fiscal year 1958, 
the Missouri River Basin investigations to be financed with construction funds, 
and other Department of the Interior agencies participating in the basin develop- 
ment. Costs and program data for these separate activities are also presented on 
a supporting tabulation. 

Fiscal year 1958 construction program, $88,438,734.—This program provides for 
initiation of construction on 3 units and continuing construction of 20 divisions 
and units of which 9 are grouped into the drainage and minor construction cate- 
gory because of their relatively small programs. In addition, small amounts of 
funds are included in the D & MC category for completion reports and as-built 
drawings on functionally completed units for which construction funds are not 
available. The largest portion of the funds requested will be required to make 
payments on contracts for work now under construction or to be placed under 
contract as part of the approved program. Among the maior features continuing 
are the Anchor Dam; the Fremont Canyon powerplant: the canal systems of the 
Bostwick and Frenchman-Cambridge Divisions; the pumping plant, canal, and 
tunnel of the Helena Valley unit: and the power transmission grid which is keyed 
to availability of power from main stem Missouri River powerplants. 

Major features to be completed in fiscal year 1958 include the Kirwin unit 
irrigation facilities, Glendo unit dam and powerplant, Sargent Canal and appur- 
tenant laterals, and the initial 230 kilovolt addition to Sioux Falls substation and 
75,000 kilovolt-ampere addition to Sioux City substation. The irrigation distribu- 
tion system will be started on the Webster unit ; construction initiated on Dawson 
County-Bismarck 230 kilovolt transmission line; and construction of Yellowtail 
Dam will be started. 

Preconstruction work will be active on the irrigation facilities of several units 
where reservoirs are completed or under construction. 

Investigations, $3 million.—This program provides for continuing work on the 
development of plans leading to completion of the Bureau of Reclamation’s work 
in the Missouri River Basin in an orderly fashion with the goal of optimum 
utilization of the basin’s vast water and land resources. The fiscal year 1958 
basin surveys program provides for continuation of surveys in 11 basins or sub- 
basins, 4 of which will be completed by the end of the year and work will be 
resumed or initiated on 3 divisions. Unit investigations will he continned on 3 
units and initiated on 3 additional units in fiscal year 1958. The advance plan- 
ning program provides for continued activities on 9 units with reports on 6 of 
these units scheduled for completion during the year. 

Other Interior agencies, $3,125,000.—These funds will be allotted to six partici- 
pating agencies for continuation of multipurpose development of the Missouri 
River Basin. While most of the funds expended are for direct benefit of the 
recipient agency in carrying out the Department of the Interior’s coordinated 
and comprehensive program for the development of land and water resources, 
some direct benefits are realized by the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps 
of Engineers in the way of surveys and streamflow data. Activities to be con- 
tinued under this heading include classification and inventory of public land by 
the Bureau of Land Management and evaluation of mineral resources by the 
Bureau of Mines. The Fish and Wildlife Service will continue studies with the 
construction agencies to see that proper wildlife protection facilities are incorpo- 
rated in construction plans. The Geological Survey will collect and analyze basic 
data on water, land, and mineral resources, and prepare maps and reports reflect- 
ing these data. The National Park Service is responsible for the comprehensive 
plan for conservation, development. and use of outdoor recreational and historical 
resources, While the Bureau of Indian Affairs will be responsible for custodian- 
ship and management of the tribes residing on Indian reservations. 
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Missouri River Basin project 


Estimat 


Divisions, units, and location total ot 


ed 


i. 
il 


gations 


Completed work 
Keyhole unit, Wyoming 








$4, 763, 226 


2265 


Kortes unit, Wyoming 13, 697, 004 

Savage unit, Montana 509, 369 
Construction program: 

Ainsworth unit, Nebraska 25, 722, 000 

Bostwick division, NebrasKa- 

Kansas 48, 449, 860 
Cedar Bluff unit, Kansas 18, 862, 321 
Farwell unit, Nebraska 31, 974, 000 
Frenchman-Cambridge divi 

sion, Nebraska 79, 297, 583 
Glendo unit, Wyoming 39, 093, 932 
Helena Valley unit, Mon 

tana 11, 456, 113 
Kirwin unit, Kansas 19, 705, 842 
Ow! Creek unit, W voming 3, 122, 000 
Sargent unit, Nebraska 14, 492, 273 
Shoshone extensions unit, 

W yoming 46, 804, 000 
Transmission division, vari 

ous 207, 620. 170 
Wehster unit, Kansas 16, 348, 700 
Yellowtail unit, Montana 

ind Wyoming 86, 062, 000 

Drainage and minor constru 
tion 
Angostura unit, South Da 
kota 14, 198, 292 


Boysen unit, Wyoming 

Canyon Ferry unit, Mon 
tana 

Crow Creek pump unit, 
Montana 1, 710, 


33, 969, 


29, O80, 


647 


631 


009 


Dickinson unit, North D 
kota 1, 860, 800 
Fort Clark unit, North Da- 
kota 713, 000 
Hanover-Bluff unit, Wyo- 
ming 3, 442, 000 
Heart Butte unit, North Da- 
kota 6, 308, 900 
Jamestown unit, South Da- 
kota 3, 942, 900 
Lower Mariasunit, Montana 66, 846, 692 
Rapid Valley unit, South 
Dakota 9, 000, 700 
Saint Francis unit, Colorado 16, 866, 228 
Shadehill unit, South Dakota 7, 590, 373 
Completion reports and as- | 
built drawings. 45, 500 
Subtotal—construction | 953, 556, 065 | 
Cost of units under investi- | | 
gation. }1, 992, 022, 935 | 
Investigations (74, 069, 494 
Subtotal, Bureau of Recla- | 
mation - - - 12, 945, 579, 000 | 
Other departmental agencies. - - | 
Total 2, 945, 579, 000 | 


91488—5 o6 
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program, fiscal years 1957 and 1958 


Obligations 
to June 30, 
1956 


$4, 672, 226 


13, 697, 004 
475, 369 








13, 794, 051 


51, 041, 950 
10, 758, 375 


914, 342 
15, 379, 513 
512, 120 


11, 327, 125 


612, 14¢ 


13, 495, 984 


76 
1, 573, 743 


0, 743 


679, 398 


7, 915, 164 

13, 244, 574 
7, S19, 187 

931 

386, 728, 215 


46, 610, 756 


433, 338, 971 
42, 0.58, 584 


475, 407, 555 





Obligation 





program, 
fiscal year 
1957 





3, 237, 599 
11,012, 214 





871 
229 
000 
950 
365, 134 
Q92' a=F 


£0,910 


80, OOF 





109, 097 
115, 000 


10, 65 


14, 586 


29, 569 | 


| 39, 891, 247 
2, 894, 076 


42, 785, 32% 





1958 


$1, 100 
1, 471 
50 


750 


3, 260 
9, 951 
4, 500 
1, 435 
1, 249 
313 


500 


1. 000 


14 


Obligation 
progr 
fiscal year 


m, 


000 


000 
000 
, 000 


000 
000 


000 
000 
SSO 
000 


000 


UOO 
OOO 


, 854 


000 


56, 000 


», 000 


000 


5, 000 


5, 000 


000 


70, 000 


23 


000 


10, 000 
10, 000 
38, 438, 734 
3, 000, OO 


41, 438, 


3, 125, 


44, 563, 


, 134 
000 


734 


Balance t 
c ymplete 


$91, 000 
34, 000 
24, 622, 006 
14, 303. 000 


4, 919, 300 
31, 224, 000 





21 034 
7 2, 343 
2, 892, 900 


748, 100 
330, 000 
8, 769, 607 


46, 304, 006 


188, 179, O67 
3, 198, 20K 
$2, 062, 00 


333, 38Y 


375, 264 

75, 000 
106, 500 
104, G85 
20. 702 
571, 000 


2, 021, 122 


481 
0, 000 





1, 002, 822 
3, 611, 000 
46, 600 


491, 473, 416 
1, £39, 436, 632 
21, 483, 191 


2, 430, 910, 048 


|2, 430, 910, 048 
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OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
Missouri River BASIN PROJECT 


Summarized financial data 


ee enn “Oe Benes oe oe occa cas $3, 649, 723 
Fiscal year 1957: 
RN ON a ne hs $5, 752, 030 
Funds advanced by water users__.._._-._____-__~-- 6, 800 
Utes womaerems, Gecel: your 4007 nc ee ee ee cee 5, 758, 830 
Fiseal year 1958: 
a A ISD. ser csticree aici niacin $6, 181, 200 
Funds advanced by water users___.-___-__-_____--_ 5, TOO 
Total Giiieasions; Geenl your 1UGC We on nn eee 6, 186, 900 


On a cost basis the 1958 program will total $6,145,404, which includes cost 
financed with funds advanced by water users. The narrative justification, which 
follows, explains the 1958 cost program and the relation of costs to obligations. 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATES 


Location.—The basin contains approximately 529,000 square miles, which is 
the entire drainage of the Missouri River, or about one-sixth of the land area of 
the United States. It covers all or parts of the 10 States of Montana, North 
Dakota, South Dakota, Wyoming, Nebraska, Colorado, Kansas, Minnesota, Iowa, 
and Missouri. 

Description.—Construction of selected units and divisions of the Missouri River 
Basin project has been in progress since 1946. As these units, or parts thereof, 
reach functional completion they are placed in operation to allow residents of the 
area to receive the benefits of the development at the earliest possible date. 
During the early predevelopment stages, prior to the time when all lands of a 
unit are ready for irrigation service, the irrigation water-rental charges are being 
established to encourage the use and economy of water and, where practicable, a 
formal development period is being established for each unit. During this period 
the water users will be assisted in establishing a permanent organization to 
assume responsibility for the operation and maintenance activity. Costs of 
operating and maintaining completed multiple-purpose dams are allocated to 
functions served during the year. Flood control is a primary function for those 
units on which the irrigation facilities are under construction or not yet started. 

Since July 1, 1952, all of the completed transmission facilities of the Riverton, 
Kendrick, Shoshone, and Colorado-Big Thompson projects, which are physically 
interconnected features in the basin, have been integrated from an operation 
and maintenance standpoint with the transmission facilities of the Missouri 
River Basin in the interest of greater economy, efficiency, and reliability of 
service. The operation and maintenance of this integrated power system, together 
with the operation and maintenance of the functionally completed multipurpose, 
irrigation, and power generation units or divisions of the Missouri River Basin 
project, are financed under a consolidated single allotment of the Missouri River 
Basin project. 

Operation.—All power facilities are operated and maintained by the Bureau of 
Reclamation with appropriated funds. All irrigation facilities are operated and 
maintained by the Bureau with appropirated funds except for the Crow Creek 
unit, which is operated by the Bureau with funds advanced by the water users, 
and except for the Savage unit, which is operated by the water users. For 
economy and efficiency the Burean’s operation and maintenance organization is 
divided into projects offices which are responsible for all facilities in a given area. 
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Work proposed, fiscal year 1958 cost program 


Kansas River units (St. Francis, Cedar Bluff, Kirwin, and Webster units, 
ind Frenchman-Cambridge and Bostwick division): For normal operation 
ind maintenance of Enders, Medicine Creek, Trenton, Bonny, Lovewell, 
Cedar Bluff, Kirwin, and Webster Dams; Frenchman-Cambridge, Bost- 
wick, and Solomon division canals and laterals; and project headquarters 
supervision, technical assistance, and administrative services to the opera- 
tion and maintenance program, Operation of gaging stations will also be 
continued in cooperation with the United States Geolozieal Survey with 
the provision for 3 new stations: Decrease is prineipaliv due to transfer of 
Frenchman-Cambridge block 1 irrigation facilities to the water users for 
operation and maintenance on Jan. 1, 1957 

Contribution to civil service retirement fund 


Subtotal, Kansas River units 


Lower Platte units (Sargent unit and transmission system, Nebraska and 
Iowa): For normal operation and maintenance of Milburn diversion dam, 
Sargent Canal and dikes, gent laterals, and power transmission facili- 
ties in northeastern Nebraska and northwestern Iowa which include ap- 
proximately 75 circuit-miles of transmission lines, | substation, an 
appurtenant metering stations. Increase is primarily the result of addi 
tional sections of canals and laterals being placed in operation, increased 
wheeltng requirements, and a full year’s operation of Sioux City substation 

Contribution to civil service retirement fund 





Subtotal, lower Platte units 


Missouri-Oahe units (Angostura, Keyhole, Rapid Valley, and Shadehill 
units; transmission system,: South Dakota; and project’ headquarters, 
Huron, 8S. Dak.): For continued operation and maintenance of Keyhole, 
Angostura, and Shadehill Dams, and Ist full year of operation of Pactola 
Dam. Operation and maintenance of the Angostura irrigation facilities will 
also be continued, as well as transmission system in South Dakota, consist- 
ing of approximately 1,375 circuit-miles of high voltage transmission lines 
and 27 substations, totaling 704,750 kilovolt-amperes capacity, and project 
headquarters which provides overall supervision, technical assistance, 
and administrative services. Increase due principally to addition of Rapid 
Valley unit operation and maintenance program, replacement of overaged 
pickup truck and alternate year requirement for settlement measurements 
at Shadehill Dam, requirement for operation and maintenance of additional 
power transmission facilities, scheduled painting of steel towers, and in- 
crease in number of revenue meters to be read and serviced 

Contribution to civil service retirement fund 





Subtotal, Missouri-Oahe units 


Missouri-Souris units (Dickinson, Fort Clark, Heart Butte, Jamestown 
units; transmission system, North Dakota; and projects headquarters, 
Bismarck, N. Dak.): For continued normal operation and maintenance of 
Dickinson, Heart Butte, and Jamestown Dams; irrigation facilities on Fort 
Clark and Heart Butte units; transmission facilities in North Dakota, con- 
sisting of approximately 1,257 circuit-miles of transmission lines and 21 sub- 
stations, totaling 430,750-kilovolt-amperes capacity; and project head- 
quarters office which provides overall supervision, technical assistance, 
and administrative services. Increase in cost reflects the procurement of 
a replacement pickup truck for Heart Butte unit; increase in purchase of 
Fort Peck power for sale to Missouri River Basin customers, operation and 
maintenance of additional ‘power transmission facilities: and increase in 
project headquarters cost due to-expanded transmission program, general 
property, and proportionate inerease in administrative services 

Contribution to civil service retirement fund 


Subtotal, Missouri-Souris units 


North Platte units (Glendo, Kortes units, and transmission system, Wyo 
ming, Nebraska, Colorado): For continued operation and maintenance of 
Kortes Dam and powerplant; transmission facilities in Wyoming, wester: 
Nebraska, and northern Colorado, consisting of approximately 1,460 cir- 
cuit-miles of transmission line and 30 substations, totaling 391,800 kilo- 
volt-amperes capacity; and the initial year’s operation and maintenance of 
Glendo Dam and powerplant. Increase due to rehabilitation of Kortes 
camp, initial year Glendo unit operation and maintenance, and substatior 
circuit breaker additions offset in part by reduction requirement for pur 
chase power 

Contribution to civil service retirement fund 





= 


Subtotal, North Platte units 


" 
| fise 


Program, 


al year 
1958 


— EE 


$334, 000 
7, 650 


341, 650 


891, 954 
19, 866 


911, 820 


679, 000 
26, 500 





705, 500 


SHS, 400 
1H. 000 


581, 400 





| 


Difference, 
increase (+) 
or de- 
crease (—), 
1958 com- 
pared with 
1957 


+118, 944 
+-19, S66 


+-138, 820 


+109, 147 


+265, 5OU 


+135, 647 


+388, 6O7 


+16, 000 


+404, 607 


1, 876 


+17, 130 


+15, 254 
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Work proposed, fiscal year 1958 cost program—Continued 


Region 6 units—Other (Canyon Ferry; transmission system, Montana, and 
power system operations): For continued normal operation of Canyon 
Ferry Dam and powerplant; transmission facilities in Canyon Ferry area; 
centralized power tem operations, dispatching, billing, and collecting 
expense for centralized power-system operations, including wheeling 
charges for the entire eastern portion of the transmission system; and 
project headquarters costs for supervision of all regional administered op- 
eration and maintenance programs. Increase represents net result of ad- 
ditional wheeling charges offset in part by decrease for Canyon Ferry 
powerplant due to overhaul of No. 1 turbine in fiscal year 1957 

Contribution to civil service retirement fund_ -- 





L 


Subtotal, region 6 units—Other 


South Platte units (western transmission system, South Platte): For normal 
operation and maintenance of transmission facilities in north-central Colo- 
rad” consisting of approximately 771 circuit miles of high-voltage trans- 
mission lines, 35 substations totaling 237,659 kilovolt-ampere capacity, 
and 5 switchyards. Decrease is due to net result of reduction in require- 
ments for purchase of power, offset in part by increase in wheeling require- 
ments and the replacement of transformer bank at Prospect Valley substa- 
tion and purchase of cooling fans for 8 substations 

Contribution to civil service retirement fund 


Subtotal, South Platte units 


Upper Missouri units (Crow Creek, Lower Marias units, and project head- 
quarters, Great Falls, Mont.): For continued normal operation of Crow 
Creek pumping plant, canals, laterals, and drains; Tiber Dam and related 
general property; and project headquarters supervision and administrative 
services for the operation and maintenance program. Decrease is due to 
savings on Crow Creek unit resulting from utilizing watermaster on other 
programs during off-irrigation season 

Contribution to civil service retirement fund 


Subtotal, upper Missouri units_._.._...-.- ib cates 


Yellowstone, Bighorn units (Boysen, Hanover-Bluff units, transmission 
system, Wyoming, and project headquarters, Cody, Wyo.): For con- 
tinued normal operation and maintenance of Boysen Dam and power- 
plant; transmission facilities in northwestern Wyoming consisting of 
approximately 520 circuit miles of transmission lines, 17 substations, 
totaling 121, 808 kilovolt-ampere, cavacity; and project headquarters super- 
vision, technical assistance, and administrative services for the oneration 
and maintenance program. The program provides for the initial opera- 
tion and maintenance of Hanover-Bluff unit irrigation facilities. Increase 
in cost reflects minor additional wheeling and replacements costs, along 
with improvements to communication system, substations, control and 
metering equipment for the transmission system; initial operation and 
maintenance program o1 Hanover-Bluff unit; and higher project office costs 
due to expanded overation and maintenance program 

Contribution to civil service retirement fund 





Subtotal, Yellowstone, Bighorn units... -. 


Total operation and maintenance cost_ - bd 
Transfers, credits and other expenditures: Represents nonappropriation 
transfers and purchased power not requiring funding - 
Future year capacity provisions: Represents operation and maintenance 
costs financed with construction and rehabilitation funds 


Total cost to appropriation and funds advanced 
Reconciliation to total obli 
crease in stores account oemiod hohe 





Total obligations 





| 
| 
| 


| 


ations: Cost adjustments: Represents net in- | 


Program, 
fiscal year 
1958 


1, 208, 500 | 





22, OOO 


1, 230, 500 


1, 629, 990 


37, 754 


1, 658, 654 


20, 000 
60 


20, 690 


362, 000 
12, 200 


7, 596, 704 
—1, 327, 200 
— 124, 100 


6, 145, 404 


41, 496 | 





| 

| Difference, 
| increase (+-) 
or de- 
crease (—), 

1958 com- 

pared with 
1957 


+-277, 600 


+22, 000 


+299, 600 


— 148, 979 


+37, 754 


—111, 225 


+61, 965 
| +12, 200 
ci +74, 165 

+891 860 

— 576, 351 
+5, 900 
' 321, 4 9 
106, 661 


+-428, 07( 





Costs by functions, fiscal year 1958 


TiViORtIOMR. <5 6 ose dw 
Powert..--.: Satie l® 
Flood control 
Muncipal water _ __ 
Recreation_______-_ 
Fish and wildlife_ _ _- 


Civil service retirement contribution - 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures 


Future year capacity provisions - 


Total cost to appropriation and funds advanced_-__-~-_--- 
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Project statistics 


| 


Feature or item 


| 
FACILITIES OPERATED BY BUREAU 


Irrigation system: 
Irrigable acreage for service: 


Irrigation service land—full 
Irrigation service land—supple- 
mental, 
Total 


Irrigated area 
Gross crop value 
Average gross crop value per irri- | 

gated acre. | 

Storage dams and reservoirs ol 

Diversion dams 

Pumping plants... 

Canals. --.-- 

Laterals___ 

Drains 

Power system: 

Annual sales 

Total power revenues. -- 

Powerplants__- 

Plant capacity 

Patrol roads | 

Transmission lines: | 
Structural__. 

Circuit 

Substations 

Substation capacity 


FACILITIES OPERATED BY WATER USERS 
Irrigable service land, full 

Irrigated area. _- 

Gross crop value 

Average gross crop value per irrigated acre 
Diversion dams 

Pumping plants-_- 

Canals 

Laterals_- 


ciel tenis 


| 


Acre. ... | 


Pee 


do 


| Dollar_...- 


do 


Number | 
do 
do-. 

Mile 
oe 


| Kilowatt-hour- |! 2, 
| Dollar 


Number 
Kilowatt 
Mile 


do 

do 
Number 
Kilovolt- 


amperes. 


Acres 
do 

Dollars 
do 

Number 
do 


| Miles 


do. 


Actual, 
fiscal year 
1956 


75, 302 


1, 640 


39, 
2, 895, 


540 
000 
73 


505, 815, 17 
11, 841, 92 


102, 


76, 942 | 


$378, 596 
6, 888, 653 
148, 353 

2, 955 

10, 920 

7, 527 
159, 700 


—1, 327, 200 


124, 100 


6, 145, 404 


Estimated 


Fiscal year 
1957 


40), 860 
4, 850 


45, 710 


19, 660 | 


1, 376, 200 


70 | 


34 


122 | 


105 


32 


3, 988, 060, 000 


1 19, 094, 000 
4 


102, 200 
1, 578 


5, 290 
5, 396 
137 


2, 153, 243 


18 | 
3 


| 
| 


} 





55, 158 
36, 710 | 
2, 827, 000 


186 
178 


ae bo 





Fiseal year 
1958 


60, 930 

4, 850 

65, 780 
28, 280 
2, 121, 000 


4a 


18 
3 
34 
265 
254 
36 


1 4, 606, 282, 000 
1 22, 174, 000 

5 

126, 200 
1, 578 


5, 370 

5, 476 

138 

2, 437, 243 


57, 302 
39, 100 
3, 011, 000 


~ 


mont 


86 


1 
178 


! Includes sales and revenues on Colorado-Big Thompson, Kendrick, Riverton, and Shoshone projects 


USE 


OF GENERAL INVESTIGATION 


FU 


NDS 


Mr. Kirwan. We will take up the 1957 General Investigation items 
on which you have adjusted the funds allowed for this year. What is 


the reason for the changes? 


Mr. Bennett. You are into the investigation items, Mr. Chairman. 
The reason for the increase is that we ran into considerable problems in 
drainage and that we wanted to investigate rather thoroughly. 
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Mr. Kirwan. Yes, on South Dakota, $15,000 to $33,000 on general 
investigations. 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. That increase on the White division as 
well as the Bad division, and the South Dakota pumping division, and 
we put increased funds on that which were released from funds with- 
held on the Oahe unit. They were put there to expedite those investi- 
gations in South Dakota. 

Mr. Kirwan. What is the hurry about them ? 

Mr. Bennett. The drought situation up there, Mr. Chairman, is 
getting quite severe, and we want to get that division surveyed so that 
we can see what the units are and concentrate on the units. 

Mr. Kirwan. On the first one, we gave you $20,000, and you in- 
creased it to $95,000 on the Almena unit in Kansas, almost five times 
what we granted you there, wasn’t it? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. Why did you do that, jump up that much? 

Mr. Bennett. That goes again, Mr. Chairman, to the overall ques- 
tion which we have been discussing in the past 2 weeks. The money 
was placed there in order to look into that drainage operation that 
began to develop in our investigations. You recall that it had not 
been before the committee the year before in that amount. 

Mr. Kirwan. What is the rush, and why the amount of money on 
this one, though ? 

Mr. Bennett. That was our estimate of what we thought it would 
take this fiscal year when we saw what that problem was. 

Mr. Dexnetmerr. Mr. Chairman, generally speaking on those inves- 
tigations, what we have tried to do is to put our money where the 
need is apparent, because of the drought or other conditions, and where 
there seems to be the most requirement for irrigation and other devel- 
opments. We are concentrating on those projects which have a 
reasonable opportunity of alleviating the short water supply and the 
drought conditions to improve the economics of the area. 

Mr. Kirwan. I have got three more. The Three Forks division in 
Montana increased from $198,000 to $289,000; the lower Platte River 
Basin increased from $20,000 to $60,715: and the Great Falls unit has 
been moved into the advance planning stage. What is the justifica- 
tion for each of these changes? If you haven’t got it handy, put it in 
the record. 

Mr. Bennett. We have it, Mr. Chairman. The Three Forks divi- 
sion is a problem similar to Almena. We found, as far as we have 
gone in the work, that more work was actually needed to be done in the 
investigations than we had initially anticipated. The lower Platte 
River Basin increase is due because of a requirement which came up 
after we had been before the committee to study and report on the 
proposal by the Nebraska Midstate Irrigation District. That organ- 
ization made a proposal to borrow substantial sums of money from 
the United States to finance the project, and we were asked to review 
their findings, and the money was placed in that particular item for 
that purpose. 

The third one that you asked about, I believe, was the Great Falls 
unit in Montana. That money had been programed on the Helena- 
Great Falls division study in fiscal year 1957 which you had before 
you a year ago. The Great Falls unit of that division was separated 
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from the study and programed as a separate unit. We did terminate 
the division study. 

Mr. Kirwan. You terminated that? 

Mr. marae: Yes; we terminated the division study because it 
became clear to us that we were not getting anywhere with it. 


TOTAL COST OF MISSOURI BASIN PROJECT 


Mr, Kirwan. The total oe of the Missouri Basin project has again 
been increased, this time by $132,282,000. Please give us a bres akdown 
of this figure. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Can we supply that for the record, Mr. Chairman? 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


MissourRI RIVER BASIN PROJECT—EXPLANATION OF INCREASE IN TOTAL 
STIMATED COST 


The increase of $132,282,000 is a net figure representing the result of both 
increases and decreases in the estimated cost of the authorized Missouri River 
Basin project. The most significant components of the total change are identi- 
fied below. 

CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


Farwell unit, Nebraska.—$31,811,000 increase due to authorization and addi- 
tion of this unit to the project. 

Frenchman-Cambridge division, Nebraska.—$11,060,454 increase results from 
transfer of Red Willow Dam and Reservoir from the Corps of Engineers to the 
Bureau and its inclusion in this division. 

Wilson unit, Kansas.—$13,854,000 decrease results from transfer of this unit 
from the Bureau to the Corps of Engineers. 

Glendo unit, Wyoming.—$3,521,860 decrease due to favorable bid prices and 
fixing up of estimate as ¢ onstruction proceeds. 

Kirwin unit, Kansas.—S$1,340,100 increase based on cost of work to date and 
more detailed design data for remaining construction. 


PLANNING AND FUTURE CONSTRUCTION 


O'Neil unit, Nebraska.—$3,471,000 increase results from applying current 
price index to previous estimates. 

Clarks Fork diversion, Wyoming and Montana.—$6,318,000 increase results 
from applying current price index to previous estimate. 

Garrison Diversion unit, North and South Dakota.—$66,992,000 increase is 
due to revisions in the plan of development based on more detail field data 
and quantity surveys and the application of current price indexes to the previ- 
ous estimate. 

Oahe unit, South Dakota.—$22,268,000 decrease is a net figure reflecting an 
increase due to price trends offset by a major change in the plan of development 
which eliminated a part of the project area. 

Sun-Teton division, Montana.—$24,589,900 increase results from a major plan 
change to serve both divisions, availability of more detailed field data and the 
application of current price indexes. 

Portage unit, Montana.—$12,074,000 decrease results from deletion of this 
unit from the project plan. 

Various units in long-range plan.—$38,418,306 increase results from the ap- 
plication of current price indexes and the availability of more detailed feld 
data in connection with a large number of units in the long-range plan of 
development. 


IRRIGATION SUBSIDY 


Mr. Kirwan. Your total cost allocated to irrigation is $2,100,- 
057,000, but irrigation water users will repay only $428,476, 000, so 
that the total subsidy to irrigation farmers is $1,671,581,000, exclu- 
sive of interest, in the Missouri Basin alone. How cheaply could you 
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sell power in the project service area if the purchasers of power and 
energy did not have to provide this subsidy to the farmers? 

Mr. Dexuermer. I would have to compute that, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kirwan. You get that for the record, because it will take some 
figuring, that one, won’t it? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bennert. During the payout period of power, there would be 
no decrease in the rate at which the power is sold. The funds received 
from the sale of power go first to retirement, with interest, of the 
power cost. And the rates are set such as to accomplish that. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is not a complete answer. 

Mr. Bennetr. To get to the answer you want, your question would 
have to be answered as to possible rates after the power-payout 
period—what would be required to return operation and mainte- 
nance. 

Mr. Kirwan. I think you had better get it for the record to start 
from the beginning there. 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


Cost OF POWER IN THE MISSOURI RIVER BASIN SERVICE AREA WITHOUT 
IRRIGATION SUBSIDY 


Over the repayment period of the Missouri River Basin project approximately 
one-third of the gross power revenue is utilized to aid irrigation repayment. 
Assuming the same project, the same allocations, but only repaying the power 
allocation and using a full 50 years to accomplish this at 3 percent interest, 
the firm commercial power rate could be reduced approximately 0.4 of a mill. 

Mr. Kirwan. Who decides how much irrigation water users should 
repay ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. That is determined on the basis of their ability 
to pay on the economic analysis of the power unit. 

Mr. Kirwan. Specifically, how is this amount determined? Do 
they look at the land and decide that there is no good land, or some- 
thing ? 

Mr. Bennett. There is a detailed and technical study involved in 
which technicians look at the land, the land quality, ability to sustain 
crop production and its ability to produce under irrigation, and we 
make what are known as crop budget studies. 

Mr. Kirwan. You take a look at the fellow’s family and the house 
and you inquire at the bank how much money he has in the bank, and 
it takes a study. 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. It isa very involved study. 

Mr. Kirwan. He has got a job starting out there anew and if you 
are going to tie him up to a contract, w hy he has something to look 
forward to. 

Since the power investment is figured at $627,868,000 and the power 
repayments are $2,323,889,000, is it fair to say that roughly 75 cents 
out of very dollar paid by power consumers goes as a subsidy to Mis- 
souri Basin irrigation farmers? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 


BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Mr. Kirwan. Total project figures that we have discussed to date 
relate only to the Bureau of Reclamation part of the project and 
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in connection with them you show a benefit-cost ratio of 1.62 to 1 for 
the project. Last year, it was testified on page 694 of the hearings 
that the total cost of the project, including the Corps of Engineers 

features, is $5,321,449,000. Unless this total cost is included in your 
benefit-cost ratio calculation, how can your figure have any significance 

to the committee or anyone else? 

Mr. Bennett. We computed last year the benefit-cost ratio of Fed- 
eral investment applicable to the Bureau works and the benefits ap- 
plicable to the Bureau works. I was checking to see if we had a com- 
parable figure including the Corps of Engineers benefits and costs, 
but I do not believe we do, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kirwan. That really doesn’t mean much, does it, a figure of 
1.62 to 1, for the project ? 

Mr. Dexueimer. Yes, sir; I think it does. This is the overall ratio 
of the works that the Bureau of Reclamation builds and contracts for. 
The Corps of Engineers, of course, have similar computations for the 
works that they build. 

Mr. Kirwan. Is that the ratio of the project 4 

Mr. Dexueimer. The overall ratio, combining the two, would prob- 
ably be considerably higher, because I think that the Corps of Engi- 
neers, figuring power and navigation and flood-control benefits, would 
be higher. 

Mr. Kirwan. You put the whole business in, then ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. We will endeavor to combine it. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 

The overall benefit-cost ratio of the Missouri River Basin project, including 
the units of the Bureau of Reclamation and the units of the Corps of Engineers 
is 1.5 to 1. 

Mr. Kirwan. Last year, there was reference to a Corps of Engi- 
neers restudy of costs and allocations for the Missouri River Basin 
project. Has this been completed and, if so, how does it differ from 
your study of 1955 which we discussed last year? 

Mr. Bennett. It has not yet been completed, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kirwan. Not yet completed ? 

Mr. Bennett. No, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. I would like to ask what is the status of the Ains- 
worth project ¢ 

Mr. Kirwan. We did not get to that yet. 

Mr. JENSEN. We are getting to that ? 


BENEFITS OF MISSOURI RIVER BASIN PROJECT 


Mr. Fenton. Will the projects include direct benefits only ? 

Mr. Bennett. No; the benefits include total benefits. 

Mr. Fenton. What indirect benefits ? 

Mr. Bennett. The major indirect benefits come from irrigation. 
We have never attempted to separate benefits on either power or 
municipal water into a direct or indirect, although actually they do 
include such items but they are computed as total benefits. 

Mr. Fenton. Just what do they include? 

Mr. Bennerr. The indirect benefits on irrigation include, I expect 
you could call them opportunities within the surrounding municipali- 
ties, the increased mconres to the proeesser of foodstuffs, the increased 
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income to the merchants and things of that kind in a community that 
is supported by irrigation projects. 

Mr. Fernron. I suppose they would be very indirect benefits, 
wouldn’t they ¢ 

Mr. Dexnermmer. We think not, Dr. Fenton, because in all of our 
irrigation development in the West, we can see the more prosperous. 
stable development that takes place as a result of a stabilized farm 
economy and stabilized farm income when you bring assured irrigation 
water supply into any area. We think that you can see them grow. 

We have seen towns in the last few vears grow from a very few 
people to upwards of 1,000 and the businesses increase 300 percent 
and 400 percent, and the Federal income taxes increase in the county 

300 or 400 percent within a few years as soon as water becomes 
available to the farmers around there. We think thev are very 
logical national benefits. 

Mr. Fenton. I would certaimly like to have that included with the 
Jast question asked yesterday when the general was here, those bene- 
fits that all the irrigation acres give, both direct and indirect. Of 
course, the Corps of “Engineers does not use indirect benefits. 

Mr. DexHEIMeR. Well, they, of course, have a little wider latitude 
to determine the benefits, and there again. of course, their benefits 
are not repayable except as to power. On the navigation and other 
things, they do not pay back on them, so they are not required to 
determine the beneficiaries as we are. 


TOTAL ACREAGE 


Mr. Fenton. What would be the total acreage? Have vow any 
idea of the total acreage ? 

Mr. Dexuermmer. As of today, or what might be included eventu- 
ally ? 

Mr. Fenton. Eventualiy. 

Mr. Dexnermer. I should say that it would be limited by the water 
supply in 10 States and what criteria you apply when that water sup- 
ply and the economic need would be developed. 

Mr. Fenton. What does your investigation prove on that ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. As to feasibility and desirability and what Con- 
gress approves. 

Mr. Fenton. Up to date? 

Mr. Bennerr. You mean the Missouri Basin only, or in the whole 
West ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Missouri Basin—the acres. May we supply that 
for the record, Mr. Fenton? We have to add up these various proj- 
ects. 

Mr. Fenton. Yes; it will save time. You might do it by States. 

Mr. Dexuemer. I can give you the overall figures shown on page 
36, of 3,338,000 of full supply, plus 480,000 acres of supplemental 
supply. 

Mr. Fenton. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. There have been how many acres? 

Mr. Dexnetrmer. These are potential acres. 

Mr. Jensen. Oh, those are potential acres. 

Mr. Dexnetmer. Included in our Missouri Basin plan. 
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Mr. JenseEN. I think the doctor wanted to know how many acres 
had already been irrigated under the Missouri Valley development 
program, didn’t you, Dr. Fenton ? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. 

Mr. Dexnermer. That was the figure I said we would have to add 
up, the separate units, and supply it. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


Missourt River BAsIn Propect, [IRRIGATED ACRES 


The total number of acres irrigated on the Missouri River Basin project by 
the end of calendar year 1955 is 40,824 acres. 


Mr. JENSEN. But it is a potential of how many acres? 

Mr. Dexuerer. In the plans under authorized construction, for a 
full irrigation supply, 3,338,000 acres, and a supplemental supply to 
lands alre: udy partially irrigated of an additional 480,000 acres, but 
those are not built at this time. 

Mr. JeNsEN. That includes the acres that were under irrigation 
before the Missouri Valley development program was instituted 2 

Mr. Dexuermer. No; those are only lands that are included in 
authorized Bureau of Reclamation projects in the Missouri Valley 
Basin. 

Mr. Jensen. Under the Missouri Valley development program 4 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JensEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fenron. How many of those were new ‘ 

Mr. Dexueimmer. This potential 3,338,000 acres would be lands 
which are not presently irrigated or were not presently irrigated 
before we built our project. You understand these are only the au- 
thorized units of the Missouri Basin as of now. 

Mr. Fenton. No irrigable land authorized / 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes. The part that is partially irrigated now is 
the supplemental water supply to 480,000 acres of partly built proj- 
ects or that are presently authorized for us to be built. 


AINSWORTH UNIT, NEBRASKA 


Mr. Kirwan. The next item is the “Ainsworth unit,” $1,100,000. 
We will put pages BR-41 through 45 into the record at this point. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


MIssourI RIVER BASIN PROJECT, AINSWORTH UNIT, NEBRASKA 


Location.—In north central Nebraska, with the storage works on the Snake 
River in Cherry County southwest of Valentine, Nebr. and approximately 14 
river miles upstream from the confluence with the Niobrara River. The irrigable 
lands extend 22 miles from west to east and 14 miles from north to south begin- 
ning near Johnstown and continuing eastward to a point near Long Pine, all in 
Brown and Rock Counties. 

Authorization —This unit has been separately authorized as a part of the 
Missouri River Basin project under Public Law 612 (68 Stat. 757), 88d Congress, 
2d session, approved August 21, 1954. The feasibility report was approved by 
Public Law 531 (70 Stat. 160), 84th Congress, 2d session, May 18, 1956. 

Description.—The pr imary purpose of the unit is to provide a full water supply 
for the irrigation of 33,960 acres of semiarid land in the north central section 
of the State. Fac ilities of the project include Merritt Dam and Reservoir, the 
Ainsworth Canal, three small pumping plants within the irrigable area, and 
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laterals and drains. The Merritt Reservoir site is in the valley of the Snake 
River in eastern Cherry County, about 26 miles southwest of the city of Valentine. 
The Ainsworth Canal with an initial capacity 620 cubic feet per second will be 
53 miles long (about 44 miles lined with concrete), fenced, and all excavated 
slopes seeded. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.16 to 1. 


Swnmaried financial data 


I a ON i te a cage niin ermine een enielanaee $25, 722, 000 
otal oblieations t Sune 60, WE 2. ook ok tics... es. 
II, SEU ROR I  ecinmmemnemen “ 
EE EEE, TUNE TORE OOo ecg ees pesimentsinisio matings oon 1, 100, 000 
Malance Co Wee iki askin db emberiitdccncnendtasteninnnen 24, 622, 000 


1 Fiscal year 1957 and prior years financed with MRB investigation funds. 


On a cost basis, the fiscal year 1958 program will total $826,000. The narrative 
justifieation, which follows, explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program and the 
relation of costs to obligations. 


Allocation of estimated total project cost, $26,336,500 


IR 5 RT is cei remem einnhan wwieinl ctcthonnmpats Mr O16 noe 

Subtotal, reimbursable___..___-__- ee a eke : . 25,918, 200 
Nonreimbursable : 

aa 14, 800 

es ail he 403, 500 

Bapbotel, nomreimbpurngeu os cei ah ne eed 418, 300 

I a ciate ti stants sh tte ache ih es ipa eit a 26, 336, 500 


Repayment of reimbursable costs 





By irrigation water users_.$................- ial _...-~- $4,522, 500 
Ey LEA DOWOT POCO ION ook cine snow caidicnwmceccaennuee 18, 395, 700 
EN att oS eee cncnebhaksdmbeckdoudnawaweadk 25, 918, 200 


Repayment costs per acre 


Federal investment per acre: 


To be repaid from water users______________ $222 
To be repaid from power revenues___________- De ai iad centled . 541 
A ia sca ace wa il i a at 763 


Annual water user charges: 


UNI ne Snes ln ee ee oes aie tee ata eck Agta tor eich te 5. 54 
a ee ee 8. 28 
I acct hk li ict hasnt cla ig anaes doc thang costes asec tpals ba edad tlic 8. 82 


Repayment contracts.—A combination 9 (d) 9 (e) contract was executed Sep- 
tember 12, 1956, with the Ainsworth Irrigation District.This repayment contract 
under which it is estimated $7,522,500 will be repaid is similar generally to 
those with other irrigation districts in the MRBP in region 7. Certification of 
irrigability of lands can be made without additional work or investigations. 
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Physical data 


Feature | Type Capacity | Height Length 
- — af - - — - = - > a | — _ — = = 
Merrit Dam and Reser- | Earth | 68,600 acre-feet | 120 feet_.| 2,000.feet. 
voir | 
Ainsworth Canal Concrete lined and earth 620 cubic feet per second |.._.....--] 53 miles. 
Ainsworth laterals ...-| Earth. .| Serves 33,960 acres.......|.....-.... 
{ { 
Acres to be served 
Pe Sa. od cc ghia cil allelic ‘cniinitmmmmldl 33, 960 
Supplemental supply_---- sscanemach pals scemsa bowsarmigh esenost om as ns tales tei asian mapa ta None 


IN cis sid bien pieces sinc iin MAI a ah i tel acca a 33, 960 


Status.—The report on the Ainsworth unit which was completed in March 
1956 is of definite plan caliber. Collection of design data for Merritt Dam 
and access road has been completed. Testing of some material for the dam 
has been finished. 

WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


Merritt Dam and Reservoir, $576,955.—The program provides for acquisition 
of rights-of-way, preparation of plans and specifications, and award of contract 
for the Merritt Dam and Reservoir and access road. By the end of fiscal year 
1958 construction of these facilities should be well underway. 

Ainsworth Canal, $141,400.—Field design data for about 53 miles of canal 
will be completed and preparation of plans and specifications will be started. 

Ainsworth laterals, $75,400.—Program provides for obtaining field design data 
for lateral system to serve 33,960 acres. 

General property, $10,000.—Purchase of office furniture and transportation 
equipment. 

Transitional development cost, $4,400.—For cooperative agency assistance and 
direct development farm operation. 

Contribution to civil-service retirement fund, $25 
tion to civil-service retirement fund. 

Adjustments, —$10,855.—Represents nonappropriation transfers of equipment 
and materials. 

Other expenditures and credits, $27,000.—Field office housing and other serv- 
ice facilities acquired in fiscal year 1958 the cost of which will be distributed to 
permanent property in subsequent years. 


> 


,700.—Initial year contribu- 
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Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1957 and 1958—Missouri River 
Basin project, Ainsworth unit, Nebraska 


| : = % ! 
| Estimated | Total to | Program, | Program, | Balance to 

















Program item total June 30, current budget | complete 

on 1956 year 1957 | year 1958 | 

a) i (3) ® | © | 6) 
' 

a eee ane a —-——————_— 

CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 

} 
Merritt Dam and Reservoir...............| $5, 467, 000 $167, 936 $14, 186 $576, 955 | $4, 707, 923 
EDIE eri dawiccieweesscceniwnn 13, 384, 400 MO Reise ccewnens |} 141,400 | 12, 804, 831 
a sc nenecnan | 6, 130, 000 ae --| 75,400 | 5, 873, 933 
Ainsworth subsurface drains__..-......-.---} 170, 000 4, 974 ~-=--2-| 165, 0246 
Ainsworth surface drains. -_--......-- os 471, 000 13, 855 | | Sk a 457, 145 
STE EO | SP Licin ncn on | 10, 000 | 163, 000 
Merritt cooperative development_-.-------- | UE Dinsies on cies ick eae |- - 16, 500 
Total construction cost__......-.---- 25, 811, 900 805, 601 | 14, 186 | 803, 755 | 24, 188, 358 
Transitional development costs__------ eas 217, 000 |. aurea’ 4, 400 212, 600 

Contribution to civil-service retirement | | | 
a phabin Shciccidd pera taeEaiae « | 307, 600 | 28, 700 278, 900 
Total project cost__.._-_- sardine | 26, 336, 500 5, 601 | 14, 186 | 836,855 | 24, 679, 858 
pS EEE EEE ee 808 601 | —14, 186 | —10, 855 | 216, 142 

- Se — — ites ome 2 

Total cost to appropriation_-----. 25, 722, 000 veer 824, 000 | 24, 896, 000 
Other expenditures and credits. -_--..._.- a aa a lain hacia | 274, 000 | ~274, 000 
Total expenditures---..........-- , | 722, 000 |------------ . | 1, 100,000 | 24, 622, 000 
Total obligations.......-......-...-- Ex 000 | ...---.e---|o-----------| 1,100,000 | 24, 622, 000 


Method of financing: Funds required. - ---|.--.-.....--|------------|------------|_ 1, 100, 000 24, 622, 000 


INCREASE IN INCOME DUE TO IRRIGATION 


Mr. Kirwan. In figuring the benefit-cost ratio on this project, what 
figure was used for increased annual income per acre as a result of 
applying irrigation water ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. I think, Mr. Chairman if we may, we can supply 
that for the record. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


INCREASED ANNUAL INCOME DUE TO IRRIGATION—AINSWORTH UNIT 


An estimated increased annual income per acre attributable to the authorized 
Ainsworth unit development is $53.92. 


COST-BENEFIT RATIO 


Mr. Kirwan. The report on this project to the Legislative Commit- 
tee, House Document 331, shows that the cost- benefit ratio is only 1.95 
on the basis of Budget Bureau criteria, and 0.78 if only direct benefits 
are used. Specifically, what extra benefits do you include to get to 
the ratio of 2.16 to 1? 

Mr. Bennett. That goes, basically, to just what we were discussing 
of indirect benefits. 

Mr. Kirwan. It is an indirect benefit? 

Mr. Bennett. Partly that. Yes, sir. When you take, the total 
benefits of the projects, you get the 2.16 to 1. 

Mr. Kirwan. Will you put the whole matter in the record like you 
did the other ? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 
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BASIS FOR COMPUTING AINSWORTH UNIT BENEFIT-Cost RATIO 


The basis used for computing the Ainsworth unit benefit-cost ratio was 100- 
year analysis in accordance with present reclamation practices. The total an- 
nual benefits are $1,764,800 and total annual cost $817,200 resulting in a 2.16 
to 1 benefit-cost ratio. 


ACREAGE AND TYPES OF CROPS 
Mr. Botanp. How many acres does the Bureau have under irriga- 
tion in Nebraska now ¢ 
Mr. Dexuermer. We do not have that figure readily available, but 
we can supply it. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 


IRRIGATED ACRES—NEBRASKA 


As a result of Bureau of Reclamation construction in Nebraska, a total of 
79,583 acres was under irrigation at the end of calendar year 1955. 


Acres 
INOPUN FIMtte MPO. 2.5. ee ener alt ae Pee 
Mirage. Flats project___--— _- Sf eee : a gis cae ee 11, 190 


Deeonrl Tirver Bain projet. 26 ok cee YS 25, 962 


279, 583 


RE edeic aes 


Mr. Botanp. When was the study m: ares on the Ainsworth project ? 

Mr. Watrer. It was started in 1946. 

Mr. Botanp. It was part of an overall study ? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. Was there a study on the Ainsworth project, itself ¢ 

Mr. Benner. Yes, sir. Congress passed an act in about 1954 
which authorized four units in the Niobrara River Basin, each of 
which were to be reported upon to the Congress and subject to further 
congressional action which took place for the Ainsworth unit 2 years 
later. 

Mr. Bonanp. And this is to irrigate some 33,000 acres of land there 
now? W hot io they grow on the land now, or is it just arid and waste- 
land ? 

Mr. Watrer. No, sir. It isin crops, a combination ranch and farm- 
crop economy. 

Mr. Botanp. After it has been irrigated when this project is com- 
pleted, what. would they- turn the soil to then? 

Mr. Water. We anticipate that the cropping pattern would be 
about 30 percent in corn, 32 percent in alfalfa, 7 percent in pasture, 
11 percent in sugar beets and about 16 percent in small grains. 

Mr. Bouanp. Isn’t this really a project that could be deferred ? 
Why do you need this one this year? Why do we have to appropriate 
this for fiscal year 1958? This is a new construction. This is one 
where we can at least put off the expenditure of $1,100,000 for a better 
year when we are in a better position to do it and when the budget 
isn’t as high as it is this year. Wouldn’t this be a wise one to defer? 

Mr. Dexuermer. I think not. The difficulty is that with the eco- 
nomic growth of the country and the drought conditions out there 
being so severe, to defer this project would mean further depression of 
the area, and further setback of its general economy. One of the 
things which makes possible a more ‘stable ec onomy is, to a large 
extent, a full water supply for these projects, reducing the crops 
grown under the surplus program. 
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Mr. Botanp. How much greater economic growth do we need for 
the particular crops that were outlined by Mr. Walter? 

Mr. Dexuermer. You need these additional crops as our popule- 
tion increases, largely for livestock feed and grazing. 

Mr. Bouann. We have an overabundance of them now, don’t we? 

Mr. Dexuermer. No, sir. Corn, perhaps, most of this corn is used 
in livestock feed. 

Mr. Botanp. Wouldn’t the greatest percentage of this irrigated 
land be used for the growing of corn? Was it 32 percent, you said, 
would be used for corn ? 

Mr. Waurer. About 30 percent for corn. 

Mr. Botanp. Mr. Dexheimer, do you need more land for corn out 
there? It seems that when we are looking for ways to cut the budget 
and take a project out that is not essential to the economy of the 
Nation at this time, and it might very well be in the future, but how 
long will it take to complete this project ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. About 6 years. 

Mr. Botanp. This would seem to be a project that we could defer 
until we were in a better position budgetwise to undertake it. 

Mr. Dexuerer. I think there will be many other projects which 
could be more easily deferred than those which are drought-stricken 
area improvements and which add so much to the economic growth 
and needs of our increasing population. 

Mr. Bontanp. Are there any new construction projects that the 
Bureau has recommended that could be put off that would be less 
valuable than this one / 

Mr. Dexuetmer. We have eliminated those from any request for 
funds prior to submitting our appropriation request. 


REQUEST OF BUDGET BUREAU 


Mr. Botanp. What did you request of the Bureau of the Budget 
in the total amount for reclamation projects for fiscal year 1958? 

Mr. Dexuermer. The figure ? 

Mr. Boranp. That was requested. 

Mr. Dexnermer. That was requested by the Department of the 
Budget Bureau ? 

Mr. Bontanp. And the Budget Bureau did not cut you a dime. 

Mr. Dexuermer. In this request, you understand, of course, that 
the administration, the Department and the Bureau of the Budget 
generally have determined an approved ceiling for the Department 
and that, in turn, sets a ceiling on the Bureau of Reclamation. We 
adjust our request for various projects and it amounts to that. 

Mr. Bouanp. To the suggestion of the three agencies, the Bureau 
of the Budget, the administration and your own agency to adjust the 
figure, and there is an agreement apparently among the administra- 
tion and the Bureau of the Budget; is that right ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. There is a stipulation on our ceiling and under 
that ceiling, of course, in our budget request we have already deferred 
many projects because of our feeling and the administration’s feeling 
that those were not as urgent as those we presented to you, but all 
those that are presented to you here we feel are urgent and we need 
the full amount of the request. 
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Mr. Bouanpb. This project was authorized in the 83d Congress. Are 
there any authorizations which you feel are more urgent ; that were 
authorized prior to the 83d Congress, for which no request for funds 
were made? 

Mr. Dexnetmer. We balanced this out in the budget material be- 
fore you and tried to make our request fit our opinion of the most 
urgently needed projects. As I oo we have ere many others. 


REPAYMENT ABILITY 


Mr. Kirwan. Before I get ready to ask another question, since 
Mr. Dexheimer enlightened me on something there, he said that the 
budget had a mutual feeling or a nice feeling on the day that these 
projects came in when you appes ared before the Bureau of the Budget. 

This showed that they get $53.92 worth of benefits and you have ‘got 
to pay back only $8.82. W ould that go to the nice feeling on the part 
of these people ¢ 

Mr. Dexnermer. I don’t believe, Mr. Kirwan, that I indicated a 
nice feeling. I said we have a limitation on the money. 

Mr. Kirw AN. Maybe it is a misunderstanding, but I see that bene- 
fits are $53.92 and all they have got to repay is $8.82, so that is a nice 
feeling. For the farmer and anyone in that district, it is a very nice 
feeling. 

Mr. Dexurimer. That is our determination of their ability to pay. 

Mr. Kirwan. But, they will get the benefits and they are only going 
to pay $8.82 for that. The power will pay all the rest. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is a very nice feeling to instill in your farmers 
in that district. They are getting benefits of $53.92 an acre and are 
only paying $8.82. There are not many places in the reclamation end 
of it which have districts that get that feeling. 

Mr. Dexurimer. Not quite to that extent; no, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. No; I don’t think they are. They should be pretty 
well satisfied. 

Do you have any questions, Mr. Jensen ? 

Mr. JENSEN. On the Ainsworth unit which is an irrigation project, 
and I believe it is the most easterly irrigation project, that has been 
authorized, has it not ¢ 

Mr. Dexuerer. Yes, sir. One of the easternmost. 

Mr. Jensen. Of course, there is one thing to the credit of an irri- 
gation project, and it obtains in the State of Nebraska as it does in 
every State of the Union; after all, the farmers who will farm those 
irrigated lands will, of course, derive profits, and those profits will 
enable them to pay taxes. Because, from those profits they will be 
required to pay Federal income taxes. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir; if they have sufficient income. 

Mr. Jensen. To that degree, I would favor this project over and 
above spending the taxpayers’ money to build transmission lines in 
the State of Nebraska which pays not 1 red cent in Federal taxes on 
power revenue, 


91488—5 
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SURPLUS CROPS 


So, as against spending the money for this Ainsworth project and 
spending money for transmission lines running into the State of 
Nebraska, I would far rather spend money to develop this Ainsworth 
unit, even though it does grow some crops that are now in surplus. 
I think, however, that. it might be well to do the same thing on this 
project that we provide i in the upper Colorado River Basin, that no 
crops in surplus could be grown on this project for a period of 10 years 
from the beginning of construction. 

Mr. Dexueimer. I think that has been considered. I am not sure 
that it is in the authorizing bill, but the Congress and the legislative 
committees have considered that particular problem in all of our 
recent authorizations. 

Mr. Kirwan. You just said recent / 

Mr. Dexnerer. Yes, sir. It has only been in the last few years. 

Mr. Jensen. Are you going to recommend such a provision on this 
pregeet ¢ Will the Bureau recommend such a — which would 
say, in plain words, that ho crops, none in surplus, can be grown on 
this project for a period of 10 years after construc shin: starts ¢ 

Mr. Dexnetmer. A 10-year limitation on water delivery to crops in 


surplus category is in the authorizing act. As you know, Nebraska 
Grows a great deal of corn large ly for livestock feed and the prices of 
meat have been steadily rising, so we think that there is further need 


for more livestock production. 

Mr. Jensen. Of course, we mave plenty of feed now. 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir: | by the time this project comes int: 
operation, we think that picture Will be dr: sation ally changed. 

Mr. Jensen. I think as irrigation projects go that this project is 


about on a par with any project. There is one thing that I am very 
sure of and that is that the project, if brought to completion, will be a 
good project. ‘There is no question about that. I have been on this 


project, but the question is right now, whether we could be justified 
in starting construction on this project under our present fiscal condi- 
tion and because of the fact that you would grow many crops which 
would be surplus. 

Mr. Kirwan. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. You said you have been to this project. You say it 
is a good project, but suppose they also fell heir to this $10 million 
transmission line? What would they be able to do with all that new 
power ?¢ 

Mr. Jensen. I don’t know, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fenton. There is no irrigation on it now, is there, in that 
part ¢ 

Mr. Dexuermer. There might be some in that area. There are 
some people that irrigate from wells, and do some irrigation on parts 
of their farms where water is available; ves, sir. 

Mr. Fenron. Where will they get the water from, from Merritt 
Dam? 

Mr. Water. Yes, sir, from Merritt Dam located on the Little Snake 
River, about 25 miles southwest of Valentine, Nebr. 

Mr. Fenton. I know where Valentine is. How far is the project 
from Merritt Dam? 
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Mr. Watrer. About 50 miles; and the water will be transported 
through a canal that is 53 miles long shown there on the map. 


RAINFALL 


Mr. Fenron. What is the rainfall there? 

Mr. Wavrer. An average of about 20 inches over a 25-year period. 

Mr. Fenron. What is the normal ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. That is the normal over a 25-year period, annual 
precipitation is about 20 inches. 

Mr. Fenvron. It could be classed as semiarid. 

Mr. Watrer. Yes, sir. Last year, they only had 15.05 inches of 
precipitation for the year. 

Mr. Fenton. That is supposed to irrigate 30,000 acres? 

Mr. Dexirermer. Yes, sir. 


REPAYMENT CONTRACT 


Mr. Fen‘ron. On page 45, you have a repayment contract in the 
paragraph relating to repayment contracts. What do you mean by a 
combination there ¢ 

Mr. Dexirermer. Section 9 (d) of the Reclamation Project Act of 
1939, under which this was negotiated, provides for payment of con- 
struction costs, and section 9 (e) for a water-service charge. 

Mr. Fenron. Do they cover all the units planned ? 

Mr. Dexirimer. Yes, sit; it is with the irrigation district which 
covers the lands to be irrigated. 


~ 


LAND CLASSIFICATION 


Mr. Fenton. How do you determine the irrigability of the land in 
this particular instance / 

Mr. Dominy. It is determined by detailed land classification which 
takes into account all of the factors that have a bearing on the ability 
of that land to produce permanently under irrigation. They actually 
dig test pits down to 10 feet so as to study not only the surface soil, but 
the character of the subsoil as well, to be certain that the land will be 
drainable and will be susceptible of continued productivity under 
irrigation. 

Mr. Fenron. Will you furnish for the record what that figure is? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes; we can supply that for the record. 

Mr. Fenron. And that is how you determine it for that particular 
purpose ¢ 

Mr. Dominy. Yes, sir; the land has been classified at 33,000-odd 
acres, Which has been determined to be capable of sustained production 
under irrigation. 

Mr. Fenron. | wish you would supply for the record how you deter 
mine that. 

Mr. Dominy. Yes, sir. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


LAND CLASSIFICATION—AINSWORTH UNiIt—MIssourr RIveR BASIN PROTEC 


The system of land classification carried on by the Bureau of Reclamation be 
gan with the passage of the Fact Finders Act of 1924. This act provides that the 
irrigable lands of each new project shall be classified with respect to their extent 
and degree of suitability for sustained irrigation farming. This land classifi- 
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cation is based primarily upon economic and agronomie experiences on projects 
that have been under operation for a number of years. The distinction between 
classes is made on differences observed in physical factors of which soil, topog- 
raphy, and drainage are of primary importance. The information supplied by 
the land classification serves many purposes. The data is used for determina- 
tion of irrigable areas, water requirements, irrigation and drainage systems, land 
development, land appraisal, payment capacity, project benefits and costs, estab- 
lishment of assessments, and size of farm units. 

The detailed land classification survey of the Ainsworth unit was initiated in 
the spring of 1951. The lands were classified, using specifications established 
specifically for the Ainsworth unit. 

The area investigated included all of the lands in the vicinity of Ainsworth, 
totaling approximately 66,000 acres, of which 41,500 acres, or 63 percent, were 
considered to be irrigable. 

Base maps used in the field were aerial photographs (scale, 1 inch equals 400 
feet) supplemented by topographic sheets of the same scale with a contour 
interval of 1 foot. In evaluating the lands as to their suitability for agriculture, 
consideration was given to the physical features of soil characteristics, topog- 
rapny, surface and subsurface drainage conditions. Each factor was considered 
with respect to its effect on crop productivity, crop adaptability, and develop- 
ment costs. Soil borings were made to a depth of 5 feet with a minimum of 
16 such profiles in each square mile and at least one 10-foot boring in each 
physiographic area or section. Hach horizon of the soil profile was examined 
to determine structure, texture, and compaction. The drainage, both internal 
and surface, and other topographic features such as slope, length of runs, undula- 
tions, and flooding hazards were noted in each area. Samples of representative 
profiles for each land class were taken and analyzed in a laboratory for size 
of particle, pH of svil paste and 1:5 dilution soil extract, and total soluble salts. 
Additional sampies were sent to the University of Nebraska for more complete 
analyzing. These analyses included the determination of electrical conductivity 
and the total anions and cations and the percent exchangeable sodium. 


NUMBER OF LANDOWNERS 


Mr. Botanp. How many farms are affected in this area? How 
many farmers are there in the area now of 33,960 acres? 

Mr. Dexuermer. It would be somewhere in the neighborhood of 260 
ownerships on these lands, perhaps more. They vary in size. 

Mr. Bouanp. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


BOSTWICK DIVISION, NEBRASKA-KANSAS 


Mr. Kirwan. We have next the Bostwick division, $1,071,000. We 
will insert pages BR-46 through BR-52 for the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


Missourr River BASIN Progect, Bostwick Division, NeBRASKA-KANSAS 


Location.—In south central Nebraska and north central Kansas, extending 
from Harlan County Dam to Concordia, Kans., along the Republican River 
through Franklin, Webster, and Nuckolls Counties in Nebraska and Jewell, Re- 
public, and Cloud Counties in Kansas. 

Description.—Consists of a multiple-purpose project to provide irrigation, 
regulation of stream runoff for flood control in the lower Republican and Kansas 
River Basins, fish and wildlife conservation, and recreation. Facilities of the 
project include Harlan County Dam and Reservoir (USCE) with a total 
storage capacity of 850,000 acre-feet, Lovewell Dam and Reservoir with a total 
storage capacity of 94,200 acre-feet, two diversion dams, pumping systems, 
canals, laterals, drains, and floodway channels for irrigation of 86,240 acres 
of rich bottom and table lands. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.5 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


watimated total obligutione. onan ncn een eens $48, 449, 860 
Wesel obligations to June'S0, 1906... cance 27, 738, 337 
metal obligations, fiscal yea? 1007... 2.3. on nnn ew 4, 937, 52: 
etal obligations, fiscal year 1906... nce enenecensnnsiaus 1, 471, 000 
PRRNOS 00 CONMIOCO iiss i se ee en tbnliecni deca 14, 303, 000 


On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program will total $1,471,000, which is 
explained by the following narrative justification : 


Change in total project costs and obligations 


Costs Obligations 

ae ecaispecbstl scenic slabhtiivenalatirans science 

1957 congressior il justification | $48 QAO, om 48 FR4 9AQ 
1958 congressional justification ss . SESE Ri, 48, 591, 209 48, 449, 860 
Es eae alee cents a ha . | 377, 791 134, 389 


The total estimated cost of the Bostwick division has been decreased from 
$48,969,000 to &48.591,209. This change resulted from price index increase— 
reestimate of rights-of-way, contract earnings and indirect costs, bid price and 
minor adjustments. The total was also aifected by an increase due to the 
addition of contribution to civil service retirement fund, which offset, in part, 
the decrease. 

\/location of total estimated project cost 
Reimbursable: 
Irrigation sidechains eas 
Recreation 


abbas kinlns caanabeain chentaiemala _... $46, 134, 000 
iene hn 37, 000 


pleads 46, 171, 000 





Subtotal 2 f poe a aa SE ana sa ere 
Nonreimbursable : 
MN OI sc tenisinteeecacae i ie gl ee sais 2, 396, 209 


ae GN: WO ek ec wii tenant e 24, 000 
DRM oat ip a ol ie 
OI cake ach wins sassy salsa lente lt ap sa wl erica ta epoca pte is ae 48, 591, 209 

Repayment of reimbursable costs* 
Et SOU ON, POUR DINE CO icici nial ncikincenlaiidiecicas ia banigeeceapeiecaaabescabadoiae _. $14, 623, 000 


By surplus basinwide revenue Ee 


OCR cincws colette leer sip lea hiacesinconcieniitit ete. 


1Allocations and repayment exclude Harlan County Dam and Reservoir (USCE) 
cost of $45,232,000, which provides a water supply for 76,240 acres of project lands. That 
cost is tentatively allocated: Flood control, $33,927,000; irrigation, $11,249,000; power, 
$35,000 ; and recreation, $21,000. Also excluded is an amount of $381,000 of basinwide. 
non-interest-bearing power investment which is suballocated to irrigation because of use 
of basin pumping energy. 


REPAYMENT COSTS PER ACRE 


Federal investment per acre: 


To be repaid by water users__ parca ncaa Siecs eee rae $170. 00 

To be repaid by surplus basinwide revenues ga tated cibinrcttcihs ae 

PO i sstceanisicn dette ancien: desc ets Seadsten ceded dais ; eeeud 535. 00 
Annual water-user charges: 

NOIR asic hisescssacteinta salad ARERR hin mbes kn Sele wee ES 4.30 

Operational and maintenance (current prices _..______~- cciihtihcsapadhieieaaed 4.15 


eM ictieteia cotenengd 8. 45 


ir CA ON as 


i 
1 
i 
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Repayment contracts.—Contracts have been executed with the Nebraska-Bost- 
wick District and with the Kansas-Bostwick Irrigation District No. 2. The 
Nebraska-Bostwick District contract has been amended to increase the construc- 
tion obligation. It is anticipated that similar amendments will be negotiated 
with the Kansas-Bostwick District in view of cost plan changes. Contract 
negotiations will be required for the Scandia area in Kansas before irrigation 
development can be initiated. 

The Nebraska-Bostwick contract provides for the construction repayment 
on distribution works of $3,105,000. An additional $900,000 is specified in the 
contract to cover future drains to be constructed by the irrigation district as 
needed, or, upon the district’s failure to do so, the Government may construct 
these drains and increase the obligation accordingly. The Kansas-Bostwick 
contract (to be modified in the future) stipulates the payment of $38,500,000 on 
the distribution system. Both contracts provide for relatively small payments 
on supply works through water service charges. 


Physical data 


Feature Type Total capacity Structural | Length 
height 
Feet Feet 
Lovewell Dam and Reservoir Earth fill 94,200 acre-feet 93 8, 500 
Superior-Courtland diversion dam Concrete and 42,000 cubie feet per second 7. 55 2 420) 
earth. 
Scandia diversion dam do 70,500 cubie feet per second 210 21,120 


! Hydraulic height 
2 Concrete weir. 
Acres to be served 


Leresr 
Purr supply .......- Se ceet tas it celeste a a a Se ala sc aa OO, Sao 
pepementel supply... ; parable cides 0 
aR ail Sai ais A oligrce doe ilies oh ec api dn hed ; 7 : _ 86, 240 


Status.—Construction began March 1949. As of June 30, 1957, the Bostwick 
division will be approximately 71 percent complete. Construction is essen 
tially completed on the irrigation facilities in Nebraska with only minor con- 
struction plus some possible drainage construction to be completed. As of June 
1957 Lovewell Reservoir and the Courtland fourth section will be completed. 
Construction will be initiated on the Courtland 5A, Miller, and West systems. 
The accumulation of design data will be completed on the Courtland 5B, White 
Rock and White Rock extension systems with design data being started on 
pumping plant 1 and 2 systems. 


WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


Franklin distribution system, drains, and floodway channel, $161,868—A con- 
tract will be awarded and work will be completed on the construction of pump 
turnouts along Franklin Canal as well as laterals to serve lands that will 
receive flood protection. Specifications will be prepared and contract awarded 
for construction of farm outlet drains. 

Naponee distribution system, drains, and floodivay channel, $8,400.—The pro 
gram provides for the preparation of designs and specifications and award of 
contract for construction of pump turnouts along canal and the continued con 
struction of farm outlet drains. 

Franklin south side pumping plant, distribution system, and drains, $18,000. 
Preparation of specifications will be initiated during the first half of the year 
with start of construction scheduled in the third quarter for farm outlet drains. 

Superior distribution system, drains, and floodway channels, $33,000.—A con- 
tract will be awarded for construction of pump turnouts which will be com- 
pleted during the year. Laterals required to serve lands that will receive flood 
protection will be completed and construction of farm outlet drains will be 
initiated. 

Courtland distribution system, laterals, drains, and floodway channels, $1,004,- 
372.—The program provides for construction to continue on the main Courtland 
Canal, completion of prime contract on Miller Canal, completion of sections 1 
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and 2 of West Canal, and preconstruction work on White Rock Canal and ex- 
tension. Construction will be completed on several sections of laterals and ini- 
tiated on new sections and extensions to serve additional land. Specifications 
will be prepared and contract awarded for construction of farm outlet drains. 

General service equipment, $120,000.—The program provides for the initial 
purchases of general service equipment for the Nebraska-Bostwick and the 
Kansas-Bostwick irrigation districts. 

Lovewell cooperative development, $19,000.—This program provides for wild- 
life habitat replacement in Lovewell Reservoir area. 

Transitional development cost, $67,000.—This represents $11,000 for settlers 
assistance and $56,000 for future year capacity provisions. 

Contribution to civil-service retirement fund, $39,000—Initial vear contribu- 
tion to civil-service retirement fund. 


Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 195? and 1958— Missouri River Basin 
project, Bostwick division, Nebraska-Kansas 


Estimated Total to Program, Program, | Balance to 
Program item total June 30, current budget complete 
1956 year 1957 year 1958 
al (2 (3 { (5 (6) 
Construction program 
Lovewell Dam and Reservoi $5,977,000 | $3,811,044 | $2, 165, 956 
Franklin distribution system, drains, 
ind floodway channels 7, 932, 000 6, 734, 628 477, 704 $161, 868 $557, 800 
Naponee distribution system, drains, 
nd floodway channels 680, 641 40, 418 41, 392 8, 400 90, 431 
Franklin South Side pumping plant, 
distribution system and drains 754, 915 593, 682 5, 266 18, 000 137, 967 
Superior-Cortland diversion dam 1, 923, 563 1, 923, 563 
Superior distribution system, flood- 
way channels, and drains 3, 519, 808 2, 973, 191 188, 241 33, 000 325, 376 


Courtland distribution system, later- 
als, drains, pump systems, and 





floodway channels 21, 019, 050 3, 693, 624 1, 004, 732 7, 234, 371 
Deferred works, Scandia area 5, 785, 000 ¢ 5, 506, 601 
General service equipment 428, 000 120, 000 308, 000 
Lovewell cooperative development 44, OOO 1, 000 19, 000 24, 000 

Total construction cost 18,063,977 | 25, 941, 248 6, 573, 183 1, 365, 000 14, 184, 546 


file drops on drain 3.3, Franklin South 
Side Canal and sale of excess land, 


Superior-Courtland diversion dam 0), O97 65, 097 15, 000 
Variovs 14, 329 11, 829 2, 500 
rransitional development costs 375, 000 115, 165 55, 000 67, 000 137, 835 
Contribution to civil service retire- 
ment fund 188, 000 39, 000 149, 000 
Total project cost 48, 591, 209 | 26, 003, 145 6, 645, 683 1, 471, 000 14, 471, 381 
Adjustments 141, 349 141, 205 —144 
Total cost to appropriation 48, 449, 860 | 25, 861, 940 6, 645, 683 1,471,000 | 14, 471, 237 
Other expenditures and credits 168, 237 —168, 237 
Total expenditures 48, 449, 860 | 26, 030, 177 6, 645, 683 1, 471, 000 14, 303, 000 
Undelivered orders 1, 708, 160 1, 708, 160 
Total obligations 48, 449, 860 | 27, 738, 337 4, 937, 523 1, 471, 000 14, 303, 000 


Method of financing 
Allocation of appropriation, fiscal year 


1957 4,690, OOO |. 
A pplication of prior year funds 247, 523 
Funds 1, 471, 000 14, 303, 000 


Mr. Kirwan. You still do not have an amended contract with the 
Kansas- Bostwick District. Why ? 

Mr. Watrer. This amended repayment contract is now under 
negotiation. 

Mr. Kirwan. You say it is under negotiation / 

Mr. Wavrer. Yes, sir. 


Mr. Kirwan. I thought we were going to have it last year. 
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Mr. Waurer. We did have a draft of it which was presented to 
the Board and negotiations should be nearly completed before the 
end of this fiscal year. 

Mr. Kirwan. I hope you have it this year and that you make every 
effort to do so. 

Mr. Waurer. We will do our best. 

Mr. Krrwan. What funds in this estimate are programed for work 
in this district ? 

Mr. Wavter. We have programed a total of approximately $1,100,- 
000 for all work of benefit to this district including the main canals. 

Mr. Kirwan. For this district? 

Mr. Watrter. For this district ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. Why shouldn’t these funds be denied until you do 
get an amended contract ? 

Mr. Water. We would have to stop expenditures on construction 
work for Kansas-Bostwick distribution and drainage works at the 
limit of the fiscal year 1957 appropriation. 

Mr. Fenton. One or two questions, Mr. Chairman. How will the 
repayment be made of the $11,249,000 the Corps of Engineers in 
Harlan County allocated for irrigation ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. That will be made out of power revenue. 

Mr. Fenton. Will repayment contracts be executed for the entire 
$14,623,000 of the Bostwick project costs that are allocated ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. The amendment that Mr. Walter just spoke about 
is expected to be completed before the end of this fiscal year for the 
Kansas-Bostwick District’s share of the $14,623,000. 

Mr. Fenton. Will it total the entire amount? 

Mr. Waurer. Of the $14,623,000; no, sir. The entire amount will 
be covered only after repayment contract is executed for the lands 
in the proposed Scandia area. 

Mr. Fenton. Where do you get that from? 

Mr. Watter. That is the proposed repayment by the irrigators. 

Mr. Fenton. On page 48 you have $14,623,000. 

Mr. Waurer. That is the irrigation allocation. 

Mr. Fenton. You have repayment funds to cover that whole 
amount ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. We will have when these others are made to cover 
the $14 million. 

Mr. Fenton. You will have contracts to cover it ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir; and as Mr. Walter said we are waiting 
for those contracts to proceed before any construction over and above 
the amount covered presently. 

(The following was submitted later :) 

On April 24, 1957, an amendatory repayment contract was executed with the 
Kansas-Bostwick Irrigation District. The amendatory contract increases the 
district’s repayment obligation from $3,500,000 to $5,781,000. In addition, the 
district will pay an estimated $805,000 in water service charges to apply on 
water supply works construction costs and will assume the responsibility of 
constructing at its own expense future drainage works now estimated to cost 
$1,961,000. 

Mr. Fenton. How long will it take them to pay that off? 

Mr. Watrer. It will take 40 years, following a 5-year development 
period. 

Mr. Fenton. Following a 5-year period? 
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Mr. Watter. Yes, sir, 
Mr. Fenton. They will probably be ready for rehabilitation by that 
time. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. It is very possible ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


CEDAR BLUFF UNIT, KANSAS 


Mr. Kirwan. The next item is the Cedar Bluff unit, $50,000. We 
will put pages BR-54 through BR-59 for the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


Mrssour! River Basin Progect Smoky Hitz Divisron, Cepar Biurr Unit, Kansas 


Location.—In west central Kansas in Trego and Ellis Counties. The Cedar 
Bluff Dam and Reservoir is located on the Smoky Hill River approximately 18 
miles southwest of the town of Ellis in Trego County. Project lands extend east 
from Cedar Bluff Dam for approximately 18 miles along the north side of the 
Smoky Hill River. 

Description.—Consists of Cedar Bluff Dam and Reservoir, which has a storage 
capacity of 377,000 acre-feet, Cedar Bluff pumping plant, and Cedar Bluff Canal, 
laterals, and drains. The Cedar Bluff Canal will irrigate 11,300 acres of farm- 
land. 

Benefit-cost ratio—1.6 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated total obligations____.......--..-....--~- pusteccialinaiaiegbosniiisneis $18, 862, 321 
an UMUC ROE CO DUNO TO, TO in acer ieee emrencrts nine 13, 794, 051 
IIE DCSUIIR, “CEMIPURE WHOIS’ I UIED Ocenia tenes ese ne monhabinigesalibiboraess 98, 970 
Te: CORIO SEINE: WONT. TI aia i pects tenons 50, 000 
eS TS CON sh Lh i i ohne cin DE 4, 919, 300 


On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program will total $50,000 which is ex- 
plained in the following narrative justification. 


Change in total project costs and obligations 


Costs Obligations 
1957 congressional justification. _............-........-..-.. _..| $18, 716, 000 $18, 679, 232 
1958 congressional justification tach ease pain aeciee ie eae 18, 895, 682 18, 862, 321 





PTOI niece eo pancaceradcoedccatignewecesewescegsscesacmnnnsaaecans ai 179, 682 183, 089 


The estimated cost of the Cedar Bluff unit has been increased from $18,716,000 
to $18,895,682. This change resulted from increased indirect costs, a reduction 
for operation and maintenance equipment, and provision for contribution to 


civil service retirement fund. 
Allocation of estimated total project cost 


Reimbursable : 
Drebetten bos i 5 hc, Se i a $10, 561, 300 
OCP RO ION so scien tn cedidn ces ann Giip iia gS 4, 400 
IE i icine epee hbae nib IND Ad Ababa ahead Rhee, hci dle woeptlielan aie 10, 565, 700 


Nonreimbursale : 
MnOGe WO Ee St i RO 5 eee te) 8, 313, 382 
ree GOe WENGE ee ie ee SS es 
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Repayment of reimbursable costs 


By irrigation water users____-. a a $1, 873, 000 
Repaid by surplus basinwide revenues.._-------...---.------~~-- 8, 692, 700 
I ais in comnts i a Sesiacaie hate RA ea ake ld dob cenere 10, 565, 700 


Repayment costs per acre 


Federal investment per acre: 


To be repaid by water users : : ; $166. 00 

To be repaid by surplus basinwide revenues 769. 00 
(ll ee : iS : 935. 00 

Annual water user ¢ hi irges : 

Construction_____ ; 1. 30 
Operation and maintenance (current prices) ee 3. 98 
OD Nika i dii soi Ge ial cietitaca , ' . 8, 28 
Repayment contracts.—No contract has been negotiated. An irrigation dis 


trict was organized in October 1949 and later dissolved in December 1955 as a 
result of adverse sentiment concentrated in the lower half of the project area 
Consideration is now being given to the reduction in the scope of development 
to about 6,000 acres in the upper half of the unit where there is good evidence of 
favorable sentiment for development. Efforts are being made by local sponsors 
to form a new irrigation district covering the upper area. Russell, Kans., is now 
being provided with a municipal water supply from Cedar Bluff Reservoir under 
a temporary water service contract on an interim basis until a firm plan is 
established. 


Phusical data 





Feature ype Capacity Structure Len 
Cedar Rluff Dam and Reservoii Earth fill 377,000 acre-feet 202 f 12,560 feet 
Cedar Bluff pumping plant 11-foot lift 22 cu pe 
econd 
Cedar Bluff Canal Earth 210 cubie feet per 99.91 
cond 
Cedar Bluff laterals ) 100 ueres 38 1 mil 
Cedar Bluff drains do 13.0 m 
1cres to be served 
Acres 
Full supply 3 ; 11, 300 
Supplemental supply_- 0 
Total_- a 11, 300 


Status.—Construction begun on Cedar Bluff Dam on April 1, 1949. The dam 
has been completed. As of June 30, 1957, modification of the outlet works will 
be required when delivery of water is required for use on the project lands 
Investigations will be in progress throughout the year on the irrigation system 
to obtain data for use in the definite plan report for the irrigation system which 
is scheduled for completion in fiscal year 1958 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1958 


Cedar Bluff Dam and Reservoir, $2,000.—The program provides for compilation 
of field data and preparation of plans for the outlet-works modification. 

Cedar Bluff pumping plant, $2,000.—The program provides for compilation of 
field data and preparation of plans for the Cedar Bluff pumping plant. 

Cedar Bluff distribution system and drains, $38,700.—The program provides 
for the preparation of plans and the accumulation of field data for the Cedar 
Bluff canal, laterals, and drains. 

Transitional devclopment costs, $5,000.—This amount is programed for settler’s 
assistance costs. 


1) 
00 


00 


DO 
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Contribution to civil-service retirement fund, $2,300.—Initial year contribution 
to civil-service retirement fund. 


Schedule of construction program fiscal years 1957 and 1958— Missouri River Basin 
project, Smoky Hill division, Cedar Bluff unit, Kansas 


. oan | 
Estimated Total to Program, Program, | Balance to 
Program item | total June 30, | current budget | complete 
1956 year 1957 | year 1958 | 
(1) (2) 3) 4 (5) (6 
| 
| 
Construction program 
Cedar Blaff Dam end Reservoir $13, 892, 192 |$13, 694, 383 $2, 000 $2, 000 | $193, 809 
Cedar Bluil pumping plant 156, 000 . 74 2. 000 2. 000 148, 926 
Cedar Bluff distributing system and | 
rains 4. 509, 000 106, 295 93. 400 38, 700 4 270, 60 
General rvice equipment 108, O00 108, 000 
Service are 17, OOO 97. OOF 
Total construction cost 18, 762, 192 | 13, 803, 752 17, 400 42,700 | 4, 818, 340 
Va u ‘ l K 
Cransitional development cos 67. OO 99 675 9 200 5, 000 37, 12 
Contribution to cit 
ment fund 65, 300 2, 300 63, 000 
Lotal project cost LS, 805, GS2 l R97. 617 + Om A), OOO 4,918, 4 
\ trent { 83 
otal cost to appropriatio 18, 862, 321 13, 793, 421 19, 600 50, 000 4,919 ) 
Total expenditures 18, 862. 321 13, 793, 421 99, 600 50, OOO 4 919, 300 
Undeli 1 orders 630 630 
Total obligations L&, 862, 321 13, 794, 051 98. 970 50, 000 4,919 
Method 
A llocat ic 7 appropriation fiscal y 
19457 17. 000 
Application of prior year func ol, 970 ‘ . 
Funds required 50, 000 4,919, 300 


Mr. Kirwan. This starts up a project once completed. Please 
briefly explain it. 

Mr. Dexnemer. This would include modification of the outlet 
works for delivery of water on project lands to be included in an 
irigation system. 

Mr. Kirwan. sg Ar this project addition was once before 
abandoned because of adverse sentiment. Why should additional 
funds be spent on it before a new irrigation district is formed and 
a repayment contract signed ? 

Mr. Wautrer. The Cedar Bluff Irrigation District—the sponsoring 
group—is still intact and they are attempting to reform the district 
on a smaller acreage basis. 

Mr. Kirwan. Ona smaller scale than you had before ? 

Mr. Waurer. On a smaller scale; yes, sir. 

Mr. Dominy. The direct answer to your question is that we would 
not propose to actually start the distribution system works or works 
directly connected with the irrigation of the lands until the contracts 
are signed. This request is anticipating that the district will be 
formed and a repayment contract executed. 

Mr. Kirwan. What happens to the Russell, Kans., water supply 
if additional water is taken for irrigation ? 

Mr. Dominy. There would still be sufficient water for release to 
Russell, Kans., although the contracts we have with Russell, Kans., 
are of a temporary nature, with a reservation that if the water supply 
should not be sufficient ultimately that irrigation would have the 
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priority since that was the purpose for which the dam was built, in 
addition to flood control. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is Russell’s supply of drinking water. 

Mr. Domtny. Yes; it is domestic drinking water. This irrigation 
district is only 6,000 acres so there would be an abundant supply still 
for Russell and, of course, there will be return flow to the river from 
irrigation which would still be potable water. 

Mr. Kirwan. When do you expect to get this repayment contract? 

Mr. Water. We have not started to negotiate the contract because 
the district has not been formed. 

Mr. Krrwan. You haven’t started on it? 

Mr. Watter. No, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. You won't start spending money on it until you get it? 

Mr. Watter. No, sir. 

Mr. Dexnermer. On construction. This is for planning and car- 
rying on negotiations with the prospect of consummating an agree- 
ment before we go into construction. 

Mr. Kirwan. Have you any questions, Mr. Boland, on the Cedar 
Bluff unit ? 


FLOOD CONTROL 


Mr. Botanp. Are there any flood-control dams on the Smoky Hill 
River ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir; the Kanapolis Dam which is about 100 
miles downstream from Cedar Bluff Dam and which was built by the 
Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Botanp. How much will this reduce the flow, this particular 
dam here? The dam at Kanapolis is a flood-control dam, I take it. 

Mr. Water. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. Why do you allocate $10 million of this to flood 
control? Doesn’t the Kanapolis Dam control the flow in the Smoky 
Hill River ? 

Mr. Watter. No, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. What is the flow in the Smoky Hill River? 

Mr. Dexnermer. I don’t think we have that exact figure. 

Mr. Botanp. I think it would be important to have it. I think that 
determines whether or not a flood-control dam should be built there, 
and show the average flow of the river and the peak flow. 

Mr. Water. The dam is complete. 

Mr. Botanp. The dam is complete but I would like to knock out 
the $10 million that is allocated to flood control. 

Mr. Dexnetmer. That was put in the authorization some years ago 
and provides flood control upstream from Kanapolis between the 
Cedar Bluff Dam and the benefits are determined and the cost alloca- 
tions determined on the flood-control allocation made by the Corps 
of Engineers. 

Mr. Botanp. How far is it from the Cedar Bluff Dam on the 
Smoky Hill River to Kanapolis Dam on the Smoky Hill River? 
What is the length in miles? 

Mr. Dexuemer. Something around 100 miles. 

Mr. Botanv. What has been the extent of flood damage in that 
area? The only place that will be affected is between there and the 
Kanapolis Dam. 


1 
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Mr. Waurer. No, sir. During the 1951 flood both the Cedar Bluff 
Reservoir and Kanapolis Reservoir were filled to capacity and spilled 
and both reservoirs contributed greatly to the protection of Salina, 
the area between Kanapolis which is near Salina, Kans., to and 
through Kansas City. 


FLOW IN SMOKY HILL RIVER 


Mr. Boranp. 1 would like for you to supply for the record cubic- 
foot-per-second flow in the Smoky Hill River, the average flow and 
the flow at flood time, peak flow. 

Mr. DexnetmEer. We would also like to supply you a report on 
that flood, showing what happened. 

Mr. Botanp, All right. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


Aprit 15, 1957. 
FLOW IN THE SMOKY HILL RIVER 


The average flow in the Smoky Hill River, measured at the Ellsworth gaging 
station below Cedar Bluff Dam was 195,400 acre-feet per year during the period 
1919 through 1953. This average has varied from 0 to 1,000 cubic feet per second 
daily. The peak on this river was June 1, 1938, with a flow of 61,000 cubic feet 
per second; however, with the regulation provided by the Cedar Bluff Dam on 
May 23, 1951, during the 1951 flood the peak flow reached only 30,000 cubic 
feet per second. 

Mr. Fenton. When did they start construction ¢ 

Mr. Dexuermer. Nineteen forty-seven. 

Mr. Fenton. And you say that you have not completed any con- 
tracts yet ¢ 

Mr. Dexuermer. For the irrigation below the dam we have not. 

Mr. Fenton. How many ac res do you have irrigated ? 

Mr. DexHeimer. We don’t know yet how many may be included in 
the district. It is still being formed. Previously there was more area 
and some of the people did not want to get in and they are still work- 
ing on the formation of the district. 


FLOOD CONTROL FEATURES 


Mr. Fenron,. Did that start as an irrigation project or flood control ¢ 

Mr. Dexuetmer. It is a combination reservoir, largely authorized 
for flood control in the Missouri Basin, but as all of these dams are, 
wherever there is conservation and municipal water supply all those 
things are included. 

Mr. Fenvon. You say they started this project in 1947. How 
much planning did you have before that ? 

Mr. Dominy. Dr. Fenton, this was one of the many structures 
that were included in the overall Missouri Basin flood control and 
irrigation plan which was authorized by Congress in the 1944 act. 
It would not have been constructed normally as early as it was except 
for the very bad flood that hit that area particularly around MeCook 
and Cambridge, Nebr., in the calendar year 1947 which resulted in 
the loss of about 17 people, as I recall, in several small towns on the 
Republic an River. As a result of that damage to property and life 
the Congress in the then current i ition bill directed the Bu- 
reau to proceed expeditiously with some 11 dams which were author 
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ized for both flood control and irrigation. So this was one of the 
structures that was built, as I say, somewhat sooner than the people 
had developed a specific interest in irrigation and it is being oper 
ated solely for flood control. 

The entire capacity is being utilized for flood control and, of course, 
use of the water by the city of Russell, Kans., and I think we have 
sold a little to one or two farmers who wanted to pump from the 
river below the dam. 

Mr. Fenton. I am glad to have that explanation. I will have 
many other thoughts after I yieid to the gentleman from Massa 
chusetts. 

Mr. Botanv. In line with your explanation of the effect of the 
Cedar Bluff Dam and the effect on the flow of water in the Republi- 

can River, and you talked about the severe flood in some particular 
year, what I would like to know is what effect will this have? 

Mr. Dominy. This is in the same general area of the flash floods. 

Mr. Botanp. But the big damage occurred, as I understood you to 
say, on the Re public an River. 

Mr. Dominy. The particular damage that attracted the attention 
at the time occurred down here right about in this area around Indi- 
anola, Nebr., and of course the Republican River flows down into 
the Kansas River system, as does the Smoky Hill River. They are all 
in that same flood plain area where the floods come not from melting 
snow but from tremendous downpours, thunderstorms over a very 
wide area, where they get as much as 6 inches of rain ina short space 
of time. 

Mr. Botann. Does that occur out there often 4 

Mr. Dominy. Such storms occur at infrequent and irregular inter- 
vals but regularly over a period of years. 

Mr. Botanp. W hy do you have to irrigate the area then? 

Mr. Domtny. Because as I mentioned a moment ago in connection 
with Ainsworth the rainfall of this whole Great Plains area is ex- 
tremely erratic. I happen to come from Adams County, Nebr., and 
I know from many years of experience that you can go for months 
without any rain and you can get 6 inches in a few hours, sometimes 
over quite a wide area, and the floods from such a storm are tremen- 
dous. 

The Republican River on one occasion in 1934 washed out every 
bridge from its headwaters to its confluence with the Kansas River 
and destroyed thousands of acres of fertile farms in the valley that 
were productive farms before the storm and were sandbars after the 
storm. 

Mr. Botanp. Thank you, Doctor. 


REPAYMENT COSTS 


Mr. Fenron. Now on page 56 you have the repayment cost per acre 
of $935. How many acres? What acreage do you base that on, 
6,000 or 3,000 2 

Mr. Dominy. That particular figure was based on the original 
irrigated area as planned of 11,300 acres. So if only 6,000 acres were 
to be involved, the cost per acre would be considerably higher, con- 
sidering the irrigation allocation in the reservoir if you assumed the 
total reservoir being charged to those 6,000 acres; yes. 
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Mr. Fenton. Do you have any estimates at this time as to how much 
it will be? 

Mr. Domriny. No, I do not. 

Mr. Fenton. Do you not have any estimate ? 

Mr. Dominy. We do not have a cost on the distribution system for 
the 6,000 acres at this time, so we could not get you anything more 
than a very rough estimate. 

Mr. Fenron. Well then, you haven’t gone into any negotiations 
with the water users as yet ? 

Mr. Dominy. No, sir, we haven't. There is, as Mr. Walter has 
told you, a group that is very interested in it a they are trying to 
form a specific area of about 6,000 acres into a district under the State 
law. 

DexuetmMer. This money we are asking for is only for continuing 
the plans and negotiations. We are not asking for any construction 
money for that irrigation feature. 

Mr. Fenton. You are not? 

Mr. Dexuermer. No, not in this estimate. 

Mr. Fenron. When are you going to try to get it ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Part of this money will be used for pl: inning and 
finding out how many acres we will serve and the cost of serving them 
and then we would have a cost per acre, but until this is more firm we 
do not have anything but a guess. 

Mr. Fenton. Well. as far as the irrigation part of the project is 
concerned the only valid reason for continuing to put money on the 
project is if the landowners are willing, and I take it you have some 
negotiations with the landowners. 

Mr. Dexneimer. We have, of course. This is part of the planning 
process in the Missouri re asin that we now are carrying on for various 
projects. That is all we are asking for in this project, money to carry 
this work on. 

Mr. Fenton. How much are you asking for 4 

Mr. Dexuetmer. Fifty thousand dollars. 

Mr. Fenton. All right. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


FARWELL UNIT, NEBRASKA 


Mr. Kirwan. The next item is the Farwell unit, $750,000. 
We will put pages 60 through 65 for the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


Missour!I River BASIN PROJECT, FARWELL UNIT, NEBRASKA 


Location.—In central Nebraska in Sherman and Howard Counties. The 
Arcadia Diversion Works will be located on the Middle Loup River about 8% 
miles upstream from the town of Arcadia. Sherman Dam will be constructed 
on Oak Creek, approximately 23 miles southeast of the diversion works and 5 
miles northeast of Loup City. Project lands extend generally southeast from 
Sherman Dam in a quarter-circle area formed by the Middle Loup River to its 
juncture with the North Loup River. The irrigable area has a width of about 
22 miles and a north-to-south depth of some 14 miles. 

Description.—Water will be diverted from the Middle Loup River into the 
Sherman Feeder Canal for conveyance to Sherman Reservoir, capacity 69,100 
acre-feet, for regulated releases to 3 main canals, laterals, and 1 large and 
24 small pumping plants. The irrigable area is 52,530 acres. The plan includes 
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necessary irrigation drainage systems and funds for improvement and protec- 
tion of natural drains and channels against erosion. This latter work will be 
performed by the Soil Conservation Service with funds transferred to it for 
that purpose. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.66: 1. 


Summarized financial data 


ng ae nme emprnpane pie wine $31, 974, 000 
Tose Ceremii0ms.- 00. Jame 00, 1000... 5... no ok ekk. () 
Tobsl. obligations, Gecal yeas, 1067... =. 1-2. lec ce (*) 
‘Total obligations, Gsceal year: 1006... < oo 226 2 ne nnn 750, 000 
NE en SOU hen tates ch ge pices es ntarrb een eepes es cine ipeypeinin ies $1, 224, 000 


1Fiseal year 1957 and prior years financed with Missouri River Basin investigations 
funds. 


On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program will total $745,000. The narra- 
tive justification, which follows, explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program and 
the relation of costs to obligations. 


Allocation of cstimated total project cost 
Reimbursable: 
ENN SSS i UR we pee et tscrmek en get Jett aero 
TIO iii iid ocd thas d pte am wbpe elas Gee thew ed 56, 500 


Subtotal, reimbursable____—~__- " caine 





Nonreimbursable: 





NE | ae Lcmelidenche Laie eae 266, 000 
Pema Wares Lech i es bel 2 ie ed. eis 883, 000 
IOOCR, ORTON NO is cid Sema mnewancnbnees ie Sy 1, 149. 000 
ID asics riemnntenbittenliiiean fli etictiitceccyeace Jb 2 _. 30, 631, 000 


Repayment of reimbursable costs 


By iierigation water meereis2.Uii4il wu ed ed ct iL, 910188008 
By basinwide power revenues___-----_- es. scien gieaseciaie a aon . 22,327, 000 
TN teeth Alec ch sna anh ached beta beletgnenipldkcicda sold Alckectahgn nals phitieis chase --. 32, 482, 000 


Repayment costs per acre 


Federal investment per acre: 


To be repaid from water users ee le et Ba teachin oe __. $193. 00 
To be repaid from power revenues______--___-__--__~- - __ 425.00 
NS aces Oe a itl ll cia sincera lebin Ghia ghiibsgs ahtatacmm iain adoane isl 618. 00 


Annual water user charges :’ 


fo Ee eae ee since peta aeons 4.50 
Operation and maintenance___ Tuna. sae : ih 3. 60 
NG Lied’ BPs de Bil2 i : 8.10 


‘Exclusive of tax proceeds from reclamation district. 


Repayment contracts.—Drafts of repayment contracts have been prepared and 
preliminary negotiations initiated with the reclamation district and the two 
irrigation districts. This will involve new contracts with the Loup Basin Recla 
mation District and the Farwell Irrigation District and an amendatory contract 
with the Sargent Irrigation District. It is anticipated that these interrelated 
contracts will be executed before the beginning of the 1957 irrigation season. 

The Farwell Irrigation District and the Sargent Irrigation District are within 
the boundaries of the Loup Basin Reclamation District. It is anticipated that 
interrelated contracts will be negotiated with all three districts wherein the irri- 
gation districts will pay certain costs associated with the construction, operation, 
and maintenance of the distribution and drainage works and the overall reclama- 
tion district will pay costs associated primarily with the construction, operation, 
and maintenance of the water supply works. 
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Physical data 


Feature Type Capucity Height Length 
.| a wth . ssh siaeipsagste alkalies 
| 
Sherman Dam and Reservoir- | Earth 69,100 acre-feet __ 96 feet_- 4,550 feet. 
Areadia diversion works | Concrete over- 20 feet___| 525 feet. 


ffow section, 
| radial gates, | 
| earth dike. 


Sherman feeder canal | Earth and tunnel_.| 850 eubic feet per second 18.1 miles. 
Farwell main and Farwell lower | Earth 910-65 cubic feet per sec- | 37 miles. 
main canal. } ond. 
Farwell central canal }.....do 135 cubic feet per second ...---}| 18.8 miles, 
Farwell south and Farwell upper do___. | 320-90 cubic feet per sec- | ...-| 29.9 miles. 
south canals. | } ond. | 
Farwell lateral system Lote kin ..| 52,530 acres jeaabel ol 
Farwell subsurface drains. | ; ; 7.5 miles. 
tcres to be served 
Acree 
Full supply—---- cil di i atc igrein tapas nnats panier aati 52, 530 
Ra PRIIN aT! IG a eS Seeds me hitches epitgiln ls man tits acne ene 0 
COC hh is wd sc se beds ss nan salves alps ob lin action scat ana beaaanches aed 52, 530 


Status.—The report on the Farwell unit is of definite plan caliber and was ap- 
proved by the Commissioner in June 1956. Only a small amount ($20,048) has 
been included in the fiscal year 1957 Missouri River Basin investigation program 
to permit negotiation of repayment contracts and power interference studies 
prior to initiating construction in fiscal year 1958. 


WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


Sherman Dam and Reservoir, $408,800.—The program provides for initiating 
acquisition of rights-of-way for the dam, collection of design data for the 
dam, county road and powerline relocations, and the caretaker’s residence. 
Final designs and specifications will be completed and construction will be started 
on the dam and related relocation work. 

Arcadia diversion works, $90,000.—These funds will be used for the collection 
of design data and for initiating preparation of final plans and specifications 
for the diversion dam. 

Sherman feeder canal, $150,000.—The program provides for completing the 
collection of design data and preparation of final plans and specifications looking 
toward award of the construction contract in fiscal year 1959. 

Farwell distributing system and drains, $100,000.—Collection of field design 
data will be initiated during the fiscal year looking toward award of construction 
contract for the Farwell main and lower main canal in fiscal year 1959. 

Contribution to civil service retirement fund, $11,200.—Initial year contribu- 
tion to civil service retirement fund. 

Adjustments, —$15,000.—Nonappropriation transfers, prepayments, and other 
minor transactions which affect costs but not appropriations. 

Other expenditures and credits, $5,000.—Cost of service facilities to be dis- 
tributed to permanent features in future years. 


91488—H7 aS 
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Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1957 and 1958— Missouri River project, 
Farwell unit, Nebraska 


Balance to 
complete 


| Estimated | Total to | Program, | Program, 
Program item total June 30, current budget 
1956 | year 1957 year 1958 
| 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) | (6) 
bia hime ‘ . iat paneled —— 
Construction program: | | } 
Sherman Dam and Reservoir. | $7,083,000 | $405, 716 | $408, 800 | $6, 258, 484 
Arcadia diversion works_ - | 2,520, 000 | 146, 858 $20, 048 90.000 | 2, 263, 004 
Sherman feeder canal. -- | 6,302, 000 363, 119 150,000 | = 5, 788, 881 
Farwell distribution system and | 
drains | 15, 424, 300 881, 009 100,000 | 14, 443, 291 
Farwell cooperative development 33, 700 | 35, 700 
General property | 282, 000 | 282, 000 
Farwell channel stabilization meas- | | 
ures (USDA) 1, 313, 000 1, 313, 000 
Total construction cost 32, 958, OOO 1, 796, 702 20, 048 748, 800 | 30, 392, 450 
Contribution to civil-service retirement | 
fund 341, 000 11, 200 | 329, 800 
Transitional development 332, 000 332, 000 
Total project cost 33, 651, 000 1, 796, 702 20, 048 7.0, 000 | 31, 054, 250 
Adjustments ; —1, 657,000 |—1, 795, 702 —20. 048 15, 000 | 174, 750 
Total cost to appropriation. _-- 31, 974, 000 745, 000 31, 229, 000 
Other expenditures and credits 5, 000 ~5, 000 
Total expenditures 31, 974, 000 750, 000 31, 224, 000 
Undelivered orders 
Total obligations 31, 974, 000 750, 000 31, 224, 000 


Method of financing: Funds required 750, 000 31, 224, 000 


Mr. Kirwan. There appears to be a considerable amount of repay- 
ment contract juggling to be accomplished on this project. What is 
the status of all this work and when do you expect to have a firm con- 
tract to cover the work proposed for 1958 ¢ 

Mr. Watrer. We do have a contract with the Farwell Irrigation 
District. 

Mr. Dexuermer. We are proposing, Mr. Chairman, new contracts 
with the Loup Basin Reclamation District and the Farwell Irrigation 
District and an amendatory contract with the Sargent Irrigation 
District, and we expect that these will be concluded sometime this year, 
probably before the irrigation season is over. 


INCREASE IN ANNUAL INCOME PER ACRE 


Mr. Kirwan. What increased value per acre in terms of annual 
income to the owner was used in figuring benefits on this project ¢ 

Mr. Bennerr. We will have to supply that for the record, Mr. 
Chairman. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


FARWELL UNIT—INCREASED ANNUAL FARM INCOME 


An estimated increased annual income per acre attributable to the authorized 
Farwell unit development is $33.64. 


Mr. Kirwan. Why can’t the irrigators repay more than $8.10 per 
on this project ¢ 

Mr. Dexuermer. That again is tied into our study of their ability to 
pay. 
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BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Mr. Kirwan. What is the benefit-cost ratio of this project on the 
Budget Bureau criteria and on direct benefits alone? 

Mr. Bennerr. We will have to supply that for the record, Mr. 
Chairman, 

(The material referred to follows :) 

BENEFIT-COst RATIO FOR FARWELL UNIT 

The direct benefits alone for the Farwell unit, caleulated on the Bureau of the 
Budget criteria set forth in A-47, result in a benefit-cost ratio of 0.53 to 1. 

Mr. Kirwan. The direct benefits are 0.53 to 1. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. The benefit-cost ratio, including the indirect. ben- 
efits, is 1.66 to 1. 

Mr. Kirwan. On direct benefits it is 0.53 to 1. 

Mr. Dexueimer. 1 do not have that figure before me. 


PRICE-SUPPORT CROPS 
Mr. Kirwan. How many acres in this project will produce crops 
subject to price supports ? 
Mr. Dexuemmer. May we supply that for the record ? 
Mr. Kirwan. Yes. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 
FARWELL UNIT—CROPPING PATTERN 


The anticipated crop pattern of irrigated lands in the Farwell unit after 
development is as follows: 


Acres 

OI CICR: OE snc Ssh secs entice le ie ce acid anaes 16, 850 
Brome and alfalfa___- <Secemese panies ips saisnestlapcqebaniacpetocet eee eae _.. 10, 000 
Pasture____ : Sa ae ee eee CN Oe ce aie ae 11, 000 
Beets__- Ba deka adel tan ha atalgnecmiamraet scbintinlersaialingbentacadicrdouncenapenacpngiideaetadbcn aaa 6, 800 
Sant: ereinn /( piice supported ) sn .ncicktdn ect Heidi dh miibaneneen 7, 880 
NO lee bisa in vantiliindistiag a tthe amanda nips aquimnasiornidie aia iementaaa tae 52, 530 


General crop-livestock farming is the principal type of agriculture in the area. 
Under irrigation, wheat and fallow land will be eliminated, and the acreage in 
corn, oats, and barley will be reduced. Sugar beets will be added, and alfalfa 
and irrigated pasture increased. Any acreage for sugar beets will have to be 
within the overall acreage allotment. Crop yields and total production of corn 
and alfalfa will be increased, which will permit large increases in livestock 
production. It is estimated that livestock and livestock products will more than 
double, and because of this feeding corn and barley sales will decrease approxi- 
mately $200,000. Since wheat will be eliminated there will be about $275,000 
less wheat entering the market. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thirty-two percent of this is in corn. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is a lot of acreage going into corn. 

Mr. Dexnemmer. That does not mean that it is price supported. 
It may be used largely on the farm. 

Mr. Kirwan. It may be used on the farm? I hope it is. So they 
will have a lot of the farmers working in steel plants if they give them 
money for the acreage not supposed to be farmed. Do you have any 
question, Mr. Boland 


FLOOD CONTROI 


Mr. Botanp. When was this project authorized ? 
Mr. Bennett. The last session; late in the spring. 








914 


Mr. Botanp. On the allocation of flood control you have $266,000 
allocated. This unit is on the Middle Loup River; is that right? 
What unit is the Sherman Dam and Reservoir on? 

Mr. Bennett. The Sherman Dam and Reservoir is an offstream 
reservoir, not located on any stream. The water would be diverted 
from the stream into the reservoir. 

Mr. Botanp. Where do you allocate the $266,000 for flood control? 
Is it for construction of this dam ? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir; putting some of the floodwater into the 
reservoir. 

Mr. Botanp. Off of what stream ? 

Mr. Bennett. The middle fork of the Loup River. 

Mr. Botanp. The cubic feet per second of the middle fork of the 
Loup River? 

Mr. Bennetr. We will supply that. 

Mr. Botanp. I would like to have some detail on the flood damage 
over the past years. What has been the peak flood, the damage, the 
last flood that occurred there, and a little history of the floods that 
occurred in this particular area?’ 

Mr. Bennetr. I think we should explain that the flood control 
benefits of these projects are given to us by the Corps of Engineers. 
They are not always applic able to a direct spot on the river. They 
figure their benefits on the whole streamflow, and so for th, and we will 
try to supply that for you. but we will have to get it from them as 
to where they actually assign those benefits from. 

Mr. Botanp. You can supply easily for the record the cubic feet 
per second in the Loup River ¢ 

Mr. Bennerr. Oh, yes. 

(No matter referred to follows :) 


PEAK DISCHARGE MippLe Loup RIVER 


The peak discharge of the Middle Loup River as recorded at the Arcadia gage, 
61% miles downstream from the Areadia diversion dam site, is 18,000 cubic 
feet per second. This was a 17-year record in June 1947. Average discharge 
is 800 cubic feet per second. 

Mr. Kirwan. Is that all? 

Mr. Botanp. That is all. 

Mr. Kirwan. On the Farwell unit, Mr. Jensen, do you have any 
questions ? 

Mr. Jensen. This is another project that the power revenues are 
going to have to pay the lion’s share of the bill, are they not? 

Mr. Dexnetmer. Yes, sir. 


MISSOURI BASIN PROJECT ACCOUNTING 


Mr. Jensen. I am wondering just how our Missouri Valley ac 
count is going to look in years to come and I am wondering how it 
looks now. 1 am wondering if we are not going to wake up one of 
these days and find out that the Missouri Valley account is over- 
drawn by $100 million. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. No, sir; we will watch that and we have an eco 
nomic analysis that shows that there is a substantial surplus with 
these added. 
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Mr. Jensen. Do you have an account something like this, like a 
business concern would keep, that would open up an account when 
they start dealing with a certain person and say that this is the 
Missouri Valley account and then they would give credit and on the 
credit side they would say power revenue, irrigation revenue, and 
other revenues, and then at the end of the calendar year they would 
total that up and they would say now we took in this much money 

against which is charged on the debit side all others, all moneys paid 
out for ev ery expenditure that was made, and then you balance that 
account and see whether you have got a credit or a debit. Now isn’t 
it about that simple ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. | wish it were. 

Mr. JENsEN. Why isn’t it? 

Mr. Dexnrimer. Because we ave projecting estimated costs and 
revenues and authorized construction over the next 50 years. 

Mr. Jensen. I am talking about each year. You certainly can 
show each year what the balance is. 

Mr. Bennerr. Yes, sir; we keep really three studies going, Mr. 
Jensen. We have one like we furnished the committee a year ago 
that shows the situation on the total project as we saw it at that 
time. We keep another one going on projects constructed, under con- 
struction, and planned for the next 6 years. 

We keep a third one, for projects constructed under construction 
and which do about what you say. It shows the cost to date. It 
shows the estimated remaining costs and the repayments against that. 

Mr. Jensen. But you don’t use it to determine credit or debit 
in it, do you’ 

Mr. Bennert. No, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. You wouldn’t do that. It would be too plain. We 
could understand it then. We can’t understand this. 

As 1 said the other day it would take 10 Philadelphia lawyers 
and the good Lord himself to figure it out. I wish there was some 
way thi at we could use credit and debit and there is no reason why 
you can’t instead of laying awake at night and figuring out some 
term instead of credit and debit, a term that nobody can understand. 
L dont want to be critical, but 1 wish you could simplify it to where 
just an ordinary person like myself and the rest of we lowly Con- 
gressmen could understand. 

Now whenever a new project is under study in either the planning 
or investigation stage and all that, the project, the cost of that proj- 
ect over a term of years until it is completed could be figured out 
and then I suppose you figure out what revenue is going to be derived 
from the project and what you credit against the cost of the project. 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. That isn’t too hard to understand if you would just 
say it that way. 

Mr. Bennerr. I think you will find in our pay-out studies we 
practically say it that way. We call it charges and returns rather 
than credits and debits. 

Mr. Jensen. That is the closest I ever heard of a term to credits 
and debits. I want to congratulate you. You really used those 
terms ¢ 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Jensen. I certainly want to congratulate you. I hope I will 
see itin the book. Have you got it in the book alre: dy ¢ 

Mr. Benetr. It is in this study. 

Mr. Jensen. Honestly? Is it? I am beginning to feel better. If 
you can, show me where those terms are used. You must have it 
in the very fine print. Well, I will give you a lot of time.. You 
show it to me over here. I think you will have a lot of time finding 
it. You can’t pick it out ina hurry now, can you ? 

Mr. Bennett. I will have to find it back here. I will have to find 
the right table first. There is a whole book full of them here. 

Mr. Jensen. Anyway, this committee certainly doesn’t want to 
wake up some day and find out that we have let things go until v 
have got a debit showing of $100 million or $200 million or even $50 
million in the red. Iam sure you are watching it. Iam sure of that. 
I know you dont want to finally come up here and say, “Well, we 
made a terrible mistake. Our debits show many millions of dollars 
more than our credits and we made a mistake in projecting this 
credit and debit thing.” 

I don’t believe you will use the words “credit” and “debit.” Yor 
wouldn’t do it, would you’ You shook your head. You said “No,” 
didn’t vou ? ; 

Mr. Bennerr. We could not, sir, in these types of studies. 

Mr. Dexnermer. Mr. Jensen, we have a study which we keep of 
comparative balance sheets which lists assets and liabilities and 
shows the balance as you would normally get in a business type 
corporation re port that ‘shows the balances and the debits and credits. 

Mr. Jensen. But it doesn’t say debits and credits.. 

Mr. Dexnermer. It says assets and liabilities which I think is 
the accounting procedure used for corporations. 

Mr. Jensen. That is your final analysis. 

Mr. Dexnermer. No, sir: that is the yearly statement, the same 
type of statement that you would get from a corporation’s report 
to its stockholders, for example. 

Mr. Jensen. Well, if vou could iust make a simple listine showing 
the Missouri Valley account as of the end of each fiscal year and just 
sav now here are the credits, all the revenues from power, irrigation. 
other revenues, and here is the total that we have taken in. Now here 
is what we have charged to that account and here is what we have 
expended. You would not have to talk about future obligations. 
You explain that in your hearing. You could explain that in the 
rest of your justification, but a simple little statement just showing 
the Missouri Valley account, as I say, with the credits and the debits. 
That is the least I can ask for. Can you do that? 

Mr. Bennetr. Would you like to have it as operating revenue as 
against investment ? 

Mr. JensEN. No. Just credits and debits. I don’t want any term 
used that would ball the thing up so that it isn’t understandable. Just 
say power revenue so much on the credit side. Irrigation revenue so 
much on the credit side, and other revenue, and if you want to list them, 
that is fine. Miscellaneous revenue, credit,so much. Total revenue, 
so much. 

Then get over on the debit side and say so much is charged for 
this account for such and such a project and such and such a project, 
and administration, and total that up, and then we can tell whether 
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you have got a credit or a debit like old John Doe does when he comes 
into my lumberyard, or used to, and says to me, “Mr. Jensen, what does 
the good book say?” 

And I would say, “John, you owe $135.95.” 

And he would say, “Well, I thought it was about that.” 

I can tell him that fast. 

Mr. Drexnermer. We have those figures for the Missouri River 
Basin and we could give you a simplified statement like that. How- 
ever, you recognize that the Corps of Engineers has a much larger in- 
vestment in the Missouri Basin than we have. 

Mr. Jensen. I am going to ask the Corps of Engineers the same 
thing. 

Mr. Dexnermmer. And we will be able to submit a copy of it. 

Mr. JENSEN. The only reason is that I would like to be able to 
look at that account of the Missouri Valley reclamation, which is 
what Vou ¢ ould ( all it, and see whether we have got a credit ora debit 
as of June 30,1957. That is what I would like. 

Mr. Dexuermer. We will try to get one for you, Mr. Jensen. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


I 
VJ ) Fea Rasin projec Consolidaied gions 6 and 7 
BAT ( SHE 1) mrs 
Ace B ) 
PI u 
10} Mul ir] $i 682, SRS, 66 
12 Irriga 113, 638. O5 
l Electric pla OS, 27 5. 71 
104 Miu p j 
15 Or plant 
8 Construc 102, 09 4 

| Other | pr ) 1, 772. 39 

| R 8 or 

VESTM 
111 | Costs of facil p 
112 | Investments 
( } \ AN AC S 

1} Special fund recely 
120 Cash and available fund 1] 2 64 
121 | Deposit funds 1, 366, 913. 04 
122 Due from water users, operating defic 11. 760. 87 
124 Accounts receivabl 1, 582, 011. 68 
130 Service facilitic 022. 231.16 
131 Store 1, 215, 770. 25 
132 | Prepayments and ad 1c 2. 429 123. 37 
133 Other current and accrued assets 

Total eu nt and acerued assets 50), 980, 101. 01 

DEFERRED CHARGES 
141 | Extraordinary losses on property deferred to future yea 958, 583 26 
142 | Investigation costs 15, 961. 657. 43 
143 Clearing account 111, 655. 81 
144 | Retirement work in progress 71 O46. 42 
I 271, 

145 Other work in progress 39. 003. 78 
146 Other deferred debits 25, 630. 02 





Missouri River Basin project—Consolidated regions 6 and 7? 


Account 
No, 


147 
149 
150 
151 


200 
205 
207 
208 
211 


212 | 


214 
215 
216 


217 


218 | 


219 
220 
221 


250 
251 
258 


265 


918 


BALANCE SHEET—DEBITS—Continued 
= 
| Title of account 


} OTHER DEBITS 


Deferred and unmatured receivables 

| Authority to incur obligations under contract authorizations 
Depreciation and other expenses deferred to futnre years 
Transitional development costs 


Total other debits 


Total assets and other debits 


BALANCE SHEET—CREDITS 


! LIABILITIES AND OTHER CREDITS 


Investment of U. 8S. Government: 
Funds appropriated (exclusive of trust funds) 
Interest during construction capitali7ed 
Interest accrued on investment, due the United State 
| Interest due from the United States Treasury (debit) 
Contract authorizations 
Transfer of cost or property (net 


| 


Total investment of U.S. Government 


| Less 

Chargeoffs as authorized by Congress (debit) 

| Costs of facilities assumed by other projects 
Funds returned to U. 8. Treasury (debit) 

} Nonreimbursable expenses (debit) 


Total repayments and chargeoffs (debt) 


Net investment of U. 8. Government 
Water user’s equity 


REPAYMENT CONTRACTS, MATURED 


Repayment contracts, matured . 
| Other charges funded (debit) 
Interest and penalties funded (debit) 


Net repayment contracts matured 


CURRENT AND ACCRUED LIABILITIES 
Accounts payable 
Facility users’ deposits 
Other current and accrued liabilities 
Credit due water users—operating surplus 
Trust liabilities 


Total current and accrued liabilities 


OTHER CREDITS 


Facility users’ advances for construction 
Other deferred credits 





Total other credits 


RESERVES 
Reserve for depreciation 
Reserve for replacement 
Other reserves 


Total reserves 


CONTRIBUTIONS 
Contributions 


PROPRIETARY INTEREST RESULTING FROM OPERATIONS 


Excess of income over expense accruing to U. 8. Government 
Pending distribution. 


Total proprietary interest resulting from operations 


Total liabilities and other credits 





Balance, Dec. 31 


“| 





-Continued 


1956 


$109, 224. 81 


623, 383. 62 
732, 608. 43 


196, 670, 021, 48 


$498, 033, 891. 14 


8, 175, 217. 36 
(111, 916. 83 


41, 683, 649 22 


402, 452 
12, OSG, 101. 47 


ist, 225, 215. 66 


84. U8 


84. 98 


2, 663, 681. 12 
1, 366, 913. 04 
1, 348. 19 


4, 031, 942. 35 


650, 627. 87 
650, 627. 87 


105, 956. 10 
1, 930, 667. 36 


2, 036, 623. 46 


231, 924. 04 


3, 262, 391. 45 


228, 207. 77 
3, 490, 599. 22 


496, 670, 021. 48 
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Missouri River BASIN PROJECT 


Summary consolidated statement of net income for the 6-month period ended 
Dee. 31, 1956 


POWER OPERATIONS 


Revenues: Sale of power and other revenues___ $4, 533, 614. 75 
Deductions: 
Operation and maintenance expenses__ . 1,324, 808. 97 
Provision for replacement and depreciation_ 287, 589. 71 


Interest on investment allocated to power_. 1, 305, 586. 29 


GE cea e teen nes a we |p ONE, GEO OE 








Net income from power operations ‘ ; Rak $1, 615, 634. 78 


IRRIGATION OPERATIONS 


Revenues: Rental of water and other revenues $2, 750. 00 
Deductions: Operation and maintenance ex- 
nacelle Dias Saas ag set cantesacomendiciiecmalie ame pe esi 22, 506. 19 
Net income from irrigation operations_-_ aah eeee (19, 756. 19) 


MUNICIPAL AND INDUSTRIAL WATER OPERATIONS 


Revenues: Rental or sale of water and other 
Se Pee ae ee A neg Wee ees cet $7, 500. 00 


Deductions: 





Operation and maintenance expenses___-__- 334. 33 
Property losses chargeable to operations__-~ 893. 84 
SII soir ecdavichr cates dieneriniacaenn kenga eddie sevaie 1, 228. 17 





Net income from municipal and industrial 
water operations saip cnals shies edict enable ; 6, 271. 83 


NONOPERATING INCOME 


Revenues: Nonoperating revenues______-___-~- $31, 745. 96 
Deductions: Nonoperating expenses_______-~-~- 264. 57 
Net nonoperative 1eetOcichcs. cic ececiccbeec de 31, 481. 39 
Dre COMI OL CUO ooo is tics rrrretmncemnns $26, 729. 70 
Transferred to nonreimbursable expenses 
Ce cease ehhh see aad (26, 929. 70) 
UI SE SRN ainsi stresses LE 


FRENCHMAN-CAMBRIDGE DIVISION, NEBRASKA 


Mr. Kirwan. The next item is the “Frenchman-Cambridge divi- 
sion,” $3,260,000. 

Pages 66 through 72 will be put in the record at this point. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


Missourr River BASIN PROJECT, FRENCHMAN-CAMBRIDGE DIVISION, NEBRASKA 


Location.—In southwest Nebraska in Hitchcock, Red Willow, Furnas, and 
Harland Counties. Project lands extend from Palisade southeastward along 
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Frenchman Creek and from Trenton eastward along the Republican River to 
Orleans. Principal city in the project area is McCook. 

Description.—The major functions to be performed by the division are irriga- 
tion and flood control. Water will be impounded by 4 dams: Trenton Dam on 
the Republican River, storage capacity of 253,950 acre-feet; Enders Dam on 
Frenchman Creek, 74,520 acre-feet; Medicine Creek Dam on Medicine Creek, 
90,920 acre-feet; and Red Willow Dam on Red Willow Creek, 60,000 acre-feet, 
for a combined capacity of 479,390 acre-feet. The first three of these dams are 
completed. The fourth is scheduled to be placed under construction late in fiscal 
year 1959. Water will be delivered to a service area of 64,360 acres by a system 
of approximately 241 miles of canals. Trenton Dam will discharge water di- 
rectly into a part of the canal system; the balance of the stored water, along 
with natural flow, will be diverted into the system of canals by two diversion 
dams on the Republican River and one each on Frenchman and Red Willow 
Creeks. 

Benefit-cost ratio..—1.3 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated total obligations_...-.......___~- = : So $79, 297, 583 
Total obligations to June 30, 1956 7 51, 041, 950 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1957 . : 3, 237, 599 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1958 : 3. 260, 000 


Balance to complete_ Be ae : _ i. ‘ : 21, 758, 034 


On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program will total $3,527,500. The narra 
tive justification, which follows, explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program and 
the relation of costs to obligations. 


Change in total project costs and obligations 


Costs Obligatio 
1957 congressional justification $68, 591, OOU $68, 219, 842 
1958 congressional justification 79, 651, 454 79, 297, 583 
Increase 11, 060, 454 11, 077, 741 


The total estimated cost of the Frenchman-Cambridge division has been in- 
creased from $68,591,000 to $79,651,454. This change resulted from adding Red 
Willow Dam and Reservoir (transferred from United States Corps of Engineers), 
increase of indirect costs, reestimate of quantities, minor adjustments, and the 
addition of contribution to civil-service retirement fund. 





{/location of estimated total project cost 
Reimbursable : 
DI 5 ini castoniicecn cumini eee Seer y ; $59, 879, 700 
I cc eed 115, 000 


Subtotal Bia ache baedide tesa nite ‘ * : 59, 994, 700 


Nonreimbursable: 


Flood control_________- : 19, 616, 754 
Fish and wildlife______ ae ads 10, 000 
0 eee : ee a ; 19, 656, 754 
SU a oe Se 7 ‘ i 79, 651, 454 


Repayment of reimbursable costs 


By irrigation water users____- pes Ty ee __. $8, 857, 000 
Repaid by surplus basinwide revenues__-_ s ose 51, 137, 700 


ee 


59, 994, TOO 
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Repayment costs per acre 


Federal investment per acre: * 


"er tate SS. bit OREO TO a oi Sasi sa bk bemcileeinen prergien aaeieedananl $138. 00 

To be repaid by surplus basinwide revenues_____-.---_----------. 792. 00 

a a nl a a i de scitaaicie ta cai desea legate aaleuataetna 930. 00 
Annual water-user charges : * 

REET OII, sachets eh icklshn cater ictnsdo psc penis th ies res on oun an dicen aaa esac acne 3. 83 

Operation and maintenance (current prices) —~---..-----~- ssihdhaete dicdbeaatealien 3. 50 

EIU sca coctincirehineplcmste ciigiceen eas ae asinine lg aeteinleases ooedisadtietcahmeasaaga ade ae 7.33 


‘Figures reflect averages computed for total acreage, including new lands and those 
receiving supplemental water only. 

For lands receiving full supply. 

Repayment contracts.—Repayment contracts with the three irrigation dis- 
tricts of the division have been executed. The contract with the French- 
man-Cambridge Irrigation District, executed in May 1947 and amended in 
January 1956, provides for payment of $4,401,000 to cover the cost of laterals, 
service equipment, and immediately needed drains. The H. and R. W. Irrigation 
District executed a contract in November 1956 providing for payment of $1,320,000 
to cover the cost of laterals, service equipment, and immediately needed drains. 
The Frenchman Valley Irrigation District contract was executed in November 
1956. Each of the three contracts provides for specified payments, in addition to 
the sums shown above, toward the construction cost of the supply works 


Physical data 


Feature Type rotal capacity Structural Length 
height 
Enders Dam and Reser- Earth fill 74.520 acre-feet 134 feet 2,603 feet. 
voir 
Medicine Creek Dam do 90,920 acre-feet 165 feet 5,665 feet 
and Harry Strunk 
Lake. 
Trenton Dam and Swan- do 253,950 acre-feet 144 feet 8,600 feet. 
son Lake 
Red Willow Dam and do 60,000 acre-feet 120 feet 3,050 feet. 
Reservoir. 
Diversion dams () Concrete weir and 2 io 22 feet__| 22 to 1,500 
earth fill. | feet. 
Canals Earth 18 to 365 cubic feet pei 241.1 miles. 
per second 
Laterals do Serves 53,870 acres 166.0 miles. 
Drains do 171.8 miles. 
teres to be served 
Acres 
Full supply ee : A : 53, 870 
Supplemental supply , 10, 490 
Total. ‘ ee = seabed _. 64, 360 


Siatus.—Construction was initiated on the Frenchman-Cambridge division 
with start of work on Enders Dam in March 1947. The Enders, Medicine Creek, 
and Trenton Dams are functionally complete. As of June 30, 1957, all of the 
Cambridge and Bartley canal and lateral systems will have been completed. 
Construction will be nearly completed on the upper Meeker canal and laterals 
and the upper Meeker subcanal and laterals. Construction will have been 
started on the replacement of existing siphons of the Culbertson Canal, and the 
field data either completed or well advanced on the remainder of the Frenchman 
unit. Field data for the Red Willow Daim will have been well advanced. 


WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


Red Willow Dam and Reservoir, $10,000.—These funds will cover the collec- 
tion of tield data for the Red Willow Dam. 

Trenton Dam and Swanson Lake, $15,000—This amount is programed for 
contingent liability on Contract No. 181r—1322 with the Chicago, Burlington & 
Quincy Railroad Co. 
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Cambridge distribution system and drains, $2,000.—The program provides for 
accumulation of field data for Cambridge drains. 

Bartley distribution system and drains, $2,000—For accumulation of field 
data for Bartley drains. 

Meeker-Driftwood distribution system and drains, $2,078,000.—These funds 
will permit continued construction on the Meeker-Driftwood system. Specifica- 
tions will be prepared and construction initiated on Driftwood West Canal and 
“anal and laterals and Meeker extension canal and laterals. 

Culbertson diversion dam, $15,000.—For preparation of specifications and 
initial construction. 

Frenchman unit distribution system and drains, $976,600.—These funds will 
permit continued construction on the first section and initiation of work on the 
balance of the Culbertson system. 

Frenchman Creek channelization, $132,800.—The program provides for the 
preparation of specifications and initial construction of the Frenchman Creek 
channelization. 

Various, $30,000.—Miscellaneous small items of construction and accumulation 
of deferred costs. 

Transitional development costs, $20,000.—Provides for assistance to settlers 
and the cost of operating and maintaining capacity in irrigation facilities not 
assignable to water users being currently served. 

Contribution to civil service retirement fund, $46,100.—Initial year contribu 
tion to civil-service retirement fund. 

Other expenditures and credits, —$67,500—Cost of service facilities acerned 
in prior years distributed to permanent property in the budget year. 


Schedule of construction program fiscal years 1957 and 1958—Frenchman-Cambridge 
Division, Nebraska Missouri River Basin project 


Estimated Total to Program, Program, | Balance to 


Program item | total | June 30, | current budget ymplet 
1956 | year 1957 year 1958 
} } 
(1) | (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 


CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


Storage and diversion facilities, completed _|$16, 995, 887 |$16, 995, 887 











Carriage facilities, completed _ _- | 163, 816 163, 816 |... = 
Red Willow Dam and Reservoir___.---- | §, 259, 000 44, 601 | $50, 000 $10, 000 $8, 154, 399 
Trenton Dam and Swanson Lake__. | 21, 407, 497 | 21, 307, 411 15, 000 | 15, 090 | 70 086 
Cambridge distribution system and drains 8,801,913 | 7, 635, 300 196, 573 2, C00 968, 040 
Bartley distribution system and drains 2, 435, 581 1, 928, 289 26, 000 2, 000 479, 292 
Red Willow Creek diversion dam | 676, 000 22, 400 | 10, 000 | 643, 600 
Red Willow distribution systems and | | 
drains. : i | 1,830,000 66, 853 |. _. | ie 1, 763, 147 
McCook canals and laterals _ _- ' 153, 000 4, 237 | 148, 763 
Meeker-Driftwood distribution system | 
and drains... - | 7, 539, 000 1, 104, 743 | 2, 683, 721 2, 078, 000 1, 672, 536 
Culbertson diversion dam. 102, 000 2, 155 | 2, 000 15, 000 82, 845 
Frenchman unit distribution sy stem and | 
drains __- 8, 446, 000 450, 536 | 712, 732 976, 600 5, 923, 132 
Frenchman creek channelization... _._- 307, 000 | 387 | 5, 000 | 132, 800 | 168, 813 
Deferred work. __--- ; | 1,461, 000 46, 888 | Beas | 1,797,112 
General property ; | 275, 000 | 100, 000 175, 000 
——a fee sa 7 ies 
bie Total construction costs_ -- | 78, 852, 694 | 49,7 773, 503 3, 801,026 | 3, 231, 400 22, 046, 765 
edicine Creek Dam riprap repair. .__..--| 80, 000 | 80, 000 | 
Frenchman Creek claims ion 41, 624 | 41, 624 |... > 
Various __-_- indel 108, 376 | 48, 694 |-- 30, 000 | 29, 682 
Transitional ‘development costs | 278, 060 | 86, 552 | 70, 000 20, 000 101, 508 
Contribution to CSR fund--.. 290, 700 | 46, 100 244, 600 
Total project cost... _. _- | 79, 651, 454 | 49, 950,373 | 3,951,026 | 3,327,500 22, 422, 555 
Adjustments. __- Od x —353, 871 | —353, 871 | ; 
Total cost to appropriation _- | 79, 297, 583 | 49, 596, 502 3, “951, 026 | 3,327, 500 | 22, 422, 555 
Other expenditures and credits___- i? | ' 770,021 | —38,000| —67,500| 664,521 
Total expenditures. ._-- | 79, 297, 583 | 50, 366, 523 3, 913,026 | 3, 260, 000 21, 758, 034 
Undelivered orders. ‘ ; 675, 427 | —675, 427 | ‘ 
Total obligations... _..--.-. 3 79,2 297, 583 51, 041,950 | 3, 237, 599 3, 260,000 | 21, 758, 034 
i | 
Method of financing: 
Allocation of appropriation, fiscal year | 
1967... ... bei --| 3,151,000 | 
Application of wu year funds... ._- ia enklceAnianns ral 86, 599 | 


Funds required _-. bind ack bids dpalinbviveabsnwelesebbics Wane Jel 3, 260, 000 |" 21, 758, 034 


| 
| ! ! ' 
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Mr. Kirwan. On page 68 of the justification you refer to the H. 
& R. W. Irrigation District which executed a contract in November 
1956. At no place in your justifications or on your map is H. &. R. 
W. identified. Is it your idea that the committee should guess what 
this stands for? We hardly have time for guessing games. 

Mr. Dexuermer. That is the common name of the irrigation dis- 
trict, the existing one. The initials stand for Hitchcock and Red 
Willow. 

Mr. Kirwan. The cost of this project has been increased by $11,- 
077,741 due principally to the addition of the proposed Red W illow 
Dam and Irrigation District. How much of this increased cost must 
be repaid from power revenues? 

Mr. Dexueimer. | do not have a breakdown of the increased cost. 
As you can see on that page the power revenues total $51 million, 
of the total costs of approximately $59,530,000. 

Mr. Kirwan. Why should another segment be added to this proj- 
ect when the beneficiaries are not able to repay the investment ! 

Mr. Dexuemer. That is the same category as other irrigation im- 
provements in the Missouri Basin where they repay according to 
their ability to repay, and the balance is repaid by power revenue 
from the syste. 

Mr. Kirwan. Last year there was some talk about bettering the 
repayment on this project on the part of the water users. Your fig- 
ures this year show that repayments by water users have been im- 
proved by $6 per acre while repayment from power revenues from 
somewhere else has been improved by $110 per acre. Is this your 
idea of an improvement in repayment agreements with the water 
users ? 

Mr. Dexnetmer. That repayment provided in January 1956 for a 
payment of $4,401,000 to cover the costs of the irrigation features 
that are to be extended i in the Frenchman-Cambridge area. 

Mr. Kirwan. What is the increased income per acre due to irri- 
gation which is used in the benefit-cost ratio calculation on this 
project ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. We will have to supply that for the record, Mr. 
Chairman. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


FRENCHMAN-CAMBRIDGE DIVISION—INCREASED ANNUAL FARM INCOME DUE TO 
IRRIGATION 


An estimated increased annual farm income per acre attributable to the 
Frenchman-Cambridge division development is $36.91. 

Mr. Krrwan. Why can’t the water users pay more? Is it the same 
thing ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. There again it is on the basis of their ability and 
on our analysis. 

Mr. Kirwan. The subsidy on this project appears to be $792 per 
acre, much higher than on many projects. By what set of standards 
are the water users in this area entitled to so much more for free than 
others ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Well, there, of course, they pay according to their 
ability to repay throughout this whole basin and the balance is 
picked up from surplus ] power revenues and their ability to repay of 
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course varies in different areas of the country and different irrigation 
districts. 

Mr. Kirwan. The further this project moves along, the bigger the 
subsidy gets. Please indicate for the record which features you expect 
to finance in 1958 should be eliminated to return the project plan to the 
more favorable position that it was in at this time last year. 

Mr. Dexuermrr. We don’t think any of them should be eliminated 
and we still think that the overall project is in good shape. 

Mr. Kirwan. You think it is sound and up to date? 

Mr. Dexnermer. A very good investment, yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. Mr. Jensen, do you have any questions? 

Mr. JENSEN. No questions except that I remember this project very 
well from the conception, as you do and as Dr. Fenton does. 

This project was a result of some terrible floods in that area years 
ago, and not only did it destroy property but it took lives. T shall 
never forget when the budget came up, the first budget for construc- 
tion of this project, the committee considered the budget and we in- 
creased the budget by a very sizable amount, as the record will show, 
for this project and we pushed that project to the limit for the very 
simple reason that it was a necessary project. And I am glad we 
did because it has saved lives. There used to be some awful cloud- 
bursts in that area, and I am just a little proud of the fact that T had 
a hand in pushing this Pipe’ f faste ‘r than even the Department wanted 
it, »s the record will show. . Dexheimer. 

Now, I hope the people pe there appreciate it and will do their 
part in paying for the great benefits that they have received from this 
project, and I am sure they will. I have been out there and talked to 
a number of those people and they are very appreciative. 

Mr. Dexunermer. Mr. Jensen. I do hope that vou and other members 
of the committee can go back through that Republican Valley and 
see the wonderful changes that have happened since we started this 
work. 

Mr. Jensen. I was there 6 years ago, and believe you me I saw the 
difference between then and the 6 years before that. 

Mr. Dexnermer. I hone you can get out there again particularly 
to talk to the people and the people of the irrigation districts, and 7 
can assnre you that they are grateful and they appreciate this project. 
Tt has broneht stability not only from flood control but agricultural 
pursuit. The cities are growing and the taxes are growing and IT am 
sure it will prove to be a wise investment on the part of the United 
states. 

Mr. Jensen. And those people are now paying quite a little money 
in Federal income taxes. 

Mr. DexuermMer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. IT want the record to show that this committee has, 
at least in this instance. leaned over backward to be good to the people 
of Nebraska. 

Mr. Dexunermer. T think you will find that that valley is much dif 
ferent than it was 10 years ago. 

Mr. Tensen. Oh, indeed. T know it is. That is all. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fenron. How many dams are involved? Is it three? 

Mr. Dexurermer. Yes, sir. at Trenton and Enders and Medicine 
Creek at the present time with the Red Willow recently authorized 
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but not constructed. They have been very beneficial m flood control 


in that valley. and downstream. 
GLENDO UNIT, WYOMING 


Mr. Kirwan. Now we have the Glendo unit in Wyoming of $9.- 
951,000. 

We will insert pages 73 through 78 for the record. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


MIssourRt RivER BASIN PROJECT, GLENDO UNIT, WYOMING 


Location.—Glendo Dam and powerplant is on the North Platte River approxi- 
mately 6 miles southeast of Glendo, Wyo. Fremont Canyon powerplant will be 
located between the backwater of Alcova Reservoir and Pathfinder Dam. 

Description.—The principal feature of this unit is Glendo Dam and Reservoir 
of 800,000 acre-foot storage capacity which will provide for flood control, regu- 
lation of upstream power releases, and storage and delivery of water for irriga- 
tion of lands in Wyoming and Nebraska. A powerplant with a nameplate rating 
of 24,000 kilowatts is being constructed at Glendo Dam. The Fremont Canyon 
powerplant also will be constructed as an integral part of the unit with a 
nameplate rating of 48,000 kilowatts. In addition to generation of energy at 
the Glendo and Fremont Canyon plants, the regulation of water provided by 
Glendo Reservoir will result in converting operations at the Alcova powerplant 
from a seasonal to a year-round basis 

The agreement between the States of Wyoming, Colorado, and Nebraska on the 
operation of Glendo Reservoir as stipulated in the amended Supreme Court 
decree allows Colorado to increase her irrigated acreage by 10,000, allocates 15,- 
000 acre-feet of the Glendo yield annually to Wyoming and 25,000 acre-feet to 
Nebraska. It provides further that 100,000 acre-feet of storage capacity be allo- 
eated to irrigation and that 40,000 acre-feet of runoff plus evaporation losses 
on irrigation storage may be stored in Glendo Reservoir in any vear. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.76 to 1.00. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated total obligations . $39, 093, 932 
Total obligations to June 30, 1956 : 10, 758, 375 
Total obligations, tiscal year 1957 ; : oe ; 11, 012, 214 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1958- 9, 991, 000 
Balance to complete : : ‘ 7, 372, 343 

On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program totals $10,297,700. The narrative 


justification, which follows, explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program and the 
relation of costs to obligations, 


Change in total project costs and obligations 


Costs Obligations 

1957 congressional justification $42, 771, 000 $42, 602, 145 
1958 congressional justifieatior 39, 249, 140 39, 003, 932 
Decrease 3, 521, 860 3, 508, 233 


The total estimated cost of the Glendo unit has been decreased from $42,771,000 
to $39,249,140. The change is principally due to the receipt of very favorable 
bids on both construction and materials and equipment contracts and the firming 
up of quantities on construction contracts awarded. The decrease in total 
cost is partially offset by the addition of contribution to civil-service retirement 
fund. 
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Allocation of estimated total project cost 
Reimbursable : 





Iveieation. ...i..... Deleted kita aE $4, 004, 880 
Pin bt ictta cue qniginodtteantiadhuuLandealoss add Lakals 1.4 hccpabetinacislinaeniiieiiaia 30, 246, 630 
a i i cia ecient 13, 000 
nn nina Jus cncdbsecanso noch as sdb mse sen lincntgncemisdeceiobed 34, 264, 510 
Nonreimbursable : 
nn 1 I Bint 8d ee 4, 330, 800 
MO ci cthcics scenioneprrnregsninbiicbebblobetttsbsitebsbbebbbds ctbbindd 653, 830 
I 7 mente 4, 984, 630 
ath ci Shaina la cit ila acini i iat aise lanka 39, 249, 140 


Repayment of reimbursable costs 





Re RIN I a chs ated od cat nb hb ht cent eciae nie ebatiadn alin gsiesich-ddisnentelbbheatinenebenes 2, 880, 000 
et SAS TT VOI an hin Betws dicitoerimiiintinicensnioe *31, 384, 510 
Dt sitters sient dei salnlg dene ennigs eipdnve nang dimiintcnlntinii 34, 264,510 
' Exclusive of interest during construction of $1,444,200. 
Repayment costs per acre’ 
Federal investment per acre: 
To be repaid from water users_____- cal ca st aati a ieee ee ae 
To be repaid from power revenues__-_-----~------------.-~-- a 
Totelo. 204.3: Letcldpaacaapacigpna peck iezadd teabsbes ipsa hd snip . ats ek ctw, Ce 
Annual water user charges (per acre-foot) : 
Pe ee GE COTO) ah cic dedoitew sn ddnnnemncmuawecdioes 1. 80 
Distribution systems: 
aU ata hag Sih bbe cbsiehap tutes tosh bc dev cilnede See eb ded hetibeiesigpiobdacahanenuhelleneties dbiaumendicints 0 
ee ee ee ee .10 
SI ial aecceeel cll Sires tui ae abdecoaiian onelata tm cts cdoen des vies con aaenharansoieeieh dvesiiapeidapen 1. 90 


1Per acre data and annual water charges based upon potential acreage that could be 
served, 40,000 and as related to the stipulation which permits the use of water for irriga- 
tion. Water users may require permanent water rights and, therefore, willing to contract 
via renewal provisions to cover reimbursable costs allocated to irrigation. 


Repayment contracts.—It is anticipated that repayment contracts will be 
executed well in advance of the availability of water for supplementing present 
supply of existing irrigation development. 


Physical data 

eetneta SS = 
| Capacity Height | Length 
| 


Feature Type 


Glendo Dam. Earth fill... 800,000 acre-feet | 207 feet..| 1,947 feet 


| 
Jol 


Glendo powerplant Hydro | 24,000 kilowatts... . | 
Fremont Canyon powerplant. - do 48,000 kilowatts 
Transmission system_. ...| 2switchyards...| 84,000 kilovolt-amperes, 115 | 
| kilovolts. | 
Acres to be served 
Acres 
eee Wetec ee ie ai i eh REG on UL di SN 0 
Supplemental supply___-.--------~-~~-- Abe Gt deol 40, 000 
meen ee oo De ae Sad 26 See 40, 000 


Status.—Construction began December 16, 1954. As of June 30, 1957, the 
project will be approximately 54 percent complete. Construction will be under 
way on Glendo Dam and Reservoir, Glendo powerplant, Fremont Canyon power- 
plant, and relocation of United States Highway No. 87. Glendo housing and 





-e— Of OCooCoe 
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wl 
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office buildings were completed during fiscal year 1956. Chicago, Burlington and 
Quincy Railway relocation and Fremont Canyon housing will be completed dur- 


ing fiscal year 1957. 
WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


Glendo Dam and Reservoir, $907,606—The program provides for the comple- 
tion of Glendo Dam and Reservoir and the initiation of storage by November 
1957. Relocation of existing facilities will be completed. 

Glendo powerplant and switchyard, $768,627.—The program provides for com- 
pletion of Glendo powerplant and the first unit (12,000 kilowatts) will be placed 
on the line May 1, 1958. The second (12,000 kilowatts) and final unit will be 
placed on the line June 1, 1958. The switchyard will also be completed during 
the year. 

Fremont Canyon powerplant and switchyard, $8,173,767.—Work will continue 
under the prime contract to be awarded in fiscal year 1957, with initial power 
generation from the first and second units at the end of fiscal year 1960. Supply 
contracts will be awarded for butterfly valves, governors, crane, and other power- 
plant equipment. The program also provides for payment of earnings on switch- 
yard supply contracts and for award of the prime construction contract late in 
the fiscal year. 

Glendo property, Glendo, $346,700.—The amount represents a transfer of costs 
from the service facility account for Glendo housing and office buildings which 
were completed during fiscal year 1956. 

Contribution to civil service retirement fund, $101,000.—Initial year contribu- 
tion to civil service retirement fund. 

Other expenditures and credits, —$346,700.—Cost of service facilities accrued 
in prior years which will be distributed to the Glendo General Property item in 
the budget year. 


Schedule of construction program fiscal years 1957 and 1958— Missouri River Basin 
progra . p 
project, Glendo unit, Wyoming 



































| Estimated | Total to | Program, | Program, | Balance to 
Program item total | June 30, current budget complete 
1956 | year 1957 year 1958 
| 
(1) | (2) | (3) (4) (5) (6 
CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM | 
} | 
Glendo Dam and Reservoir.....-- ...-|$14, 590, 000 | $6, 064, 394 | $7,468,000 | $907, 606 $150, 000 
Glendo pow erplant and switchy ard... | 4,938,840 | 1,433,213 | 2,737, 000 768, 027 
Fremont Canyon powerplant and switch- | | | 
da heat ibetalahiaitti onesie d nieeateibs behneel cinnteeie 19, 005, 600 | 261,124 | 3,365,584 | 8,173,767 | 7, 205,125 
General property (Glendo) --..--- serenieniney S88, 100) |nnnennncece a 340, 700 |__.-- 
General property (Fremont) -....-...----- 187, 000 |_- Soe ace b, dadibies Se 187, 000 
Total construction costs. - | 39, 068, 140 7, 758, 731 | 13, 570, 584 10, 196, 700 | 7, 542, 125 
Contribution to civil service retirement | | | | 
hat encencin aslceneecuncaicedses f “SEO oxecse Ps kwctuseced 101, 000 | 80, 000 
Total project costs...........--..---- 39, 249, 140 | 7,758,731 | 13,570, 584 | 10, 297, 700 7, 622, 125 
AGRISCTIOERE... . cnnecaccena< aaa pai — 155, 208 —155, 208 | -. nesdeaniemene eee 
Total cost to appropriation.........- | 39, 093, 932 | 7, 603, 523 | 13, 570, 584 | 10, 297, 700 7, 622, 125 
Other expenditures and credits. .......--- | --| 410, 482 | 180,000 | —34, 700 — 249, 782 
Total expenditures... .-- aa __| 39, 093, 932 | 8,020,005 | 13,750,584 | 9,951,000| 7,372, 343 
Undelivered orders. -.....--..-- ravedenalecssanes =<] 2,788,370 |—% 738, . oe iscsi 
casimeactaecnidipaea ie a —| id 
SE RNs akin s wcigccnaimeecca ..| 39, 093, 982 2 10, 758, 375 | 11,012, 214 9, 951, 000 7, 372, 343 
Method of financing: ; 
Allocation of appropriation, fiscal year | | 
1957... ona ininiawtmteee i hrenincrencintiakaiaai L 2D OUR OU Bilin essa tees 
Application of | prior year WR ons eubnetinnad A, B46 |... 252 baie cake hie 
EE CR cendiccntccicdcnccccknuseaeskenegn ppiciedsqienctibemaiiaian | 9, 951, 000 7, 372, 000 





Mr. Kirwan. I have no questions. Have the members any 
questions ¢ 


91488—57——_59 
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HELENA VALLEY UNIT, MONTANA 


Mr. Kirwan. The next subject is the Helena Valley unit in Mon- 
tana, $4,500,000. 

We will put pages 79 through 85 in the record. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


MissourRrI River BAsIN PROJECT, HELENA VALLEY UNIT, MONTANA 


Location.—Central Montana in Lewis and Clark County adjoining the city of 
Helena and 3.5 miles west of Canyon Ferry Dam. 

Description.—The primary purpose of the unit is to provide a full water supply 
for the irrigation of 12,533 acres of land in the Helena Valley Irrigation District 
and a supplemental municipal water supply for the city of Helena, Mont. The 
unit will be constructed to provide a future supplemental water supply for 5,098 
acres of land in the area. Of the 12,533 acres in the irrigation district, 5,233 are 
inadequately served by an existing pumping system which has deteriorated to such 
an extent that failure can be expected at any date. This system will be abandoned 
as soon as irrigation water from the Helena Valley unit is available. The balance 
of the lands in the unit are either dry land or have inadequate water rights. The 
unit consists of a pumping plant at Canyon Ferry Dam, a tunnel leading to a 
canal emptying into a regulating reservoir, a main canal circling the valley, and 
a lateral and drainage system. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.50: 1.00. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated total obligations— i i aiccies ice iaaemsincianancicics I a 
Total obligations to June 30, 1956_________-_ eke OG S| 914, 342 
Total opligations, fecal your TO0t ...2. 5 ta, 3, 148, 871 
Total obligations, fiscal vear 1958_________. ee 4, 500, 000 


EET INR aie ot Leb Sc ctaiaicasted anne dcncnnone ; 2, 892, 900 


On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program will total $4,490,000. The narra- 
tive justification, which follows, explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program and 
the relation of costs to obligations. 


Change in total project costs and obligations 


Costs | Obligations 


1957 congressional justifications _ $11, 649, 000 $11, 643, 212 
1958 congressional justifications. 11, 480, 900 11, 465, 115 
Decrease - - - - 168, 100 187, 099 


Decrease principally due to adjustment of the estimate to reflect more ac- 
curate quantity estimates based on latest field data; offset by increase of $162.- 
000 for additions of works to regulating dam and reservoir for municipal water 
and addition of $68,900 for contributions to civil service retirement fund. 


Tentative allocation of total estimated project cost 
Reimbursable : 
en eae ae Sictipan di aig $10, 553, 365 
a SED SER ee eee eens ee sey ee EE 2, HB 


I i UN a kan Nore 0 as 6, 000 


is sisalries Deiald idesas eve aaacaouioe costa ea 11, 211, 900 


a eee i camaneeans Te 269, OOO 


Subtotal, reimbursable__ 


Fish and Wildlife______-_ 


BOCA, OPO GR so Bilin resistin ccddcticiecmwnwnanns 269, 000 





Total ae je aD 2, Bais Bs a aia = 11, 480, 900 
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Repayment of reimbursable costs 


By irrigation water users: 





I NCI ITI ao ni las hdsts cats chips enasoenmesngubnee diame aamnenaciesenmnnaaenant $802, 112 
Supplemental service lands... cons egeeoo * 887, O52 

By municipal water users......_._.......__......—--------------==-- 7 652, 535 
By other revenues from Missouri River Basin project-_-----~--~-- 8, 870, 201 
SE A 1a) oa cilbnpupiemanieeseatene saasamtianin seaesaa eae 11, 211, 900 


1 Estimated on basis of future contracts. 
2 Contract obligation of $728,000 includes portion of Canyon Ferry unit costs and interest 
during construction. 


Repayment costs per acre 


Federal) irrigation investment per acre: 





To be repaid from water weers...............-- sss sacen ee $96 

To be repaid: from municipal water «...+..... nsnnnodsin nnd ncne 0 

To be repaid from other MRBP revenues--_-..-...---------------- 508 

DORR bik oRddtcd Rndninhew we -Buslsidasisinntiindliekaaumiers 599 

Supple 

Annual water user charges: Full mentat 

Cee nae ee He teste -.. $1.60 $4.35 
Gperation and maiitendhces.. i ee ea 3. 95 

Oth: onside acnwwnenc wile cee, 2a. ae, Bg 5. 55 4, 35 


Repayment contracts.—The Helena Valley Irrigation District (consisting of 
the 12,533 irrigable acres for which distribution works will be built to furnish 
a full water supply) was formed on June 28, 1955. The district court by decree 
of November 3, 1956, approved execution of the repayment contract by the 
Helena Valley Irrigation District. The contract was executed by the district 
on November 24 and by the United States on December 3, 1956. 

A contract with the city of Helena for supplemental municipal water was exe- 
cuted by the city on August 27, 1956, and by the United States on December 8. 
1956. 

Contracts with the irrigation district and the city of Helena meet the 12 percent 
total repayment requirement of the 84th Congress. 

The system will be constructed with sufficient capacity to provide supplemen- 
tal water to 5,098 acres, all of which would be served from the main canal. Ke- 
payment negotiations will be completed with these prospective water users prior 
to furnishing them a supplemental water supply. The start of these negotia- 
tions is dependent on the interest shown by the prospective supplemental water 
users, 

Physical data 


Feature Type | Capacity Height | Length 





Helena Valley dam and | Earth fill |} 10,568 acre-feet_...- 75 feet..... 2,600 feet. 

regulating reservoir. | 
Helena Valley pumping | Hydraulie  turbine- 
plant. | driven centrifugal 

| pumps. 
Helena Valley tunnel | Horseshoe-shaped, con- 
and canal. crete-lined tunnel; 
earth-lined canal. 

Lateral system ; } ; neem } Serves 12,533 acres (full |............ 
supply). 
: | | 


300 cubic feet per second; 
10,000 horsepower. 


300 cubic feet per second 





Acres to be served 
Acres 
I acs eas oh ceca a maces ete amperage een aemasenn Adey OOO 
Supplemental supply_---------- sade iayelanles igendpaiiilided teak taeintdacktedovadeaecenanamneele 5, 098 


I i oes ch recs nes cn tse Soto cs dnl te aces teed Sa 17, 631 


Status.—As of June 30, 1956, preconstruction surveys and designs were well 


advanced in preparation for the start of construction in fiscal year 1957. The 
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pumping plant, pumping-plant machinery, and the tunnel were placed under 
contract as suon us repayment questions were resolved. The unit will be 36- 
percent complete on June 30, 1957. Construction of the regulating dam and res- 
ervoir, pumping plant, tunnel, aud main canal will be underway. Collection of 
design data for other features will be underway. 


WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


Helena Valley dam and regulating reservoir, $443,000.—This program provides 
for continuation of construction on the dam and reservoir with completion 
scheduled for fiscal year 1959. 

Helena Valley pumping plant, $924,000.—Construction of the pumping plant 
and the installation of equipment will be continued, with completion scheduled 
for fiscal year 1959. 

Helena Valley tunnel and canal, $2,412,000.—Construction will be continued on 
the tunnel and the main canal system. Completion of the initial features is 
scheduled for fiscal year 1959. 

Lateral system, $368,000.—The program provides for starting construction of 
the lateral system, with completion of the first two sections in fiscal year 
1959. 

Drainage system, $269,000.—Construction of the drainage system will be 
started, with completion of the first section in fiscal year 1959. 

General property, $29,000.—The program provides for starting construction of 
the project headquarters building with completion in fiscal year 1959. Equip- 
meut to be used for initial operation and maintenance in fiscal year 1959 will be 
ordered late in the year. 

Contribution to civil-service retirement fund, $32,000.—Initial year contribu- 
tion to civil-service retirement fund. 

Transitional development cost, $9,000.—Settler assistance in the form of pre- 
entry community service planning will be continued throughout the year. 

Adjustments, $4,000.—Represents net result of nonappropriation equipment 
transfers and cost transfers from the Solicitor’s Office. 

Other expenditures and credits, $10,000.—Cost of service facilities accrued 
in the budget year which will be distributed to permanent property in subsequent 
year, 


Schedule of construction program fiscal years 1957 and 1958—Missouri River Basin 
prget, Helena Valley unit, Montana 

















| Estimated | Total to Pro*ram, Program, | Balan’e to 
Program item total | June 30, current budget comy lete 
| 1956 year 1957 year 1958 
| | 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 
— Valley dam and regulating reser- | 
liehdiabin ictal tent teetas teal Ps cocmeienieih t $990, 000 $53, 076 $328, 000 | $443, 000 $165, 924 
mien Valley pumping plant, 300 cubic | | 
une per second Seek aie ae -| 2,815,000 | 215,963 | 1,352,000 | 924, 000 323, 037 
elena Valley Tunnel and Canal, 300 
cuhie feet per secomnd..................... 5, 256, 000 372, 564 , 509,000 | 2, 412, 000 962, 436 
es sh eta RR np A 1, 166, 000 104, 584 3°, 000 368, 000 654, 416 
a Sea ee 1, 027, 000 25, 482 55, 000 | 269, 000 677, 518 
SOMITE SHOIET ow once nck ccncaddbucinetar 93.000 | 437 1, 000 29, 000 62, 563 
Total construction costs... --- | 11, 347, 000 | 772,106 | 3,284,000 | 4,445, 000 2, 845, 894 
Contribution to civil service retirement 
a , 68, £00 |....-- Ye 32, 000 36, 900 
Transitional development costs_.......-..- 65, 000 | 7, 525 10. 000 | 9, 000 38, 475 
‘Tete ereiest costs... .<.<<0<a<e«<-- 11, 480, °00 779, 631° 3, 2°4,000 | 4, 486, 000 2, 921, 269 
TI = oe <cccnccccoas eddnarcara Sioanid | —24, 787 | 109, 815 — 247, 016 | 4, 000 108, 414 
Total cost to appropriation... ....._.- | 11, 456, 3 889, 446 | 3, 046,984 | 4, 4°0, 000 3, 029, 683 
Other expenditures and credits. ......_.__- |-- “a 24, 783 102, 000 | 10, 000 — 136, 783 
: Total expenditures | 11, 454, 113 | 914, 229 | 3,148, 984 | 4, 500, 000 2. 8£2, 900 
Undelivered orders........................ bs ccakee soos i 3 —113 
‘Total obligations.................... ih iu, 456, 113 914, 342 3, 148, 3. 871 | 4,500, 000 2, 892, 900 
Method of financing: | 
am of appropriation, fiscal year | | | 
Sch re, ee, | ego? 303 Bose out: | 1,750,000 |...........- | 
Application of prior year funds. ._....- Sal ee | 1,398, 871 ee 


Funds required..................---.-- a ide cde baat weenie ee Pe 3, 4,500,000 | 2, 892, 900 


| 
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Mr. Kirwan. I have no question on this. Do you have any ques- 
tions, Mr. Boland ? 

Mr. JeNsEN. You are asking $4,500,000 for this project? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. And the balance to complete, $2,800,000 ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Will you complete the Helena Valley unit with this? 

Mr. Dexnerer. Yes, sir; with the exception of some drainage 
money that may be needed later on. 


SOLOMON DIVISION, KIRWIN UNIT, KANSAS 


Mr. Kirwan. Here is quite a project, the Solomon division of the 
Kirwin unit in Kansas for $1,435,000. 

We will insert pages 86 through 91 for the record. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 


Missourrt RIveR BASIN Progect, SoLoMOoN Division, KrRwIN UNIT, KANSAS 


Location.—In north central Kansas along the North Fork of the Solomon 
River in Phillips, Smith, and Osborne Counties. The project lands extend from 
Kirwin Dam, adjacent to the town of Kirwin, Kans., southeastward to Portis, 
Kans. 

Description.—Consists of the multipurpose Kirwin Dam and Reservoir of 
814,600 acre-feet capacity and the Kirwin main, Kirwin north, and Kirwin south 
canal, lateral, and drainage systems which will serve 11,500 irrigable acres of 
land. Unit lands will be served by a canal system originating at the irrigation 
outlet works in the dam, The main canal, serving lands on the north side of 
the river, will extend to the approximate midpoint of the unit, where it divides 
into north and south canals. The north canal continues along the north side 
of the river to supply that area; the south canal siphons across the river to 
serve irrigable acres on the south side of the river. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.02 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Metimated ‘titel’ ORPMMNtIONS.. oo al i $19, 705, 842 
Total obligations to Jutié 30,1006. 2 ek hh 15, 379, 513 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1907...wscsdddoillssiesinn sis led 2, 143, 229 
Cee ett, TROIR) WOOT Tacs resis geste reorinpimin empl eietieebactinel z= 435, 000 
SORIA TICO CO COMIC ani occ eck dA Ac eeneiensncnenennannstiiinsiioalih 748, 100 


On a cost basis, the fiscal year 1958 program will total $1,435,755. The narra- 
tive justification, which follows, explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program and 
the relation of costs to obligations. 


Change in total project costs and obligations 


Costs Obligations 





sibel ear ae $18, 589, 000 $18, 541, 209 
Leek ital i 19, 929, 100 19, 705, 842 


i ee Nl eae | 1,340,100 | ‘1, 164, 633 


1957 congressional justification 
1958 Budget Bureau estimate_. 
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The estimated total cost of the Kirwin unit has been increased from $18,589,000 
to $19,929,100. This change resulted from an increase in Kirwin north canal, 
south canal, and south laterals due to increased quantities, price index, unit price, 
and corresponding indirect costs, and also because of the contribution to civil- 
service retirement fund addition to the estimate. This has been offset in part 
by a decrease in final cost of Kirwin Dam, decrease in Kirwin main canal and 
laterals and north laterals. 


Allocation of estimated total project cost 


Reimbursable: 
I a i a at nme nee mount $8, 080, 106 
HNO nN a aaa Sci he rt ee 10, 000 
a, 1 as cea an bh caipiaaesaimiaunatancasoe 8, 090, 100 
Nonreimbursable: Flood control_..--._-~- SE SSS ee ek oe tee 11, 839, 000 
TI esate rit diaate atin IRs sil cain alrite easiness 19, 929, 100 
Repayment of reimbursable costs 
ey ceuets wemnee Aamere al BU oie il Ce eld k enn $2, 016, 000 
OI RTO i, cnc ca ltatininiensiteiocticesimsien mleaeeiiinet es 6, 074, 100 
a a la a _._. 8,090, 100 
Repayment costs per acre 
Federal investment per acre: 
re Se nee tier’ SECON MN ses tl cca s ee ce eee OO 
To be repaid by surplus basinwide revenues__.._-..-_--.-..___-___ 528. 00 
RL bie alias i ke Sas i ee es _ 708.00 
Annual water user charges: 
POUT LS OS 5s U8 os i iiiicis owmmtnncwanssbin bain sel 4. 43 
Operation and maintenance (current prices) _..-._.__._-..---__--___ 3. 64 
ih itt ii calsidiliis migeicineak nuns peealbtiancrgse se rent shes dc aa ee ae 8. OT 


Repayment contracts.—The Kirwin Irrigation District executed a water serv- 
ice and repayment contract in June 1953. The contract provides for the repay- 
ment of $1,500,000 on distribution works, plus the cost of drains to be constructed 
by the district, and water-service provisions to return an estimated $4,500 amnu- 
ally following a 5-year development period. 


Physical data 


| 








Feature Type Capacity | Structural Length 
| height 
| Feet 
Kirwin Dam and Reservoir. .---- Earth fill...| 314,600 acre-feet __- 169 | 12,648 feet 
Kirwin main canal.................| Earth--. ---| 175 cubic feet per second | 13.4 miles 
Kirwin north canal...__- oy do : 70 cubie feet per second _- | 14.3 miles 
Kirwin south canal___-..-_-- . Se ioe 60 cubic feet per second | 17.5 miles. 
Kirwin main laterals__........-- pio ost Ecos ook Elen pase Tain 10.2 miles 
Kirwin north laterals. ____- a ...do | 5.030 acres dasiatlaae ...---| 18.6 miles 
Kirwin south laterals...-.-- *s ...do --| S00 ROTOR... no ccnenseon ss | 10 miles 
Kirwin drains ean |--nnenencennen----nneeno-=- wacanensl 38 miles. 
' ' 
Acres to be served 
ierea 
I a daca 11, 500 
I ig a aac cee Dacan auitbiis a tadesivageniouncen oulerimaees . 0 
ceil ae caiiaonls caves lise ics tesa Si cd Pad ik i va spe 11, 500 


Status.—Construction of Kirwin Dam started in March 1952. The definite plan 
report was approved by the Commissioner in September 1952. As of June 30, 
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1957, the dam will be complete, including the Parshall flume for measuring in 
river outlet. The unit as a whole will be 96 percent complete. The Kirwin main 
canal and laterals will have been completed, the construction of the Kirwin 
north canal and laterals will be almost completed, and the construction of the 
Kirwin south canal and laterals will have been initiated. 


WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


Kirwin Dam and Reservoir, $11,000.—This amount is programed for contingent 
liability on contract No. 14-06-700—-61 with the Missouri Pacific Railroad Co. 

Kirwin distribution system and drains, $1,372,855.—The program provides for 
the completion of construction on the Kirwin north canal and laterals, also com- 
pletion of construction on the Kirwin south canal and laterals, and accumulation 
of field data for Kirwin drains. 

Transitional development costs, $29,800.—Of this amount, $9,800 is programed 
for settlers assistance costs, and $20,000 is programed for future year capacity 
provisions. 

Contribution to civil service retirement fund, $22,100.—Initial year contribu- 
tion for civil service retirement fund. 

Other expenditures and credits, —$755.—Cost of stores procured prior years 
which are to be distributed to project features in the budget year. 


Schedule of construction program fiscal years 1957 and 1958—Missourt River Basin 
project, Solomon division, Kirwin unit, Kansas 


| | | 
Estimated | Total to Program, | Program, | Balance to 


Program item | total June 30, | current | budget complete 
1956 year 1957 year 1958 | 
(1) (2) (3) (4) | (5) (6) 


Construction program: | 








Kirwin Dam and Reservoir - - .|$13, 759, 000 |$13, 667, 024 $47,976 | $11,000 $33, 000 
Kirwin distribution system and drains 5, 937,000 | 1, 630, 980 2, 345,161 | 1,372,855 588, 004 
Kirwin general property .__- | "123, 000 321 | 34,000 |___-__- ts ; 

Total construction cost _..-.| 19,819,000 | 15, 298,325 | 2,427,137 | 1,383, 85: 
Transitional development costs____- 82, 000 | 3, 185 | 16, 500 | 29, 8 
Contribution to civil service retire- | | | 

ES ee | ge or a ee 22, 

Total project cost... ___- 19, 929, 100 | 15,301,510 | 2,443,637 | 1, 435, 
Adjustments. ---_._-. ee — 223, 160 ward. 

Total cost to appropriations 19, 705, 842 15, 078, 350 2, 443, 637 1, 435, 755 748, 100 
Other expenditures and credits oa 755 al —755 

Total expenditures ; 19, 705, 842 | 15,079,105 | 2,443,637 | 1, 435, 000 | 748, 100 
Undelivered orders | 300,408 | —300, 408 |__..__- Sa a neaelate 

jon ered | rete | eee | 
Total obligations. .-| 19, 705, 842 | 15, 379,513 | 2, 143,229 | 1, 435, 000 | 748, 100 
Method of financing: | | 

Allocation of appropriation sitt. Me . wh ft eee eee ee 
Application of prior year funds | ; ; ee ld vPahectmsralaiinen 
Funds required... ; “a | acide doe AUS A eed cae 1, 435, 000 748, 100 


Mr. Kirwan. I have no questions. Do you have any questions, Mr. 
Boland ? 
That is all today. We will meet at 2 o’clock tomorrow afternoon. 


Friupay, Aprit 12, 1957. 
OWL CREEK UNIT, WYOMING 


Mr. Rasavut. The committee will come to order. Who are the 
witnesses on the Owl Creek unit? We heard you were rightfully 
delayed because of the taxicab situation in the city. The taxicabs are 
delivering mail today. 
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The committee will take up first the Owl Creek unit, Wyoming, 


at a cost of $1,100,000. 
We will put pages 92 through 96 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


MissourRI River BASIN Prosect, OwL CREEK UNIT, WYOMING 


Location.—Owl Creek unit is located in Hot Springs County, north-central 
Wyoming, the eastern end being within 4 miles of Thermopolis, Wyo., and the 
western end approximately 40 miles northwest of Thermopolis. 

Description.—The Owl Creek unit will provide supplemental water supply for 
13,123 acres of irrigable land. The acreage is situated along Owl Creek in a 
narrow strip extending from the junction of the north fork and south fork of 
the Owl Creek to the confluence of Owl Creek and the Big Horn River. The 
integral parts of the system are an earth-fill dam 175 feet above stream bed with 
crest length of 460 feet on the south fork which will impound 17,300 acre-feet of 
water. Two pumping plants will raise water from the Big Horn River to serve 
land in the Lucerne area. The construction of Anchor Dam and Lucerne pump- 
ing plants and canals will assure an adequate supply of water to the Owl Creek 
Irrigation District, and the Indian landowners of the Arapahoe Ranch. 

Benefit-cost ratio—0.89 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


I a ee iactsetstgndaon eh en a sins enemas sesnisuniinance $3, 122, 000 
"Petet CDlCRIONs CO URO OO, Wiki a ei nnn neces es 512, 120 
ne rn, EN IN | II sorts er eritreteetccmmmaiaimetswieiamntunanes 1, 030, 000 
I I RD io, niente ener eimiomernmiscuiends 1, 249, 880 
a al sla a os tsps coe Se vinta nines 330, 000 


On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program will total $1,293,656. The narra- 
tive justification which follows explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program and 
the relation of costs to obligations. 


Change in total project costs and obligations 


Costs | Obligation 





1957 congressional justification. ....................-- all = $3, 352, 000 | $2, 586, 977 
1958 congressional justification _.._____- eee eee ee ae 3, 756, 300 | 3, 122, 00 
I BA ictibndiniccnctbidanneabaser _ etait kia 404, 300 | 535, 023 
The total project cost of the Owl Creek unit has been increased from $3,352,000 


to $3,756,300. The increase is principally due to rise in prices and change in 
design due to geologic conditions of the foundations of Anchor Dam. Increase 
also provides for $10,300 contribution to CSR fund. 


Allocation of estimated total project cost : 
Reimbursable: 








i sale alee aaa ee aire _. $3, 622, 300 
I css dating dein wtagbete Risa denial atten 18, 000 
= ieeabeeulaiale 3, 640, 300 
Nonreimbursable: 
Neen ne ae isa ails eee sash 53, 000 
I ace a teal i ebicbaate 63, 000 
Sin, NIU i itlineaseinemminie 116, 000 








a ce iil aint sii a Tse a Ta 3. 756, 300 
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Repayment of reimbursable costs 


We, Ar eEeRIOsl | WARE QUIT W hc nies iste nd cetetniectheetinmentheictehinceninlicale $1, 049, 680 
a IIR IN ois osaiisiss iuegioessbsagbiibagnienantcnig dacideanapaaaapuamaradaa 2, 590, 620 
OMNES Seis n SADE Sha Leena lili icscetsins tialncntemneachhiesn aia apace 3, 640, 300 


Repayment costs per acre 


Federal investment per acre: 





VED. ME CR Ne I is cetera cinehientresiiemiccltiin ainianialadsasanaaae aia $80. 00 

To be reneid fram Powe? TOVORUGE wee eenennon 197. 00 

FURR oo. eve tote nce. suskaeeamnpeelaell 277. 00 
Annual water user charges: 

IIE DR 5s tas lanseensihsnlh dnb drome ab sapepcennenpgnaenths esses encod neat aialesgidiigglaalaeaaiaiiaes 2. 00 

Operation and MBNA DCCis nna ukewtiemen ie nane ne enasenepanerain 1. 08 

TI sa sw cn espace gtesnins sappy, tue ne ct teartv to her sc cancer eee 3. 08 


Repayment contracts.—A water service contract was executed with the Owl 
Greek Irrigation District and confirmed by the court on October 10, 1955. The 
remaining costs of this unit will be met with revenues from Missouri River Basin 
power. 

Physical data 


| 








| 
Feature Type Capacity Height Length 
‘eee. cd tel inh ce tt ee fo nch ans) AW) a ae ae eae 
Anchor Dam } Earth fill. .... | 27,000 nere-fect.. -. = 22. -22eseccce 175 feet above | 460 feet. 
| streambed. 
Pumping plants (2).| One housed.....-.| 2-22 cubic feet per second and |...........-.--- 
2-20 cubic feet per second units. | 
One outdoor... _. 2-16.5 cubic feet per second units iitecaabbuee din 
Sin titesrincat iia Concrete lined 40 to 94 cubic feet per second --_---|......-.......-_] 3.71 miles. 
and earth 
lined. 
Acres to be served 
Acres 
TE I sini si ecnctntnscrtons Geena teats pinceeennca endienlinnievtiiemenipsdnainmanae aaa 
Supplemental supply ...2225 22. kl tina th Le eS 13, 123 
WOCG hs is seit ele cied ie detente bacpeingale 13, 123 


Status.—Construction began in January 1956. As of June 30, 1957, the unit 
will be approximately 50 percent complete. Construction will be underway on 
Anchor Dam and Lucerne pumping plants and canals will be completed. 


WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


Anchor Dam and Reservoir, $1,285,656.—The program provides for substantial 
completion of the dam and reservoir, clearing of reservoir area, and installation 
of high pressure gates and elevator. 

Contributions to CSR fund, $8,000.—Initial year contribution to civil-service 
retirement fund. 

Other expenditures and credits, —$2,776.—Represents cost of service facilities 
accrued in prior years which will be distributed to permanent property in the 
budget year. 

Undelivered orders, —$41,000.—Liquidation of prior year obligations on the 
contracts for high pressure gates and elevator. 
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Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1957 and 1958—Missouri River 
Basin project, Owl Creek unit, Wyoming 




















| | | 
Estimated | Total to Program, Program, | Balance to 
Program item | total June 30, current budget | complete 
| 1956 |} year 1957 | year 1958 
(1) | (2) | (3) (4) | (5) (6 
| a ee ‘i "" oe — o~ - 
CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM | | | 
Anchor Dam and Reservoir............-- $3, 111, 000 $602, 129 $907, 604 | $1, 285, 656 | $315, 611 
Lucerne pumping plants, Nos. 1 and 2___-_-! 417, 000 341, 800 75, 200 |... bade fedesidue 
Canals and conduits.......................| 181, 000 | 162, 458 PEE ivevanccctenlcanea ‘ 
ue | 37, 000 CC ee ae 31, 896 
Total construction cost..............| 3, 746,000 | 1,111,491 | 1,001,346 | 1, 285, 656 | 347, 507 
Contributions to CSR fund--....-.....----| 10, 300 |...-. ~asu~fssuapareeuie | 8, 000 2, 300 
—— | | nee 
Total project cost...........-..------| 3, 756,300 | 1, 111, 491 1, 001, 346 1, 298, 656 349, 807 
MER Sos Beas cccch PO 300 —635, 393 7 , 100 ‘ 8, 193 
Total cost to appropriation --...-- an 3, 122, ‘000 | 476, 098 994, 246 1, 203, 656 358, 000 
Other expenditures and credits_...........|_. 4, 403 26, 373 —2, 776 —28, 000 
| ceteishietetins een ee | ene 
Total expenditures..........-.------| 3,122, 000° 480, 501 Rm” 020, 619 1, 290, 880 330, 000 
SUT WII nn ec cecucedecedn ceenelukdbbedscese _ 3 619 9, 381 =61,000 f.34.-06024:- 
Total obligations. ............-......| 3,122,000 512, 120 | | 1, 030, 000 | 1, 249, 880 330, 000 
| 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
| | 
Allocation of appropriation, fiscal year | | 
Rin dtas<kebtrehietunteténdncnne ~|-----0------|------------] 1,142,000 |..--...--..-|-------- 
Application of prior year ae tt de ace es ee 37, 880 SF y eee 
Balance available in ‘subsequent ED onan ce eknae sore —149, 880 | re Te - 
Wk ta ee conch ciimwensideeds 1, 100, 000 330, 000 
j | 
i 


COMPLETION OF PROJECT 


Mr. Rasavrt. Last year, on page 729 of the hearings you stated 
that Anchor Dam and Reservoir would be completed in 1957. This 
year on page 95 of the justification you say the same thing. How 
does this happen? What year is it now ¢ 

Mr. Cuinton. The completion date is now set for 1959. We were 
delayed about a year in acquiring the Indian land. 

Mr. Razavut. That will delay you 2 years? 

Mr. Curnton. We have just recently awarded a construction con- 
tract that will have it completed in the fall of 1959. 

Mr. Rasavt. Are you finished with the Indians now ¢ 

Mr. Curnton. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapavut. Do you see anything else that will cause another 
couple of years’ delay in the offing? 

Mr. CLINTON. No, sir, we have cleared up all the unknowns and 
the uncertainties in the schedule. 

Mr. Razavut. What is your unobligated balance on this project at 
the present time? 

Mr. Gouze. $983,662 as of February 28 which was prior to the 
award of the prime contract for construction of Anchor Dam. 

Mr. Razsavut. What are the total contract commitments in terms 
of dollars and cents on this project to date ? 

Mr. Crostuwarr. The total of obligations through June 30, 1956, 
was $512,120. 

Mr. Rapavrt. Are you talking about a year ago? 


Mr. Curnton. The contract on the dam amounts to $2,289,000. 
Mr. Rasavut. What are the scheduled contract earnings for the re- 
mainder of this year ? 
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Mr. Cuinton. May we furnish that for the record, Mr. Chairman? 
Mr. Razaut. Yes, get it for the record so that we can do some 
uring here. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 

Of the $2,289,000 prime contract for construction of Anchor Dam, $627,000 


was scheduled to be earned in fiscal year 1957. We now estimate that $250,000 
will be earned by June 30. 


BENEFIT-TO-COST RATIO 


Mr. Ranaut. How many landowners will benefit by this project? 

Mr. Curn'ron. There will be about 60 owners, Mr. Chairman, that 
will get water from the dam, and about 40 will get water from the 
pumps, or a total of about 100 in the project. 

Mr. Rasautr. How much leeway is there in that figure of 60 land- 
owners ¢ 

Mr. Curnron. The ownership shifts periodically, but the last count 
was that we had about 60 for service directly from Anchor Dam. 

Mr. Razaut. Since the cost-benefit ratio is only 0.89 to 1, less than 
unity, the subsidy per acre is $197 ; would it not be to the Government’s 
and the t taxpayer’s best interest to abandon this project now? 

Mr. Curnton. No; I don’t thing it would be, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ranaut. You had better give us a real substantiation. 

Mr. Ciinvon. I think this is one of the more worthy projects that 
we have in the basin. These are people that have been there many 
years, who built their own irrigation systems and have tried to get 
along with a nonregul: ited stream and had a very tough time of. it, 
especially in the last 6 or 7 years. 

Mr. Ranaut. I was wondering about that matter of people who 
had been on that land and whose fathers and grandfathers and great 
grandfathers and so forth had been there, and I was wondering about 
this matter of having the ratio below unity. 

Mr. Cutnton. Well, on the other side of the ledger is how much 
can they repay, and I think the record is a little better than the aver- 
age. When this benefit-cost ratio was figured out, they could repay 
about 29 percent of the cost of the project mn 40 y ears. 

Mr. Rasaur. How much 4 

Mr. Crin'ton. Twenty-nine percent. 

Mr. Rasaur. What 1s the matter with some of these other ratios 
where they have a better chance to repay? ‘These people are in a 
better position that some places where they ought to be paying more. 

Mr. Crirnton. I think one of the troubles. with the benefit-cost 
ratio is that it is very conservative. It is very difficult to appraise the 
benefits where you provide supplemental w ater. There is some crop 
production now, but it has varied radically from year to yee 

Mr. Ranaut. The normal repayment per acre is $8 to $10; isn’t it? 

Mr. Cuinton. No; not in that area. It is about $5 there. 

Mr. Rapavur. Not in this area; but we are talking about the coun- 
try now. This is $3 per acre, and you are saying it is a good 
payment. 

Mr. Curnton. That is what they will pay for water from this 
project and they still have to maintain their own canal system. On 
that $3 you can add at least $2 that they have to spend to maintain 
their own canal system and pay their power bill. 
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AWARDING OF CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT 


Mr. Rasavt. You have let the contract on this? 

Mr. Curnton. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavt. Is it closed ¢ 

Mr, Orinton. We have awarded the contract ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Razsavut. How many bidders did you have on the contract? 

Mr. Curnton. We had four bids on the concrete dam. 

Mr. Rasaut. How much did they vary from top to bottom? 

Mr. Crrnton. It was about $1,100,000, the istiad between the top 
and the bottom, and the low bid was about $500,000 below our esti- 
mate. 

Mr. Razavr. How do you account for that? 

Mr. Curnton. Well, it is a small job, one that depends on finding 
a contractor that was particularly equipped to do this kind of a job, 
and I think we hit it lucky on this one, and did find a contractor that 
wanted the job and was well equipped to do it. 

Mr. Rapavr. When do you figure to have this completed now? 
Will it be in 2 years? 

Mr. Curnton. In the fall of 1959. 

Mr. Rasavr. How much construction work is in place on this now ? 

Mr. Ournton. The pumping facilities at the lower end of the valley 
to deliver Big Horn River water up the valley as far as economically 
eee That work was started in 1955 and was all completed last 

all. 


AUTHORIZATION 


Mr. Razavt. I want to ask you one question: Where was this put 
in here? 

Mr. Cuinton. When was the project started ? 

Mr. Rasaut. Where was it put in; in the House or in the Senate, 
or where? 

Mr. Cuinton. It was authorized back in 1944 as a part of the 
project. 

Mr. Rapavt. By the committee? 

Mr. Curnton. By the legislative committee. 

Mr. Dexuermer. We have spent about $1,500,000, or will through 
June of this year, on this project, and we have a contract commitment 
for about $2,250,000 on the dam at the present time. 

Mr. Rasavut. You are not committed to pay more than the earnings 
of this year? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. No. All of our contracts are contingent upon the 
appropriation, but essentially those contracts that are already made 
or completed, with the exception of some $300,000, will complete the 
project. 

Mr. Rapaut. Do you have any questions on this project, Mr. Jensen ? 


CONSTRUCTION COSTS 


Mr. Jensen. Your schedule of programs in fiscal year 1957 and 
1958, which appears on page 96, shows you spent, up to June 30, 1956, 
for construction on the Anchor Dam and Reservoir, $602,129, and 
for the Lucerne pumping plants 1 and 2, $341,800, and for canals and 
conduits, $162,450, and for general property, $5,104, or a total of 
$1,111,491. 
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On this last contract that you let, what was that contract bid? 

Mr. Cuinton. It was $2,289,000. That was the prime contract on 
the dam. 

Mr. JENSEN. $2,289,000; and add to that $1,111,491. _ i 

It says in 1956 that you spent $1,111,491, doesn’t it? That is the 
way your schedule reads here. ie 

Now if you are going to spend $2,289,000 you are obligating more 
than the authorized amount of $3,122,000, because $2,289,000 and 
$1,111,000 amounts to $3,400,000, almost. 

Mr. Dexuermer. The total estimated cost is $3,756,000. 

Mr. JENsEN. You don’t show that. 

Mr. DexHermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JENSEN. Where? 

Mr. DexHermer. On page 93. , 

Mr: JENsEN. I had not seen it. It is also on page 96 in that esti- 
mated total column. I see it now, total construction cost $3,746,000. 
Who contributed that money there? 

Mr. DexHermer. That is under the new law whereby we have to 
make payments to civil-service retirement out of our appropriated 
funds. You add those lines across which total up to the $3,756,000 
on that table on page 96. 

Mr. JENSEN. $3,400,000 plus $330,000 balance to complete makes 
even a little more than your present estimated cost of $3,756,000; 
doesn’t it ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. I think you will find that those items on page 96 
where you read across the total project cost and total up, they will 
total up properly for the balance to complete over in the last column. 


BENEFIT-TO-COST RATIO 


Mr. Jensen. The cost of this project has increased 20 percent since 
last year, yet the benefit-cost ratio has gone down only 6 percent. 
How do you explain this? 

Mr. Ciinton. The benefit-cost ratio is computed on the basis of the 
original benefits, Mr. Jensen. We have not changed the benefits at all. 
The cost has gone up. I can’t now explain why the percentages are 
different. 

Mr. JENSEN. You take your time and try to explain it on the record ; 
will you? 

Mr. Bennerr. Would you like us to submit this? 

Mr. Jensen. All right; do the best you can with it. 

Mr. Rasaut. Submit it. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 

The costs of the Owl Creek unit increased from $3,352,000 to $3,756,300, a total 
of only 12 percent. The reason for the benefit-cost ratio decreasing only 6 
percent is that costs in the benefit-cost ratio include other components, such as 
the interest-free investment of $736,000, in power facilities allocated to irriga- 
tion pumping, and an allocation of Boysen Dam and Reservoir representing 
irrigation storage available to the project, that do not increase. Thus, an 
increase of 12 percent in the construction cost will rarely cause a decrease of 12 
percent in the benefit-cost ratio. 

Mr. JeNsEN. With a benefit-cost ratio of considerably under 1.0, 
how did the project get started ¢ 
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Mr. Dexuermer. It was started before we had the new cost figures. 
The costs have gone up in the last year after we had the project well 
underway. 

Mr. Jensen. Wasn’t this benefit-cost ratio a little less than 1.0? 

Mr. Crostuwait. Last year it was about .95 to 1 when we discussed 
going ahead with it. 

Mr. Jensen. You are skating on pretty thin ice here. Are indirect 
costs included in this benefit-cost ratio? If so, what would be the 
benefit-cost ratio on direct benefits alone ? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. It would be somewhat less, of course. 

Mr. Jensen. You will answer that question and supply it for the 
record ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


The direct benefit-cost ratio of Owl Creek unit is about 0.5 to 1. 
BIDDING EXPERIENCE 


Mr. Jensen. I understand the contract was awarded on Anchor 
Dam, the major item of this project. How did the bid on this dam com- 
pare with the engineers’ estimate and with the original cost estimate? 
I believe you said that you got a better bid than you had anticipated, 
in the amount of $500,000. 

Mr. Crirnron. Yes, sir; $500,000 below the engineers’ estimate. 

Mr. Jensen. Was that engineers’ estimate included in this last cost 
estimate ? 

Mr. Curnton, No; it was one that was prepared just prior to the 
bid opening on the basis of the best estimate of unit prices as of that 
time. 

Mr. Jensen. How does it compare with the one in this cost estimate ? 

Mr. Cuinton. It is somewhat higher than the cost estimate now in 
the budget document here. 

Mr. JENSEN. It is going to be pretty hard for the committee to keep 
track of that kind of cost estimating. 

Mr. Cuinton. The estimate you have here was prepared in the 
spring of 1956. It is over a year old. 

Mr. Jensen. You had to cut your cloth pretty close, didn’t you, in 
order to get under the wire on this baby? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir; I mentioned that these costs have gone 
up since these documents were prepared. 

Mr. Jensen. Has the increase been reflected in the benefit-cost ratio 
of 0.89 to 1, or will the benefit-cost ratio be further reduced ¢ 

Mr. Curnton. It will reduce it. With the bid we have now it will 
increase the cost estimate in the budget document. It looks like about 
a $300,000 increase with the bid that we have now. 

Mr. Jensen. Your benefit-cost ratio is still going down ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. A little bit; yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. I thought a minute ago you thought you were better 
off because of the low bids you got. But even at that you are above 
what you anticipated; aren’t you? 

Mr. Curnton. Yes. We are above what we anticipated a year ago. 

Mr. Jensen. If we had not asked you all these question we would 
not have had a very good picture of this project as it exists today. 
How much construction have you actually done on the project ? 
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Mr. Crirvron. We built all the pumping facilities at the lower end 
of the valley and completed them last fall and the irrigation district 
is taking them over this week to deliver water this summer. 

Mr. JENSEN. You are able to do that even without the dam being 
built ¢ 

Mr. Curnron. Well, that gives them partial relief on the lower end 
of the valley but does not help the people in the middle and the upper 
portion of the valley at all. 

Mr. JeNsEN. This project is more for the benefit of the people 
below the dam ? 

Mr. Curnton. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rasavt. I want to say at this time that these cost estimates 
ought to be brought in here in a little different manner than they are 
brought in. It isn’t the function of this committee to dig up all this 
stuff. It ought to be sent up in such a way that it is set up for us. 
When we dig them up and find them, how much is there that we 
neglected to find? We are not in a ferreting deal. 


FEASIBILITY OF RESCINDING CONTRACT 


What damages would the Government be liable for if this contract 
would be rescinded ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Whatever costs we were obliged to pay, either 
by negotiation or by a court settlement for the contractor’s costs of 
doing the work and moving in, and his bond costs, and costs of that 
kind. 

But, Mr. Chairman, I should point out that we have built the—— 

Mr. Razavt. Just a minute. What outside figure is there? What 
will be the outside figure for that ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. If it were stopped now rather than waiting until 
the first of the fiscal year we could probably keep that down to $500,000 
or perhaps less. 

Mr. Ranaut. You were going to say something else now. 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir, I was going to point out that the pump- 
ing facilities and the repayment contract and those things that are 
already done depend to quite a large degree on the storage water 
that would result from the completion of this dam. The people could 
get some water out of the river to those facilities, but we would lose 
that investment. 

Mr. Rapavut. At this low ratio that we have got here, that is all 
it will—— 

Mr. DexuEetmer. We would also lose the investment that has al- 
ready been made because we would be unable to go through with the 
repayment contract and the delivery of the additional supplemental 
water that those things depend upon. 

Mr. Rapsavt. If you wish to enlarge upon that, put it in the record. 
We have spent too much time on this project already. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


Ow. CREEK UNIT, Missourt River BAsIn Prosect, WYOMING 


The primary purpose of the Owl Creek unit is to provide supplemental water 
to some 15,123 acres of irrigated land in the unit and thus stabilize the agri- 
cultural economy of the area. In most years the water supply during May and 
the early part of June is sufficient to irrigate the land, but during the latter part 
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of June the streamflows decline rapidly so that there is very little water avail- 
able in July, August, and September to mature crops. Water supply studies show 
that water shortage occurred in every year of the 19-year period from 1930-48, 
with the most acute shortage amounting to 63 percent of the total diversion 
requirement. Crop production in the unit area is totally dependent on irrigation 
and relative prosperity of the unit area fluctuates according to the available 
water supply. 

The unit plan provides for (1) the conservation and control of Owl Creek 
water through storage and stream regulation and (2) the installation of new 
pumping facilities to pump water from the Big Horn River to supplement the 
Owl Creek water supply. Water from the Big Horn will be pumped to about 
4,400 acres in the so-called Lucerne area at the confluence of Owl Creek and 
the Big Horn River. Owl Creek water at present used in the Lucerne area will 
become available for use on the lands of the unit further upstream along Owl 
Creek. Effective use of this water and other natural flows of Owl Creek necessi- 
tates the construction of Anchor Dam and Reservoir. 


SARGENT UNIT, NEBRASKA 


Mr. Ranaut. We have next the Sargent unit in Nebraska, $313,000. 
Put pages BR-97 through BR-103 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 


MissourrI RIVER BASIN PROJECT, SARGENT UNIT, NEBRASKA 


Location.—In Blaine and Custer Counties, Nebr., extending from Milburn 
southeast through the Middle Loup Valley to Comstock. 

Description.—Primary purpose of the unit is to provide a full water supply for 
the irrigation of 17,560 acres of land most of which are now dry farmed along 
the Middle Loup River. Facilities of the unit include the Milburn diversion 
dam, 39.6 miles of canals with attendant dikes and channels, a small pumping 
installation, and approximately 44 miles of laterals. Included in the above total 
acreage but presently deferred, are features to the south of the river consisting 
of an extension to the Milburn diversion dam, a 15.5-mile canal, a 4,440-kilowatt 
powerplant, and laterals to serve about 3,820 acres. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.07 : 1. 


Summarized financial data 


EGG) CR I inti lin Saishnta dh ct tis tis etic cine dames $14, 492, 273 
Teta. aoueations: to sane oo. 1h... 4, 195, 716 
A I NOD, OOD BOE sid ciceeiiicndsinnnnnbubaneiat 1, 213, 950 
Total opligations, fiscal year 1966_.............-...............- 813, 000 
SD I 5 ti 8, 769, 607 


On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program will total $756,241. The narrative 
justification which follows explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program and the 
relation of costs to obligations. 


Change in total project costs and obligations 


Costs Obligations 


eS nt Ao ienecmedanetunennnem ----| $14,924, 600 $14, 458, 873 
1958 congressional justification.....................-.-... bedadbsthciveteutisdd | 14,946, 000 14, 492, 273 


tld ies 21, 400 | 33, 400 





The total estimated cost for the Sargent unit has been increased from $14,924,- 
600 to $14,946,000 due to an increase in future year capacity provision on irriga- 
tion features, 
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Allocation of estimated total project cost 


Reimbursable : 
Peeeeneng see scales Godeapas MAR Adah touch epiceaeiaceay ae $8, 416, 400 
POW icwtncccccecccecewnnccssenne ee ee a 6, 295, 000 
subtotal, reimbursable..............ssbiiuss. och aca cht ei sai 14, 711, 400 
Nonreimbursable : 
a ON sat na lan nd ldincanoiaieald eaidanmdmasimasiimaiamieiadaae 234, 600 
PORT, SAAN i iiisiacitpaen iin hace tec 234, 600 
000) 5 ss sr rita Swen ite Se 14, 946, 000 


Repayment of reimbursable costs 


Irrigation : 


Irrigation water users by water rates________________________- $171, 000 
Irrigation water users for distribution system__.._.__.._._____-_~ 2, 509, 000 
Repaid by surplus basinwide power revenues__.-_--_---_---___- 5, 736, 400 
PN i i coenssensgsentin ectenr Seah tinted paaeietdicd ia einai aeee 8, 416, 400 

Power : Included in basinwide power-system costs and repaid by basin- 
Oy TAR IE NITY OI sence reenre seins emigeicn niin asec ipmariedaiedeaaeal a 6, 295, 000 
Estas sin ini sienna nicouebiemiaisbeeainaeaae el enieniesieetaianeteniaail 14, 711, 400 


Repayment costs per acre 


Federal investment per acre: 


To be repaid from water Hedi een ested taall $153. 00 

he Sek POeneE CRIS WOUND BOVONIUIOR. crn cinteaseccnrqusiinnennmenmceienieiesas 325. 00 

ease carpio depen onsen thin anriver ti serves ati sone tavas via ce eraanigeaedn a aaa ee 478. 00 

Annual water user charges: 

Ge ee ee CHUN no cstien ms bereoriertnizentesaerseanmel—agulie . 26 
Distribution systems: 

I a a ool smear itible sc eae ee eae eens 3. 87 

Operation and maintenance____-..-__------ A odtsackastasteeitaaes eiaannen 2. 81 

IRI seuidhsinncivnsedimiidasbeniameaie sacha thant decide aia cea cena 6. 94 


Repayment contracts——On September 11, 1954, the Sargent Irrigation District 
board of directors executed a water service and repayment contract. On October 
11, 1954, the contract was executed by the Secretary of the Interior. The repay- 
ment obligation of the Sargent Irrigation District in connection with the distri- 
bution system for about 17,560 acres lying along both sides of the Middle Loup 
River is $1,785,400. Payments will be made in 40 years after completion of 
eonstruction and the close of a 10-year development period. Under water-service 
features of the contract, it is estimated that over the initial 40-year period a 
total of $171,000 additional will be paid by the district toward the return of 
supply works construction costs. The contract also provides that the district 
shall be responsible for the construction of drainage works. Amendment of this 
contract is underway with a view to integrating it with the proposed Farwell 
unit repayment contract and the proposed water-service contract with the Loup 
Basin Reclamation District which includes both the Sargent and Farwell units 
within its boundaries. Certain operating advantages will be realized, and tetal 
payments to the United States will remain the same. 


91488 57- 
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Physical data 
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Feature Capacity Height | Length 
i a | | ~ 
Milburn diversion dam. -_.____....- Ee ee cuwaceuns 15 feet.....-. _| 3,880 feet. 
: | _ earth dike. 
Sargent Canel............ aesbilemad |} Earth canal......- 260 cubic feet per a 39.6 miles. 
| second. | 
es RS os. acon cacs | arth laterals.....|................-.-- leacunsechuenad | 44 miles. 
Acres to be served 
a ik Ties teat ia ee ea tind as talent incite lice ale oo elie 17, 560 
I i fs ge ee ee ek None 
ET ahsinincciees cenictell sila gieeadimarait te eainiaiadia ll cih aera ataiesiian iat cesta ected 17, 560 


Status.—Construction began February 1955. As of June 30, 1957, construc- 
tion will have been completed on the Milburn diversion dam, caretaker’s resi- 
dence, first and second sections of the Sargent Canal, first section of the Sargent 
laterals, and the second section of the detention dikes and channels. The ware- 
house for operation and maintenance headquarters to be used by the district 
will have been completed. The first stage of the construction of this unit is 
scheduled to be completed in fiscal year 1958. The remaining work to be accom- 
plished includes the settlement of the waterpower interference rights with the 
Middle Loup Public Power & Irrigation District, completion of construction 
contracts for section 3 of the Sargent Canal, section 2 of the Sargent laterals, 
section 3 of the detention dikes and channels, and purchase of general property 
for operation and maintenance of the facilities. 


WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


Milburn diversion dam, $92,206.—These funds will be used for the settlement 
of the waterpower interference problem with the Middle Loup Public Power & 
Irrigation District. 

Woods Park pumping plant, $6,509.—To be used for completion of the con- 
struction contract initiated late in fiscal year 1956. This work has been included 
in the specifications for the third section of the Sargent Canal and second section 
of the Sargent laterals. 

Distribution system and drains, $548,183.—Provides for the completion of the 
third section of the Sargent Canal and detention dikes and the second section 
of Sargent laterals. The construction contract for these facilities was awarded 
late in fiscal year 1956 and work has been continuous in 1957 and is scheduled 
for completion in the spring of 1958. 

General property, $60,291.—Purchase of the necessary equipment for Opera- 
tion and maintenance on the project will be completed during the fiscal year. 

Transitional development cost, $35,889.—lepresents costs incurred for settlers’ 
assistance and the cost of operating and maintaining capacity in irrigation 
facilities not assignable to water users being currently served. 

Contribution to civil service retirement fund, $7,500.—Initial year contribution 
to civil service retirement fund. 

Adjustments, $5,663.—Cost adjustment resulting from sale of salvaged mate- 
rial which is offset by a corresponding reduction in costs and nonappropriation 
transfers. 

Other expenditures and credits, —$10,500.—Distribution of costs incurred for 
store and service facilities in prior years being transferred to project features 
in the budget year. 


Undelivered orders.—$432,741.—Liquidation of prior-year contract obligations. 
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Schedule of construction program fiscal years 1957 and 1958—Missouri River Basin 
project, Sargent unit, Nebraska 


Estimated | Total to Program, | Program, | Balance to 


Program item total June 30, current budget complete 
1956 year 1957 year 1958 
(1) ol age Ae eee Ee (5) | (6) 
| | | | 





} 
CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM | 


Ist stage: | | | | 











Milburn diversion dam..........--.--- | $766,000 | $660,797 | $12,997 | $92,206 Seen debta 
Woods Park pumping plant-- , | 16, 700 | 3, 691 | 6, 500 | i | Serres 
Sargent distribution system and drains. 5, 735, 300 | 2, 608,293 | 1,600,776 | 548, 183 | $978, 048 
General property -. abana ae 139, 000 | 9 | 78, 700 | te 
WF Ga Sen aduensorcce cake eeubes) 8, 081, 000 | 374, | 520 |---- a ieieienivle hedetia 7, 706, 480 
Total construction cost - -_- pinicwcl ee 38, 000 | 3, 647, 310 1, 698, 973 | 707, 189 8, 684, 528 
Transitional development cost a 104, 000 | 22, 711 | 12, 500 | 35, 889 | 32, 900 
Contribution to civil service retirement | | 
ee gen agree eemeiee eas UNE: Lane ceca at eda asa 7, 500 | 96, 500 
Total project cost_....- ...---.--| 14, 946,000 3,670,021 | 1,711,473 | 750,578 | 8,813,928 
SUMAENINNE. |. 0.0400.. n00k. cates — 453,727 | —444, 978 =, 108 | 5,663 | | —7,304 
Total cost to appropriation..........| 14,492,273 | 3, 225, 043 1, 704, 365 756,241 | 8, 806, 624 
Other expenditures and credits_...........|....---..--- 56, 953 | —9,436 | —10, 500 | — 37,017 
Total expenditures - tala ...| 14, 492, 273 3, 281, 996 | "1, 694, 929 | 745,741 | 8, 769, 607 
Undelivered orders. - ws easiness aor 913,720 | —480,979 | — <3, YF eee 
Total obligations Jitbsobeusosal a Seu 273 4, 195, 716 | 1, 213, 950 | “B13, 000 | 8, 769,607 
Method of financing | 
Allocation of appropriation, fiscal year | 
1957. _ . SI a cea I ek al PRADO 1 o chsetatncdetheuiannnn 
PROOREOTL- On DEINE FORE THI. 6. eke anncunneneseleccecnccanen Gee, WE Vecosensssbcclecadanmiaiees 


Funds required_...........- 5 inl S unica hia] alphshcdedinclns cule dite betcha ts ak Ono 313,000 | 8,770,000 


Mr, Rasavut. What is the status of the amended contract on this 
contract ¢ 

Mr. Dominy. On March 23, 1957, a contract was signed between 
the Government and the Loup River Basin Reclamation District. 
The Loup River Basin Reclamation District, under the public law 
of Nebraska, is the type of district which can levy an ad valorem tax 
against the city property as well as the irrigated land, and that dis- 
trict. includes the Sargent unit as well as the Farwell unit, so that 
contract with them i is a combination contract including the repayment 
for the Sargent unit as well as Farwell and it is a more desirable 
contract from the standpoint of the Government than we could have 
obtained had we continued with the existing Sargent contract and 
written a new one only with the Farwell Irrigation District. 

Mr. Rasautr. How much per acre will they pay ? 

Mr. Dominy. For the Sargent area it runs almost $8 per acre per 
year and for the Farwell—Mr. Walter, do you have that figure there? 

Mr. Water. Eight dollars and ten cents. 

Mr. Dominy. Eight dollars and ten cents an acre, but by this com- 
bination contract the Government will recover about $1,700,000 greater 
return over the contract period than would have been true had we 
been unable to deal with this reclamation district. 

Mr. Ranaut. We are glad to have that statement. You carried a 
very large unobligated balance into 1957 on this project. What has 
been the delay on the project ? 

Mr. Dominy. Well, part of the delay, of course, was occasioned by 
the need for this repayment contract, and there was a very complicated 
arrangement to get this Loup River Basin Reclamation District 
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superimposed over the two irrigation areas and work out a coor- 
dinated contract with the three different agencies. 

Mr. Rasavut. That has been completed ? 

Mr. Domrny. That has now been completed. 

Mr. Rasavur. What. is your estimated unobligated balance as of 
June 30 of this year? 

Mr. CrosrHwarr. Our estimated unobligated balance wil] be zero 
on June 30. 

Mr. Rasavur. What was the condition the last time that you fig- 
ured the unexpended balance on this project ? 

Mr. Crostuwarr. As of February 28 we had expended $1,100,000 
leaving 

Mr. Ragaut. How much unexpended ? 

Mr. Crostuwarr. Over $500,000. 





BIDDING EXPERIENCE ON OWL CREEK PROJECT 


Mr. Jensen. No. But, Mr. Chairman, I cannot understand how 
you could get a bid $500,000 below the Government’s estimate, the 
engineers’ estimate. I hope that the bid specifications provide for 
firm bids, and I hope that the specifications do not permit exemptions 
here and escalation clauses there that would make it possible for the 
bidder to take advantage of the escalator clauses which would in- 
crease the cost of the contract. 

Now, are your specifications so written that they say in plain words 
just what the contractor will have todo. I hope that afterward they 
don’t say “if,” and include some escalator clauses there so that these 
parties can get by with it. When you talk about a bid which is 
$500,000 below what your estimate is on a $2 million contract, it gives 
me reason to wonder if your specifications are written in plain enough 
language so the contractor cannot get around a clause in there and 
finally not do as much as he is supposed to do and then afterward 
we have to let another bid in order to get that job done that he has 
neglected to do because of the escalator clauses. 

Am I just seeing ghosts under the bed, or what is the story ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. In this particular case—that is, Anchor Dam—I 
think you have no worries. These are firm prices that will prevail 
throughout the completion of this contract. That is not true in all 
of our contracts, particularly the ones that run for several years. We 
have put escalation in those. 

Mr. Jensen. You have got escalator clauses in some of those? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir; we do that in a way that we think, and 
we are quite sure that the contractors agree, that it saves the Govern- 
ment money. 

Mr. Jensen. What do you think? 

Mr. Dexuermer. I am sure it does. To put the escalator in which 
we pay approximately what amounts to 85 percent of any increase 
in labor after a year has expired of the contract, so that they are pro- 
tected and they do not have to bid on what they think labor rates 
may be 2 or 3 or 4 years from now without knowing that they will get 
about 85 percent of those increases back. We will stand those and 
that saves us substantial money. But Anchor Dam does not have 
those escalation provisions. 
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Mr. Jensen. Did the specifications on Glen Canyon provide firm 
bids, or were there a number of escalator clauses in those specifications 
that make the bid rather meaningless or a farce, so to speak, in the 
final analysis as compared to what the ultimate construction might 
be contracted at? You know these contractors, they are not so darn 
foolish. They protect themselves and you can’t blame them for it. 
They take quite a risk on any of these projects, and I am sure that 
when they bid they allow for the risk they are taking and of course 
they no doubt demand that there are escalation clauses in the speci- 
sever that will to some degree let them off the hook if they are in 
trouble. 

But you think you have got them tied down to pretty firm specifica- 
tions ¢ 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. On Glen Canyon? 

Mr. Dexuermer. No, sir. I am speaking of Anchor Dam. To go 
back to the upper Colorado—— 

Mr. Raszavt. All right, go back to the upper Colorado. 


GLEN CANYON DAM CONTRACT PROVISIONS 


Mr. DexnHermer. We opened bids yesterday on the Glen Canyon 
Dam. That contract provides for the construction of the 700 foot 
concrete dam and the powerplant and the left diversion tunnel, among 
other things. It is in a very isolated area of the country, probably 
one of the most isolated that we have in the West. 

Mr. Jensen. I have been there. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. We are having to build a road into the area. 
The low bid for Glen Canyon Dam was 20 percent below the estimate. 
We had three bids representing probably most of the major con- 
tractors that do this type of work in the United States. 

Those bids ranged from $107,955,000 up to $120,179,000, and the 
engineers’ estimate was $135,608,000. The specifications allow ap- 
proximately 714 years for the work to be done. 

With the recent rises in materials, in steel costs, in the new labor 
agreements that have been negotiated within the last year, we believe 
that we saved the Government very substantial amounts of money by 
putting in escalation which in effect will pay the contractor about 85 
yercent of any increase of labor costs that he has to pay after the 

rst year of the contract and under his firm bid prices he will have 
to pay the other 15 percent. 

We have also allowed a payment on his plant and equipment, such 
as the mixing plant and the cableways after they are delivered to the 
job and after he has shown he has paid for them and then we pay 
him 85 percent to help in his financing. That will be about $4 million 
in the next couple of vears. 

Mr. JENSEN. What machinery? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Of the total cost of the machinery at the job. As 
he pours the concrete in the dam which will be a year later than that, 
we deduct a certain amount of dollars per yard of concrete of his 
bid price and we recover those costs. 

Mr. Ranaut. You give him an advance on the job. 
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Mr. Dexnermer. That is correct, to avoid his carrying that $4 
million or $5 million of financing at high interest rates, and we think 
that we save at least 5 percent. of that $4 million or $5 million by that. 

Mr. Jensen. You get all of it back? 

Mr. Dexuermer. We get it all back. 

Mr. Jensen. With no interest ? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. With no interest. 

Mr. Razsaut. Do you feel in making that type of a contract that 
they take into consideration the interest that they would save if they 
had to finance through a loaning agency and they reflect that in 
their bid? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir, and I think we save about 5 percent on 
the cost of that money over a period of 4 or 5 years. 

Mr. Raspavutr. And you don’t have a jam up on the job as a result 
where someone else could hold them up? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. In effect when we pay for that equipment, we 
have title to it. They have to show clear title to it before we pay 
them. We think it makes a substantial saving and that that alone 
would save us millions and millions of dollars on this project. 

Mr. Ragpavut. As long as I have been here I never knew that before. 
I don’t think the idea is bad. 

Mr. Dexnermer. We have been doing work of this type for a good 
many years and I have been both on the construction end and the 
contracting end and as well as my present position, and I worked 
quite slants with the representatives of the Associated General Con- 
tractors of America and we worked these things out together. 

With pardonable pride I think we are way ahead of any other 
Government agency in handling these things and saving costs. 

Mr. Rasavt. Is there any movable machinery that could be moved 
away ¢ 

Mr. Dexuermer. It could be moved away but we don’t make loans 
against trucks and items of that type. 

Mr. Rasaur. The motorized wheelbarrows, for instance. 

Mr. Dexnetmer. No. There is some equipment such as tractors 
and the heavy, big Euclid trucks that they would use for hauling 
excavation. 

Mr. Rapavut. Under this system you would have a right to hold 
them there ? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. That is right. In effect we have title to them when 
we pay forthem. They cannot move them. 

Mr. Jensen. In the event the contractor has a loss on the job, would 
you then in any way, shape, or form stand to lose on this sort of an 
arrangement ¢ 

Mr. Dexnetmer. No; that is his loss unless it is something that we 
changed in the way of plans or changed conditions that are provided 
under the standard form of Government contract. Then, of course, 
we make an appropriate adjustment for those changes. 

Mr. Jensen. Most of these contractors finance their own machinery 
and all that stuff; don’t they ¢ 

Mr. Dexuetmer. Most of them do; yes, sir. There is a problem 
here of $4 million or $5 million worth of equipment that has to be 
in that job and they wouldn’t get their money out except if we paid 
for it in excavation or the tunnels or the dam or the concrete. For 
example at Hoover Dam when we built that back in 1932 the contractor 
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there, because we did not make such a provision, put an unbalanced 
bid on the tunnel excavation which in effect did the same thing for 
him, financed his equipment. 

Mr. Jensen. Let me ask you another question. I think it was about 
10 years ago when we discovered that the Bureau of Reclamation was 
holding back 10 percent of the cost of a project until the project was 
completed and turned over to the Government. 

Mr. Dexuerimer. That is correct. We do that on all contracts. 

Mr. Jensen. Now then we discovered that the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion at that time had spent all of that 10 percent on other projects. 
So that they have been getting an appropriation of 110 percent in- 
stead of 100 percent for every project that we had been appropriating 
for many years and it amounted to millions and millions of dollars. 
We discovered that they had spent this 10 percent that they were 
holding back on other contracts as they saw fit. And so we wrote 
language into a bill which provided that they had to get all of that 
10 percent back in each project as was originally intended out of the 
funds that we appropriated and we did not take into consideration 
the 10 percent. We simply made them pay out of the money that was 
appropriated and refunded on these projects. If you will go back 
in the record you will find we had quite a hassle on that thing. It 
was completely out of order and was not authorized by any law. It 
was simply an arbitrary action that the Bureau had taken and it 
incensed the committee no end. 

I hope nothing like that is going on today. 

Mr. DexHermer. I happened to be on the other end of that where the 
contractors were short trying to make these adjustments, and I am 
well aware of what happened and I assure you that that was what I 
would call inadequate bookkeeping on the part of some people. 

Mr. JENSEN. I hope you don’t just call it inadequate bookkeeping, 
Mr. Dexheimer. Pretty smooth trick to get an extra 10 percent ap- 
propriated by the Congress of the United ‘States when we thought we 
were appropriating 100 percent and we found that we were appro- 
priating 110 percent. 

Mr. DexHermer. We can't do it now and we have adequate controls 
to see that we don’t. 

Mr. JENsEN. It was the darndest thing that I think I ever saw a 
department of Government do. 

Mr. Rasavt. There is none of that here, is there? 

Mr. Jensen. What were the actual bids on Glen Canyon as compared 
to the engineers’ estimates ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. The low bid, apparent low bid on the first opening, 
without having the bids checked you understand and we just opened 
them yesterday, was the Merritt-Chapman & Scott Co. with a low 
bid of $107,955,122. The other bids were above that. The engineers’ 
estimate was $135 608,170. 

Mr. JENsEN. And your low bid was how much ¢ 

Mr. Dexter. $107,955,000. 

Mr. JeNsEN. How did the engineers’ estimate compare to that in- 
cluded in the projec t estimate given to the Congress ¢ 

Mr. DexueErmer. The engineers’ estimate is a little bit higher be- 
cause costs have gone up due to rises in steel prices since that other 
estimate was made, but this estimate was still within the overall esti- 
mate for the project and for this item. 
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a JENSEN. A little bit, you say. What would you say, percentage 
wise 

Mr. Dexnetmer. I think if I recall the part of the estimate that was 
involved, we gave you an estimate for the overall Glen Canyon Unit 
of $421 million. With the adjustment that was made this year, taking 
the transmission line costs out of that it brings it down to $300 million 
for the Glen Canyon Dam and powerplant alone, and that part of 
it that this estimate and bid represents, our engineers’ estimate now is 
a little bit higher, I think about $8 million higher than the part of it 
that is represented in that $300 million. 

But I call your attention to the fact that the low bid for that type 
of work is almost 20 percent below that. So we are very delighted 
with the bids we opened yesterday. 

Mr. Jensen. You check the figures you have just quoted and will 
you supply the more exact figures for the record? It may be your 
figures are pretty exact, but there might be a discrepancy. I would 
like to have the best figures that you possibly can supply for the record. 

Mr. Dexnuetmer. In this document here, Mr. Jensen, I think we have 
it. Our estimate that is included in the justification for Glen Can- 
yon Dam for this sort of work would be $121,681,000 as against the 
low bid of $107,995,000. 

Mr. JENSEN. Just a couple more questions and then I am through, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Razsavr. All right. 


ESCALATOR CLAUSE 


Mr. Jensen. What escalator clauses are provided under the present 
specifications and what proportion of the cost of labor, material, and 
equipment does that cover? 

Mr. Dexnermer. For the Glen Canyon Dam under this contract ? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. Supply them for the record. 

Mr. Dexuermer. All right, sir. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


PROVISIONS OF THE ESCALATOR CLAUSE IN SPECIFICATIONS FOR GLEN CANYON DAM 


The specifications covering construction of Glen Canyon Dam provide that 
the contractor will bear all increases in labor costs up to May 31, 1959, the date 
on which the present Arizona master labor agreement expires. The clause 
provides that for all work performed after that date the Government will pay 
85 percent of that part of the contractor’s labor costs which are in excess of 
the costs he would have had to pay, based on the wage rates set forth in the 
specifications. A copy of the pertinent specification’s clause is set forth below. 

It is estimated that the on-site labor involved in the construction of the Glen 
Canyon Dam will amount to about 14 percent of the total cost of the unit. The 
escalator clause quoted below will apply only to the on-site labor element of 
the job and not to the contractor’s other costs due to equipment, materials fur- 
nished, overhead, insurance, etc. ' 


ESCALATION PROVISION FROM BUREAU OF RECLAMATION SPECIFICATIONS 
No. DC-4825 CoveRING CONSTRUCTION OF GLEN CANYON DAM AND POWER- 
PLANT 


19. Adjustment for changes in cost.—All monthly estimates for payments, as 
provided for in Clause No. 7 of the General Provisions, made for work per- 
formed during the first full weekly pay period after May 31, 1959, and there- 
after, will be subjected to adjustment to compensate for changes either upward 
or downward in the amount of wages paid to laborers and mechanics. 
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The amounts due under the contract will be adjusted by the amount of 
eighty-five percent (85%) of the difference between the total amount of wages 
actually paid to laborers and mechanics employed under the contract or any 
construction subcontract, and the total amount of wages that would have been 
paid if computed at hourly base rates determined as follows: For any classi- 
fication of laborer or mechanic, the rate per hour to be used as a base for 
determination of the adjustment will be determined from the following sources 
in the order given: (1) from the rate per hour stated in Paragraph 16; if the 
rate cannot be so estabilshed, then (2) from the highest rate per hour for the 
classification as stated in any agreements in effect in the area and existing 
between labor unions or groups and contractors on the date of the contract; or 
(3) if hourly rates cannot be established from any of the above sources, then 
the average of the hourly rate paid for the first 6 months for the labor classifi- 
cation for work under this contract will be the basic hourly rate. 

In computing the adjustment in compensation to be made under this para- 
graph, illegal working time of laborers and mechanics; payments in the form 
of bonuses, incentive payments, or gratuities, subsistence payments, and travel 
allowances; and all costs of compensation insurance and other direct or indirect 
charges, contributions, or taxes, either State or Federal, applying to pay rolls 
will not be considered. 

For the purposes of this paragraph, the terms “Laborer and mechanic” is 
defined to include only those construction craft employees on the project who 
are engaged in actual productive construction work which tends toward the 
physical completion of the project and who are paid on an hourly basis, and 
does not include any class of foreman working or otherwise, leadman, super- 
visory, administrative, messhall, or nonmanual employee regardless of their 
duties, the manner in which they are paid, or pay roll designation. 

For use in computing adjustments the contractor shall furnish the con- 
tracting officer with certified copies of all pay rolls, including pay rolls of any 
construction subcontractor, showing the payments made to laborers and mechni- 
ics, and no adjustment will be made by reason of increased wages paid by any 
such subcontractor unless the contractor furnishes evidence satisfactory to the 
contracting officer that he agreed, as a part of subcontract negotiations, to re- 
imburse the subcontractor for the payment of such increased wages. From these 
pay rolls, the computation to determine the total amount of wages that would 
have been paid will be made by substituting the applicable hourly “base rates” 
for the hourly straight time rates actually paid. In the event the pay roll 
reveals that the total wages actually paid included compensation for overtime 
work computed at an overtime rate which was determined by applying a multi- 
plier to the straight time rate, the same multiplier will be applied to the appli- 
cable “base rate” and the resulting rate will be substituted for the overtime rate 
actually paid. 

No adjustment will be made, except for wages paid to laborers and mechanics, 
for work performed at the construction site. The construction site for the 
purposes of this paragraph is defined to be the general construction area, in- 
cluding the contractor’s camp, access roads, and railheads where materials are 
delivered by the contractor and/or the Government. 


INTERSTATE COMPACT AGREEMENT ON COLORADO RIVER 


Mr. JensEN. We have this agreement, this interstate compact on 
the Colorado River. In connection with the Colorado River annual 
streamflow figures, can you tell the committee what are the mandatory 
release requirements under the interstate compact and furnish it for 
the record? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. The Supreme Court is trying to decide that at 
the present time. We have a requirement in the 1922 compact that 
the States of the upper division will not deplete the flow of the Colo- 
‘ado at Lee Ferry below 75 million acre-feet in any 10-year period, 
plus the service to the Mexican Treaty, if any, from the upper basin. 

Mr. Jensen. That was not amended last year, was it? 

Mr. DexHermer. No, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. That was the original agreement? 
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Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir; the 1922 contract approved by the 
Congress. 
Mr. Jensen. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


LOANS TO CONTRACTORS TOWARD PURCHASE OF CERTAIN EQUIPMENT 


Mr. Ranaut. Going back to this partnership arrangement with the 
contractor, 85-percent loan toward the purchase of certain equipment 
in the beginning that we were taking up before, I want to say to my 
colleague that sort of partnership we could go for on this side of the 
table, helping out the contractor. If you get a reflection of it in the 
bid I think it is very good. It saves him paying a point or a per- 
centage under the tight-money situation and you give contractors 
with less banking contacts an opportunity to bid. I think it will be 
reflected eventually in lower bids. 

Mr. JenseN. In regard to this loan to the contractor, the thing that 
I think this committee and the Congress would be interested in is to 
know for sure that the Government is going to be protected against 
any loss by this favor which you give to the contractor. 

Mr. Dexuermer. I have a dozen attorneys looking at me on that. 

Mr. Jensen. We realize that the taxpayers are paying interest on 
this money that you help the contractors out with and which is interest 
free, and so there would be an intervening period there where the 
American taxpayer would be paying the contractor’s interest, so to 
speak. 

Mr. Dexuermer. On the contrary, these costs under this project, 
we charge interest during construction and that interest starts with 
the time when the Treasury advances us the money, so the taxpayers 
are not suffering. 

Mr. Jensen. All right; that explains it. 

Mr. Rapavct. In this particular instance they have been reflecting 
that in the bids; savings have been reflected in the bids below the engi- 
neers’ estimate ? 

Mr. Jensen. I will tell you what I like about it more than any- 
thing else. It gives the little contractor who has not got a mint of 
money back of him, but yet is a good, reliable contractor, a better op- 
portunity to get a contract, and to make a bid that would be more 
apt to be the low bid. 

Mr. Dextrermer. Yes, sir. 


SHOSHONE EXTENSION UNIT, WYOMING 


Mr. Rapsavutr. The next item is the Shoshone extension unit in 
Wyoming at $500,000. 
Put pages BR-104 through BR-108 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 
Mrssourt RIvER BASIN PROJECT 


SHOSHONE EXTENSION UNIT, WYOMING 


Location.—In Park and Big Horn Counties in northwestern Wyoming, be- 
tween the Shoshone and Greybull Rivers to the north and south, and Buffalo 
Bill Dam and Bighorn River on the west and east. 

Description.—The purpose of the unit under ultimate development is to provide 
a full water supply to 56,720 acres of new land and supplemental water to 46,300 
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acres, using facilities of the existing Shoshone project. The initial development 
proposed for construction at this time will be limited to 17,440 acres of new land 
and the supplemental water supply. Adequate storage capacity exists in Buffalo 
Bill Reservoir and in the Shoshone Canyon conduit to serve the requirements of 
this initial development. A portion of the water released from the conduit will 
be diverted to the canals and lateral systems of the Oregon-Basin-Dry Creek 
areas and the YU Bench areas. Excess capacity in the canals will permit use of 
water discharge into Greybull River on the lands which are in need of supple- 
mental water in Greybull Irrigation District. Development of the remaining 
39,280 acres of new land must await further water supply arrangements. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.40 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated total obligations____——_ 


RI I: Cid: A UUINES ti TN ion senses sca eeepc tipi () 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1957________ ee eee ee ee (¢) 
Ts CLOG, DMCAL FORT FO notte ocsa. ao at eaensnaiaaelaie 500, 000 
SE: GO CN ian seis sade entitle Selig epee aaa 46, 304, 000 


‘Financed from Missouri River Basin investigation program. 

On cost basis, the fiscal year 1958 program will total $492,200. The narrative 
justification which follows explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program and the 
relation of costs to obligations. 


Allocation of estimated total unit cost 
Reimbursable: 





irrivation........ sane nctdense ena cial toatsil tamabins ial cidilie op alent aan ean $47, 451, 111 
Recreation_________ Skee ete ese = chen tracers emathiie nebeabied: ae 8, 000 

SU COCRL, WOR occ ccccncdine Sass od all ddewedlaeeen 47, 459, 111 
Nonrenmbursapie: Fish- and - WeeeOsank«cunetsontiescusnnswenaeen 324, 989 
PONE Roy sancvs dace Cae a A ihe ec a as as a a 48, 084, 100 


Repayment of reimbursable costs 


ee Derigntians:. WRtee WHEE 6s deccncnnneendion sini Satictaieatasitae ema 8, 858, 250 
By basinwide power revenues_____-__--_-- = eiediy caeamarwas a caaaae nee aeeeaacie 38, 600, 861 
A toes aeons vite gapsarae daccta teen acento hee serbicw< nen ssiseeanmeltesnoae agin. ae 


Repayment costs per acre 


Federal irrigation investment per acre: * 


Te Fie Wt ict ecient nna eet $156. 00 

Repaid by basinwide power revenues_______..---.------.---_-_._ 681. 00 

Fe en ae raph se concn eo sant ra maison Rate 837. 00 
Annual water user charges: 

Citar etn, ad a ee ee el 3. 26 

Qneration and maintenance... 24066 ee ee ee 2. 84 

FE aii nebo aicatce on eh ages dicacecreans aicia it tiniest ideas Leese 6.10 


1 Based upon 56,700 irrigable acres of full-supply land. 


Repayment contracts.—The major portion of the land is Government owned 
and will be opened for settlement upon completion of the project. Formation of 
an irrigation district and negotiation of a repayment contract will be required 
of the settlers at a later date. 
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PHYSICAL DATA 











Feature Type Capacity | Length 
| 
Oregon Basin reservoir_........- Natural basin; no dam re- | 120,000 acre-feet !__....-.--.} 
Oregon Basin feeder canal_.....- quired. 600 cubic feet per second - -| 23 miles. 
Dry Creek Canal............... | Earth plus 4.28 mile of | 525 cubic feet per second. | 24 miles. 
Emblem Canal. ................ concrete lining. 171 cubic feet per second - -| 4.4 miles, 
Dry Creek Canal distribution | Earth plus 0.87 miles of | 20,090 acres_..............- 
system. concrete lining. | 


Coes Benen GP NN Eso he cn cdiccctckbcdodadscdulddadecdabsentec Fa te Sead 


ee ee bak ee eee | 292 cubic feet per second...| 24 miles plus 
Laterals: 
Or Tr CO dae digaruiiad D SR ONOR x. oc dccccuanece 
Bench. 
Upper Emblem Bench.....- aA I b RR OR ia hocsc nntcnns 


1 Conservation. 





Acres to be served. 


Oregon Basin-Dry Creek area: Acres 
I ee hicedicheldnern misuse ied r ~s) (Oy 
Neen ee eee eee ee oe et ile 2 2) ie BOO 

a Bais sit ih wth siedes hartndbnttlubieclila ee attaaes s. attal clavdnik shitas ae Re 

YU bench area: 

i aS ta ite eet abt aera ee 
I SO sae alesnlcnsneltan aunts nieve ckeashsscteb aekelinaamay shaxiedan ha 
SIE scthblinieheeh hasan Sk Act Be ee adsdek hades 12, 160 
Features not included in initial development : 
I is eet bindins a dassseaghiehile Lsebidiics, | Mee 
Deppeementa? Sapely (community) ..........-............ ee. §©6d, BO 
SIE EO Fish con dchCREMeR ecw nennieenedecenncands 43, 080 
a att icin donee ianiaail 108. 09 


Status.—As of June 30, 1956, the detailed studies of the Oregon Basin feeder 
canal, other portions of the Oregon Basin-Dry Creek and Yu bench areas, and 
the Polecat bench area were completed. The unit report was completed in fiscal 
year 1956, and the definite plan report on the Oregon Basin-Dry Creek and Yu 
bench area will have been completed by the end of fiscal year 1957. 


WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


Oregon Basin reservoir, $60,000.—Work will be initiated no plans and specifi- 
eations of the outlet works for construction in fiscal year 1959. 

Oregon Basin feeder canal, $373,000.—Detailed plans and estimates will be com- 
plete and contract awarded for construction in the spring of fiscal year 1958. 

Dry Creek-Emblem canals, $21,400.—Investigation will continue toward work- 
ing on detail plans in fiscal year 1959. 

Contribution to civil-service retirement fund, $11,400.—Initial year contribution 
to civil-service retirement fund. 

Adjustments, $26,400.—Adjustment of prior year investigation costs. 

Other expenditures and credits, $7,800.—Stores, equipment, etc., to be placed 
in cost in subsequent years as used. 
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Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1957 and 1958 Missouri River Basin 
project, Shoshone extensions unit, Wyoming 















































Estimated | Total to Program, | Program, | Balance to 
Program item total June 30, current budget complete 
1956 year 1957 year 1958 
} 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 
Oregon Basin-Dry Creek area: 
Oregon Basin reservoir --........-.-..- $1, 774, 000 $49, 400 $5, 000 $60,000 | $1, 659, 600 
Oregon Basin feeder canal-_...........- 5, 439, 000 180, 336 15, 315 373, 000 4, 870, 349 
Dry Creek-Emblem canals--.........-- 4, 199, 000 117, 000 9, 000 21, 400 4, 051, 600 
Dry Creek laterals-__- ...-| 1,612,000 45, 300 Qe iocnaccacouse } 1,561, 700 
Oregon Basin-Dry Cre ek drains. - 2, 131, 000 59, 400 OOO bcc 2, 065, 600 
General property- es 193, 000 GOR Bivccciewiincsaalannapadace 187, 500 
Features for Ore gon ‘Basin- Dry Creek 
area not wholly or partially included | 
in initial development__._.........-- 3, 218, 000 SR TED Rie Siecitatie tics ical 3, 128, 300 
YU Bench area: } 
Greybull River diversion...........-..- 354, 000 | 9, 800 Te, UE Deeeumenaamal 343, 200 
YU canal and lateral YU 26.7.........| 8,096,000 225, 530 TRACE Widcesdscteed 7, 855, 470 
YU Bench laterals__.._..--- .-------} 1,198,000 33, 400 S.G00 Ns istiienak 1, 161, 600 
A OOS GIO icics ces ose ocncstnns 735, 000 20, 600 MiGRP hee siisnnddack 713, 400 
a eee 86, 000 Re hcone<qnccdeabeneaedeahlan 83, 600 
Features in YU Bench area not in- 
cluded in initial development ‘ 384, 000 SR FEe Ba icedtscdsciatiddbass 373, 300 
Features in Polecat Bench-C hapman 
Bench area not included in initial 
development. - STi won aware 16, 904, 000 PY eee ee See ae 16, 533, 381 
Total construction costs ; .| 46, 323, 000 1, 219, 685 60, 315 454,400 | 44, 588, 600 
Contributions to civil service retirement 
fund ; s J ; EDO tencesaawanse ae: 11, 400 481, 700 
Transitional development__._.-.----- ----| 1, 268,000 }--...------- I 1, 268, 000 
ae a - | a | 
Total project costs... ............... 48, 084, 100 1, 219, 685 60, 315 465, 800 46, 338, 300 
\djustments- - ‘ I—1, 231, 941 —1, 247, 526 —60, 315 26, 400 — 500 
Total cost to appropriation. _......-- 46, 802, L 59 492, 200 46, 337, 800 
Other expenditures and credits oes = l, S41 7, 800 —33. 800 
Total expenditures-_............--- “| 46, 804, ‘000 500,000 | 46, 304, 000 
Total obligations............--.----- | 46, 804, 000 500,000 | 46, 304, 000 
Method of financing: Funds required..._-- | catcstendeee 500, 000 46, 304, 000 








Mr. Razavt. On the priority list that you have already put into 
the record, you put this project last because of the lack of local interest. 
Should this estimate be dropped or deferred at the present time? 

Mr. Dexuermmer. We think it should be daketol Mr. Chairman. 
Because of the lack of local interest we are not prepared to go ahead. 

Mr. Razavut. In that connection we will insert in the record a com- 
munication received by the Committee. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


RESOLUTION OF LOVELL IRRIGATION DISTRICT, LOVELL, Wyo. 


Whereas the Bureau of Reclamation of the United States has completed pre- 
liminary engineering upon the Oregon Basin-Y-U Bench division of the 
Shoshone extensions unit in the State of Wyoming, and has recommended and 
is urging immediate construction thereof, and: 

Whereas the President of the United States has requested the sum of $500,000 
for such project in his current budget ; and 

Whereas such project is contrary to the best interests of the United States 
of America, the State of Wyoming, and particularly the rural and urban resi- 
dents of the Shoshone River drainage area: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by Lovell Irrigation District in meeting assembled this 5th day of 
February 1957, That they go on record as opposing the construction of the Oregon 
Basin-Y-—U Bench division of the Shoshone extensions unit in the State of Wyom- 
ing for the following reasons: 
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1. That said project is economically infeasible from the standpoint of cost for 
the reason that the estimated cost per acre of land to be reclaimed is in excess 
of $1,200 per acre. 

2. That there is no valid reason for placing new land under irrigation and 
cultivation at a time such as present when there is a surplus of farm crops and 
producing acreage is presently being withdrawn from production and placed 
in the soil bank. 

3. That it is unwise policy and contrary to the best interests of the present 
water users on the Shoshone River to construct reclamation projects which 
necessitate the removing of water from the Shoshone River drainage area which 
will not return after use but will instead be diverted to the Greybull River 
drainage area. 

4. That it is unwise policy and contrary to the best interests of the affected 
water users in any given area for the Bureau of Reclamation to plan and 
engineer projects which require the diversion of irrigation water frem one 
water drainage area to another such as is proposed in the Oregon Basin-Y-U 
Bench division of the Shoshone extensions unit and further unperfected plans 
to replace the water so diverted from the Clark’s Fork River drainage area 
which is partially in Montana. 

5. That it is to the best interest of the United States and the citizens of the 
States and areas involved that projects of any kind or nature planned by the 

Sureau of Reclamation be made available to public information at all times 
and during all stages of such planning rather than the Bureau of Reclamation 
expending large sums of money on preliminary planning and engineering and 
withholding such plans from the public; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be enrolled upon the records of this 
organization and copies thereof sent to the members of the Senate and con- 
gressional committees having proper jurisdiction of the matter. 

LOVELL IRRIGATION DISTRICT, 
By Epwarp Dorrr, President, 

Attest: 

BRowNIE J. Brown, 
Vice President. 


TRANSMISSION DIVISION 


Mr. Razaut. We will go to the next project, the “Transmission 
division,” $8 million. 

Put pages BR109 through BR115 in the record. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


MrIssourI RIver BASIN PROJECT—TRANSMISSION DIVISION 


Location.—The Transmission division of the Missouri River Basin project 
includes the necessary facilities required to carry to market the power gen- 
erated by powerplants of the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion in the basin. This power market now includes North Dakota, South Da- 
kota, Nebraska, and portions of Montana, Wyoming, Colorado, Minnesota, and 
Iowa. 

Summarized financial data 


i eo eulasienvtinathbnemtensndiséivan eo ereoebunt $297, 620, 170 
IN I INI SEUUN,  icens cnet csc empeep ain mais sganionin iene 93, 395, 969 
EE ERREROEEE, TOOL DORE TUE cccccmcnennaseansiinonsenanwnn 7, 365, 134 
ES I SS Be, EE a a ee 8, 680, 000 
I a cenit wast anntnimeiiniibieiemsil .--. 188,179, 067 


On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program will total $8,675,443. The nar- 
rative justification which follows explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program 
and the relation of costs to obligations. 
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Change in total projeet costs and obligations 


} 
Cost | Obligations 





| 
Fiscal year 1957 congressional justification... ................---.---.-----..-- $294, 563,018 | $293, 284, 536 
Fiscal year 1958 congressional justification --............-..- ------------| 208,498,035 | 297,620,170 
PNB di 2 osslli fied Ds hl hentia ase SE Sees | 3, 935, 017 | 4, 335, 634 

| | 


This increase is attributable to adjustments to reflect current field data, actual 
bid prices, changes in design, current cost data, changes in future transmission 
line requirements as a result of changing power demands, and contributions to 
the civil-service retirement fund. 


Allocation of estimated total project costs 


Relsburennte: power ones elokan sce. belei bes eee $298, 498, 035 


Repayment of reimbursable costs 


Reimbursable power costs included in basinwide system and re- 
paid by basinwide power revenue__ ~~~ ig aaanaaestien pip tinetit cules suis $298, 498, 035 


Physical data 


Feature Capacity | Length 
(miles) 


scdleceidsinea tiie dipencentptiagitdaginaniieneieains cpeepnsiciesiniantilentnentrtgalinnnaaeimiaiamaa aaa, 
ORE Oi ic3 Shon ctcdonnqsncsis oi calt) ME eweiiess 55 a eese | 3.5 
SED RTO on epee nnda a 13. 17 
eT EE nine: captonennoak 208. 50 
| 115.0 kilovolts.....-..- 2, 568. 10 
| 230.0 kilovolts........-.-- adh 
| 


1, 816. 95 


Substation (75) !..........- 2,264,333 kilovolt-amperes -..}........-..- » 


ee Me : - i 


1 Excludes several minor substation, minor low-voltage transmission lines identified as REA ‘‘Taplines, 
etc.,”” and ““Transmission lines and substations (future).’’ 


Status.—Construction of transmission facilities began in November 1947. As 
of June 30, 1956, the Bureau had completed the transmission lines and substa- 
tions initially required to interconnect the main stem powerplants and to deliver 
Missouri River Basin power to load centers. The small colored map shows in 
grey these completed facilities. During fiscal year 1957 the Bureau will have 
under construction transmission lines and substations that will be required as 
additional power is brought into production in the Missouri River Basin. These 
facilities are shown in blue on the map. 


WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


East River, 8S. Dak., 115-kilovolt transmission lines and 115 and 230-kilovolt 
substations, $745,000.—Provides for completion of initial 230-kilovolt additions 
to Sioux Falls substation to provide terminal facilities for the Utica Junction- 
Sioux Falls 230-kilovolt transmission line. Invitations will be issued and supply 
and construction contracts awarded for construction of 41.8-kilovolt additions 
to Summit substation. This construction will provide an additional point for 
delivery of power to the Ottertail Power Co. 

Fort Randall-Siour City 230-kilowatt transmission line and substation, $524,- 
000.—The program provides for completion of construction of the 75,000-kilovolt- 
ampere addition to Sioux City substation to provide a 161-kilovolt intercon- 
nection with the Iowa Public Service Co. The installation of a 230-kilovolt air 
break switch in the Fort Randall-Sioux City 230-kilovolt line at Utica Junction 
will be completed this fiscal year. 

Big Bend-Watertown-Granite Falls 230-kilovolt transmission lines and substa- 
tion, $335,000.—Construction of additions to Granite Falls substation to provide 
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a 69-kilovolt delivery to the Rural Cooperative Power Association will be com- 
pleted. Contracts will be awarded for additional switching equipment and 
reactors preparatory to installation next fiscal year for the terminal facilities of 
the Fargo-Granite Falls 230-kilovolt line. 

Utica Junction-Sioug Falls 230-kilovolt transmission line, $1,540,000.—Provi- 
sion is made for substantial supply and construction contract earnings and for 
the continuation of acquisition of right-of-way. Contracts will be awarded for 
stringing conductor and overhead ground wire. The installation of a 230-kilovolt 
air break switch at Utica Junction will be completed. 

Jamestown-Fargo 230-kilovolt transmission line and substations, $485,000.— 
Stage 02 of the Fargo substation which furnishes additional capacity for the 69- 
kilovolt circuit will be completed. Stage 04 of this substation, consisting of addi- 
tional transformer capacity and voltage control equipment, will be well started 
with acquisition of equipment being the major accomplishment. Award of the 
construction contract will be made late in the year. 

Fargo-Grand Forks 115-kilovolt transmission line and substation, $85,000.— 
This program provides for completing stage 01 of the Grand Forks substation, 
including record drawings and closing out contracts. 

Dawson County-Bismarck 230-kilovolt transmission line and substation, 
$850,000.—Specifications will be issued and contracts awarded for furnishing 
steel towers und for constructing footings and erecting towers on the line. Ac- 
quisition of right-of-way is provided for. 

Fargo-Granite Falls 230-kilovolt transmission line and substations, $2,- 
027,000.—Construction of footings and erection of towers on the line will continue. 
Contracts will be awarded for furnishing and stringing conductor. Acquisition 
of right-of-way for the line will continue. (This item was formerly called Fargo- 
Benson-Granite Falls 230-kilovolt transmission line and substations. ) 

Taplines, substations and equipment to serve REA and other customers, $1,- 
014,234.—Provides for continuation of work involving installation of metering 
and other equipment and construction of substations, substation additions and 
taplines required to meet increased power demands. 

General property, $469,585.—Completion of acquisition of tie line load and 
frequency control equipment and installation of this equipment has been provided 
for. Acquisition of VHF communication equipment for the Montana and North 
Dakota systems tie and AM radio equipment for Jamestown Substation has been 
provided, as well as additional operation and maintenance equipment to meet the 
requirements of an expanding system. Preliminary planning for the multichannel 
microwave radio communication system is also provided for. The program also 
provides for collection of design data for extension of the VHF radio system from 
Granite Falls to Fargo and the procurement and installation of communication 
fucilities, to serve the Bighorn Canyon area in Wyoming. The construction of 
the power system dispatching office at Watertown will be initiated in the fiscal 
year. Funds are also programed for minor supply contracts on carrier current 
and telemetering additions to the transmission system. 

Transmission lines and substations (future), $55,300.—This represents distribu- 
tion from investigation costs. 

Contribution to civil-service retirement fund, $108,000.—Initial year contribu- 
tion to civil-service retirement fund. 

Reconductoring Greeley-Beaver Creek transmission line, $365,000.—This pro- 
gram provides for the preparation of final plans and specifications, award of con- 
tract and contract progress payments for the reconductoring of 65.3 miles of 115- 
kilovolt transmission line. 

Adjustments, $72,324.—Represents nonappropriation transfers of equipment, 
service facilities, and other cost adjustments. 

Other expenditures and credits, $4,557.—Net increase in stores financed from 
fiscal year 1958 funds the cost of which will be distributed to permanent prop- 
erty in subsequent years. 
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Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1957 and 1958— Missouri River Basin 
project, transmission division 


Program item | 
(1) | 


CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 
East River South Dakota; 115-kilovolt 
transmission lines and 115-kilovolt and | 
230-kilovolt substations 
Oahe-Midland-Rapid City, 115-kilovolt 
transmission line and substations .| 
Garrison-Oahe-Fort Randall, 230- kilovolt 
transmission line and substations | 
Fort Randall-Sioux City, 230-kilovolt 
transmission line and substation 5 


| Estimated | Total to | Program, | 

total | June 30, | current 
1956 | year 1957 

(2) | (3) | (4) 

. a ee ha a 

| 

| | 

$19, 762,956 |$12,111,168 | $656, 511 

5,720,108 | 4, 261, 364 | 9, 519 | 

18, 730, 172 | 17, 293, 263 | 53, 173 | 

15,411,597 | 7,913,702 368, 105 | 


Big BKend-Watertown-Granite 
kilovolt transmission lines 
tion. - - 


Falls, 230- | 
and substa- 


sie . .| 21, 440, 000 7,859,139 | 1,661,472 | 
Utica Junction-Sioux Falls, 230-kilovolt | | 
transmission line - al «. RE Tacneceen 540, 000 
Central North Dakota, 230-kilovolt and | 
115-kilovolt and 69-kilovolt transmission | | | 
lines and substations _| 12, 426, 765 | 12, 292, 912 17, 453 | 
Jamestown-Fargo, 230-kilovolt transmis- | | 
sion line and substations > 13, 658, 000 4, 946, 372 | 597, 628 
Edgeley-Groton, 115-kilovolt transmission | | | 
lines and substations - - - - ----| 1,047,000 | 960, 786 | 39, 514 | 
Fargo-Grand Forks, 115-kilovolt trans- | 
mission line and substation-..._- | 2,862,000 | 408,203 | 1,219,797 | 
Dawson County-Bismarck, 230-kilovolt | 
transmission line and substations........| 7,617,000 | 2,000} 124,000 | 
Fargo-Granite Falls, 230-kilovolt trans- | | | | 
mission line and substations -| 9,140, 000 | 10, 190 | 800, 000 
Bismarck-Jamestown, 230-kilovolt trans- | | 
mission line No. 2 and terminal facilities.; 3, 934,000 1,000 |__ sae 
Garrisoa-Devils Lake-Grand Forks, 230- | | 
kilovolt transmission lines and substa- | j | 
a 9, 939, 000 |___. Hod : 
Canyon Ferry- East Helens a, transmission j | | 
lines and Crow Creek substation - _---.-- | 376,152 | 364,688 |. : 
Alcova-Boysen-Lovell-Garland, 115-kilo- | 1 | 
volt and 69-kilovolt transmission lines | | 
and substations-- oan .| 4,414,993 | 4,063, 048 | 48, 734 | 
Lovell-Yellowtail, 115-kilovolt transmis- | 
sion line_......-- EERO A ie 793, 676 | 665, 480 | i Na al | 
Alcova-Gering, 115-kilovolt transmission | | | | 
line_- | 2,180,000 | 1,786,927 | 393, 073 
Aleova-Fremont, 115-kilovolt transmission | 
dis iaetOl osncieh oth niansennshbind -— 169, 000 36, 959 132, 041 | 
Gavins Point-Belden, 115-xilovolt trans- 
mission line and Belden substation | 
(switching only) -.-- : = 553, 000 | 536,676 | 8,000 |_ 
Fort Randall-Grand Island, 230-kilovolt | 
transmission line and substation_........| 7, 926,300 95,009 |_......____.] 
Fort Randall-O’Neill, 115-kilovolt trans- | 
mission line and O'Neill substation | 
(switching only) _- acuctuct < SORO08 557, 059 | 2,941 |__ 
Completed lines and substations... ...| 9,318,294 | 9,318, 204 |_. sai 
Taplines, substations and equipme nt to 
serve REA and other customers | 10, 348, 645 | 4, 097, 347 1, 815, 993 | 
General property. J ..| 6,582,322 | 2,338,801 | 1905, 383 
Future electrical facilities. --+------|109, 524, 365 | 185, 923 | 65, 000 | 
Total construction cost -- -- a 296, 795, 335 | 92,106,319 | 9, 558, 337 | 
Contribution to CSR fumd...........-.-..| 1,267,700 |_...-....- a 
Reconductoring Greeley-Beaver Creek | 
transmission line - - --- acanel 435, 000 ai 
Total project cost_....- 298, 498, 035 | 92,106,319 | 9, 558, 337 | 
Adjustments... ...... «| —901, 279 |—1,034,496 | —278, 102 | 
Total cost to appropriation -___._....-|297, 596, 756 | 91,071, 823 9, 280, 235 
Other expenditures and credits - - — 23, 414 445, 444 - 36, 399 
Total expenditures - - |297, 620,170 | 91, 547, 267 ), 243, 836 
Undelivered orders. -.-.-- 1, 878, 702 |—1, 878, 702 |- 
Total obligations- - ...----------}297, 620, 170 | 93, 395, 969 7, 365, 184 | 


Method of financing: | 
Allocation of appropriation, fiscal year 
1957. ; 
Application of prior year funds 
Balance available in subsequent ye: ars. 
Contributions 
Funds required... 





2, 750, 000 
5, 284, 134 
— 680, 000 
‘ 11, 000 | 
a a 


' Includes funds for initiation of construction of Watertown a ate iia facilities. 


91488—-57——- 61 


' Balance to 


Proeram 


budget complete 
year 1958 
(5) (6) 


$745, 000 


$6, 250, 277 


VIE _....| 1,449, 225 

_.-| 1,383, 736 

524, 000 | 6, 605, 790 

335,000 | 11, 684, 389 

1, 540, 000 | 280, 000 

EAS 4 16, 400 
| 

485,000 | 7, 620, 000 

webapeipbwenual 46, 700 
| 

85, 000 1, 149, 000 

850, 000 6, 641, 000 

2,027,000 } 6, 302, 810 

ae 3, 933, 000 

= a 9, 939, 000 
| 

Maa 11, 464 

— | 303, 211 

shoes ae | 128, 187 

Spins Saaes Ri dbabsdecae 
| 

----+------| 8, 324 

ath. the | 7,831, 291 

1,014,234 | 3,421, 071 


469,585 | 2,868,553 


55, 300 | | 109, 218, 132 
8, "130, ‘119 | 187, 000, 560 
108, 000 | 1, 159, 700 
365, 000 70, 000 
8, 603, 119 | 188, 230, 260 
72, 324 | 338, 995 

8, 675, 443 | 188, 569, 255 
4, 557 | — 390, 185 


8, 680, 000 I 188, 179, 067 


cosetes one 


crate ; 


188. 179, 067 


8, 680,000 | 


‘Sete to. 


8, 000, 000 | 188, 179, 067 
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Mr. Rasavt. The only new line of any consequence is from Bismarck 
to Dawson County. Why is it needed? 

Mr. Cuinron. Mr. Chairman, this is a part of the line that we talked 
about yesterday, the 230-kilovolt line from Fort Peck to Dawson 
County. This is the other section of it which extends to Bismarck to 
interconnect the second powerplant at Fort Peck with the main stem 
system. 

Mr. Jensen. There won’t be any power flowing over this proposed 
line for how many years? 

Mr. Cuinton. The Corps of Engineers schedule is to have the first 
unit on the line in January of 1961. 

Mr. JENSEN. It doesn’t take long to build a transmission line. In 
my opinion you are premature on this request. I am not objecting 
to the line, you understand. 

Mr. Rasaut. Why do you need it at this time ? 

Mr. Curnton. I would like to explain that, Mr. Chairman. We 
touched on it yesterday. We should be in a position to advertise for 
bids next winter and award the contract next spring. The contractor 
is to furnish steel and the delivery times on steel now are about 10 
months. So he will not get his steel until the spring of 1959. 

He should have his footings in by the time he gets his steel. He has 
the working season of 1959 to erect the steel towers. That leaves only 
the working season of 1960 to string the conductor. From our ex- 
perience in the past in the lines we built in North Dakota and South 
Dakota it came out on this schedule. This is over 200 miles of line 
to be built between now and the fall of 1960. 


SOLOMON DIVISION, WEBSTER UNIT, KANSAS 


Mr. Rapsavut. We now have the Webster unit at $1 million. Put 
pages BR-116 through BR-120 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


MissourrI RIVER BASIN PROJECT, SOLOMON DIVISION, WEBSTER UNIT, KANSAS 


Location.—In north central Kansas along the South Fork of the Solomon River 
in Rooks and Osborne Counties. Webster Dam, the principal feature, is 1 mile 
east of the town of Webster in Rooks County. Project lands extend from a point 
approximately 1 mile east of Woodston to a point approximately 6 miles east of 
Osborne, all on the north side of the river. Woodston diversion dam is located 
2 miles west of Woodston. 

Description.—Consists of Webster Dam and Reservoir with a 260,700 acre-foot 
eapacity, the Woodston diversion dam, and the Osborne canal, laterals, and drains, 
which will serve 8,500 acres of irrigable land, extending from 1 mile east of 
Woodston along the north side of the river to approximately 6 miles east of 
Osborne. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.15 to 1.0. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated total obligations__...._...______ sid ie ee aa _ $16, 348, 700 
Total -obugations to dune 80, 1066... =.—..--............... i 11, 327, 125 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1957____-___ oneness eee ox 823, 375 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1968...................-...-. aanmack 1, 000, 000 
MOD CO ala a hs Sin wetnicwennctee Ss 3, 198, 200 


On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program will total $1,020,000. The narrative 
justification, which follows, explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program and the 
relation of costs to obligations. 
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Change in total project costs and obligations 


Costs Obligations 
i : r enmnimsiitianininainisiia a ——|—- r ns 
1957 congressional justifications iddiinn deities radages ian caine el | $17, 123, 000 | $16, 973, 163 
SORES TRIIEEIINS 5 60 ceccthnntseddswtdedsbicnntiiiastcnudinaee 16, 549, 200 16, 348, 700 
ee ee se te 
NN eS 28 cis tnd me cebe denne aetna ini sitibie tip mrnites meas | 573, 800 624, 463 


| 

The tota! estimated cost of the Webster unit has been decreased from $17,123,- 

000 to $16,549,200. This change resulted from change of plan, eliminating land 

south of the river and substituting land requiring pump turnouts on the north 

side of the river, reduction of contingencies on Webster Dam, and provision for 
the contribution to the CSR fund. 


Allocation of estimated total project cost 
Reimbursable : 


Irrigation ~___-_ sce aise ad escent ta Stic te deal an iain ene 
EI oo sn coc mp inns ta on ents Gren reas edie ee ecaetans aabtnionatoee 43, 000 
Subtotal______-- 3 j StS debeas Ad ae 


Nonreimbursable: 


BE ON ict an aiescptitinniipc nc tepgeistiantaiace qian hetametoanmierenanaad: Samet 7, 778, 000 
Fis Be WHGINS 2a ee cececucuen si cciaiifesh Icsicas slaonlianeiciaisvnniiiltahiteinjummnsdadie ae 16, 000 
Subtotal_____-- sinc adsl ip hn a dig cs ase eaielaelca ee 
PN a li cb ecg ale cages umeeestee anllameaaem anaensaaee 16, 549, 200 


Repayment of reimbursable costs 


By irrigation water users és : ; ____ $1, 872, 000 
Repaid by surplus basinwide revenues____....---~~-- bilge A aee haste Pe 


Re ose tte a on eee eater Ee 
Repayment costs per acre 


Federal investment per acre: 
To be repaid by water users ’ ' i $162. 00 
To be repaid by surplus basinwide revenues o 863. 00 


Total ; eat 2 ‘ ’ . saree 1, 025. 00 
Annual water user charges: 
Construction 5 . Pat reese sia stints 4.10 
Construction and maintenance (current prices) ----.-_----___ 4. 00 
PUES, Seininkntakint pba EIS ivan ccbeecetsnn secede teadaeaaiial 8.10 


Repayment contracts.—Construction of purely irrigation features is dependent 
upon the organization of an irrigation district, which is now underway, and the 
execution of a repayment contract. It is anticipated that a repayment contract 
will be executed in fiscal year 1957. 


Physical data 


Feature Type Capacity Structural | Length 
height (feet) | 


| 


Webster Dam and Reser- | Earth fill 260,700 acre-feet 7 158 | 10,600 feet 
voir. 

Woodston diversion dam_| Concrete overflow_|.....-- slide halen tel 14 | 150 feet 

Osborne canal Earth .---| 161 cubic feet per second - - | 39.4 miles. 


Osborne laterals do Ree OP eee 24.2 miles. 
Osborne drains__- autantae ; ici ; ee wits Menbétinn ~-----| 34.3 miles, 
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{cres to be served 
Acres 
aeRO oe yh ew = ean _ 8, 500 
Supplemental supply__ rom lial ol - 0 


- 5, = cial i seule kaa, neti 8, 500 


Status.—Construction of Webster Dam was started in November 1952. As of 
June 30, 1957, the dam will have been completed. Construction will have been 
initiated on the Woodston diversion dam, and all field data will have been col- 
lected and preparation of plans and specifications well advanced on the first 
section of the Osborne Canal and laterals. Field data will be well advanced on 
the second section of the Osborne Canal and laterals. 


NN igs ies a 


WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


Woodston diversion dam, $297,845.—The program provides for continued con- 
struction of the Woodston diversion dam to completion. 

Osborne distribution system and drains, $699,955.—The prozram provides for 
the initial construction on the Osborne Canal and laterals, first section, and for 
the completion of collection of field data and starting the preparation of plans and 
specifications on the second section of the Osborne Canal and laterals and minor 
investigations on Osborne drains. 

Transitional development costs, $5,000.-—This amount is programed for settlers’ 
assistance costs. 

Contribution to civil service retirement fund, $17,200.—Initial year contribu- 
tion to civil service retirement fund. 

Other expenditures and credits, —$20,000.—Represents depreciation of equip- 
nent and service facilities acquired in prior years and scheduled to be distributed 
tu project features in fiscal year 1958. 


Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1957 and 1958—Missouri River 
Basin project, Webster unit, Kansas 


F 


Fstimated | Totalto | Program, Program, falance to 
Program iter total Tune 30, current budget | com; i “te 
1956 year LOST ear 1048 | 
() (2) 3 1 
| 
CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 
Webster Dam and Reservoir. - $11, 618, 000 |$11, 376, 403 $241, 597 i 
Woodston diversion dam_ | 647, 000 | 10, 030 | 339, 125 $297, 845 
Osborne distribution system and drains_. .| 4,049, 000 76, 733 223, 734 699, 955 $3, 048, 578 
General service equipment. -_-. | 87, 000 ; 87, 000 
Webster cooperative deve lopment. 42, 000 j-- 20, 000 22 0) 
Total construction cost. | 16, 443, 000 | 11, 463, 166 | 824, 456 997,800 | 3, 157, 578 
Transitional development cost_. 62, 000 8, 554 2, 600 5, 000 5, 84 
Contribution to civil service retirement | 
fund... : 44, 200 | 17, 200 | 27, 000 
Total project cost- . 16, 549, 200 | 11, 471,720 | 827, 056 1,020,000 | = 3, 230, 424 
Adjustments ___- ~200, 500 | 200, 816 | | 316 
Total cost to appropriation _- | 1), 348, 700 | 11, 270, 904 | 827, 056 1,020,000 | 8, 280, 740 
Other expenditures and credits _ - | 52, 540 | 20, 000 | 32, 540 
Total expe nditures_..- 1, 345, 700 11, 323, 444 827, 056 1, 000, 000 | 3, 198, 200 
Undelivered oicers- 3, 681 > 621 ' 
Total obligations. .-- 16, 348, 700 | 11, 327, 125 823, 375 1, 000, 000 %, 198, 200 
Method of financing: 
Allotment, fiscal year 1% 368, 000 
Prior year balance av: aila thie. 4 7 
Funds required. 1, 000, 000 198 200 
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Mr. Rapavur. Last year you estimated that a repayment contract 
would be executed in November of 1956. This year you say it will 
be executed in 1957. What is the story ? 

Mr. Domtny. We do now have a form of contract that has been 
agreed upon between the board of directors of the district and the 
Government and that contract will be voted on very soon. So we 
believe that this estimate here is a pretty valid estimate and that 
short of the farmers voting it down we will have a contract. We 
doubt very much that they will vote it down because they have been 
participating in the negotiations. 

Mr. RaxBaut. Have you actually started construction on any of 
the irrigation features ? 

Mr. Dominy. No; not on the irrigation features. 

Mr. Rasavt. Is this another case where we proceeded with a big 
investment before developing a repayment contract so that we are 
now in no position to bargain on repayment ? 

Mr. Domrny. This is another one of those dams that I mentioned 
yesterday that were included in the list that were put into the budget 
following that disastrous flood around Indianola, Nebr. in 1947 and 
has been working as a flood-control structure. 

Mr. Rasavut. Do you want to say anything further about this con- 
tract? 

Mr. Dominy. We are getting into an area where dryland farming 
is hazardous but has been practiced for several generations and it 
has taken some time for those people to determine to form a district 
and go into it on a group district. Many individuals in that general 
area are ready now and they have put down wells for the purposes 
of irrigation but when they have to get their neighbors together it is 
difficult to get the people lined up. 

Mr. Rasavut. What percentage of the majority that have something 
to say about it have indicated a willingness to go along with this 
project ? 

Mr. Dominy. There must be at least 50 percent of the lands and 
individuals that indicated interest in order to form this district. 

Mr. Rapavt. Is there strong opposition to it ? 

Mr. Domriny. The area covered by the present organization has been 
reduced by eliminating the areas that had been opposing it. 

Mr. Rapwaut. So the areas now to be considered are more or less 
favorable to it? 

Mr. Domrny. Yes, we believe they are. 

(The following was submitted later :) 


On April 24, 1957 a repayment contract was executed with the Webster Irriga- 
tion District under which costs allocated to irrigation for repayment by the 
water users as outlined in the fiscal year 1958 justifications will be returned to 
the United States. Accordingly, the fiscal year 1958 construction programs for 


the Bostwick division and Webster unit are now fully covered by repayment 
contracts. 


YELLOWTAIL UNIT, MONTANA-WYOMING 


Mr. Rapavut. We have next the Yellowtail unit in Montana-Wyo- 
ming, a $3,307,854 all carryover. 

Put pages BR121 through BR124 in the record. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 
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Missourrt River BAsINn PROJECT, YELLOWTAIL UNIt, MONTANA-WYOMING 


Location.—The Yellowtail Dam site is located at the mouth of the Bighorn 
‘Canyon, 45 miles southwest of Hardin, Big Horn County, Mont. 

Description—yYellowtail Dam will provide a reservoir with a capacity of 
1,875,000 acre-feet. The dam will regulate runoff for irrigation, flood control, 
power generation, and other uses. Storage allocations will include a minimum 
of 250,000 acre-feet to be used solely for fiood control, with an additional 9,000 
acre-feet as an operating margin allowance, and 250,000 acre-feet for joint use 
for flood control, irrigation, and power. Additional space of 358,000 is reserved 
for irrigation and power only, and the remaining 508,000 will provide dead stor- 
age for silt accumulation. All water releases except spillway discharges will 
be made through the powerplant which will have an installed capacity of 200,000 
kilowatts. 


Jenefit-cost ratio.—1.51 to 1.0. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated total obligations.__._._.._____—__ mes . $86, 062, 000 
Total obligations to June 30, 1956___.__..____________ soit ey 612, 146 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1957_._______- cua bol aud oe 80, 000 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1958____._________- —_ EEE es 3, 307, 854 


nd emaiburesio ara yinm as ght eb Ts 82, 062, 000 


On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program will total $2,152,854. The narra- 
tive justification, which follows, explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program and 
the relation of costs to obligations. 


Change in total project costs and obligations 


Costs Obligations 

1957 congressional justification................- Abba chbtddstods ketks daded | $95, 721, 000 $93, 246, 831 
1958 congressional justification.................-.--.--.- scigcs voveeeenee| 88, 952, 000 86, 062, 000 
Shi ehh ; ie 

tee ga ee ee 6, 769, 000 7, 184, 831 


The total estimated cost of the Yellowtail unit has been decreased from 
$95,721,000 to $88,952,000. The change is mainly the result of a refinement 
of quantities in the dam and equipment in the powerplant. The quantities and 
equipment in this estimate are based on specifications data. 


Allocation of estimated total project cost 





Reimbursable: 
SPPISOIOR LLU: oo RP oe ee etc ee eee ee 
Peet Ost. iG iain. acs ho eh ee 64, 335, 000 
cine icles neel a aa = lati gslag aka ae sania 500, 000 
Subtotal, reimbursable_______-._.___-__- ee ee _.. 8&3, 778, 000 
Nonreimbursable: 
Flood control __.-- aie a a eit aie lhl ach aoe isl il tigate 4, 839, 000 
I dill depldemaainenreiemnse 335, 000 
I, NII os ce cnarpnthen teach miicroeaameeniwin pate 5, 174, 000 





aise i tencatadebtienen nc cncinstncs: <b Asceninntiin hiarcase eas apes tinh cic lianas ees 88, 952, 000 
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Repayment of reimbursable costs 


OT, A iii cp p= cela nd cn pel iceland diahansnnciecmecancmeenpsiicakaa $64, 335, 000 
Dy irvine Waeer Usere. 88 nn a nh Ain c= ee 
By surplus other Missouri River Basin project revenues._____._---- 19, 443, 000 

SNR iicsta nai Winvbagineasbiidchttnt aucailbiea ecu cierdg bol aniapdaneamene 83, 778, 000 


Repayment contracts.—Repayment of this segment of the Missouri River Basin 
project power system will be accomplished from sales of electric energy under 
existing and forthcoming contracts with preference customers and private 
consumers within the period required by law. 


Physical data 











Feature tive Capacity | Height Reronait Length 
Yellowtail Dam and Reservoir_| Concrete arch__-....-_- | 1,375,000 acre-feet_____- 518 feet....| 1 1,445 feet. 
Yellowtail Afterbay Dam_____- Earth 8... .55.;.- | 1,650 acre-feet____.___- | 36 feet.....| 1,320 feet. 
Yellowtail powerplant_......... 4 50,000-kilowatt hy- | 200, 000 kilowatts. ..../............ ae 


droelectric units. 


es TN 6 ie... cn bal cdddamenaddednadiedainen ee ad aruiice Seine ess eer 


Wie see 








Status.—Construction funds were allotted in fiscal year 1956 but actual con- 
struction on the Yellowtail Dam was not initiated due to the inability of the 
Crow Indian Tribe and the Government to reach an agreement on the value of 
the right-of-way required for the dam located on tribal lands. 

In February of 1956 a petition for condemnation of the Crow tribal lands was 
filed in the United States district court of Montana. In January 1957 the district 
court ruled that the United States had authority to condemn Crow tribal lands. 
House Joint Resolution 2 and Senate Joint Resolution 12 have been introduced 
in the 85th Congress and would provide for a taking of the right-of-way and 
payment to the Indians. 

Early in fiscal year 1956 a contract was negotiated with the Wyoming Highway 
Department, which was then rebuilding Wyoming State Highway 14, to relocate 
the Bighorn River Bridge in the upper reservoir area consistent with reservoir 
operating elevations. As of June 30, 1956, this work was substantially completed. 
During fiscal year 1957 a minimum amount of design work continued preparatory 
to initiating construction in fiscal year 1958 as soon as right-of-way proceedings 
have progressed to the point where possession of the site can be obtained. 


WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


Yellowtail Dam and Reservoir, $1,435,700.—Construction will start on the 
Yellowtail Dam, as soon as right-of-way involving tribal lands permits possession 
of the site. Initial work will include a service road to the dam and excavation 
of the, diversion tunnel, spillway, and dam foundation. 

Yellowtail powerplant, $293,000.—Work will be started on the access road to 
the powerplant site at the base of the dam. Excavation work will be initiated 
for the powerplant foundation. 

Yellowtail switchyard, $15,000.—A start will be made on constructing an access 
road to the switchyard area in conjunction with the prime construction contract 
for the dam and powerplant. 

General property, $400,000.—Construction contracts will be awarded for access 
roads and minor items of equipment. 

Contribution to civil service retirement fund, $41,300.—Initial-year contribu- 
tion to civil service retirement fund. 

Adjustments, —$2,146.—Anticipated nonappropriation transfers. 

Other expenditures and credits, $1,125,000.—Represents the requirements for 
temporary and permanent residences, administration and service buildings for 
use during the construction period. The cost of these facilities will be distrib- 
uted to permanent property in future years. 
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Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1957 and 1958— Missouri River Basin 
project, Yellowtail unit, Montana-W yoming 









































} | 
Estimated ‘Total to Program, Program, | Balance to 
Program item total June 30, current | budget complet 
1956 year 1957 | year 1958 | 
(1) (2) (3) So. 1a ee 
CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 
Yellowtail Dam and Reservoir............ $62, 716, 000 | $1, 940, 888 $265, 000 $1, 435, 700 | $59, 074, 412 
Yellowtail afterbay dam................... 1, 506, 000 ie eee 1, 475, 135 
Yellowtail powerplant..............-...-.. 19, 672, 000 635, 579 10, 000 293,000 | 18, 733, 421 
Yellowtail switchyard.........----.-.----- 2, 498, 000 BN Ss oith ite | 15,000 | 2, 421, 809 
QR MORN 2 soso ccciccncsccccescccs 1, 341, 000 13, 134 10, 000 | 400, 000 917, 866 
Recreational developments-._.............- 626, 000 EE ta cocndineass aan 625, 000 
Total construction cost_..........-.- 88, 359,000 | 2,682,657} 285,000 | 2,143,700 | 83, 247, 643 
Contribution to civil-service retirement | | 
OM sh cece iS one 600016 ee oe 41, 300 551, 700 
ee | a — — ~—| — ae 
OIE cin cseceed cine peer ee 88, 952,000 | 2, 682, 657 285,000 | 2,185,000 | 83, 799, 343 
Sci cileetaiecaiateheriatraneiecctcdctvatieninasd —2, 890, 000 |—2, 360,055 }_........... —2, 146 —537, 799 
Total cost to appropriation...... ... 86, 062, 000 332, 602 285,000 | 2, 182, 854 | 83, 261, 544 
Other expenditures and credits......... eee itera ae 64, 544 | 10,000 | 1,125,000 | —1, 199, 544 
Total expenditures. ................. 86, 062, 000 397, 146 295,000 | 3,307,854 | 82,062, 000 
Venter etOR IIR sci oiittd in sce die cwéntcndsncdiscs 215,000 | —215,000 |_........-.- bpd da)i4cm 
Total obligations................--.. 86,062,000 | 612, 146 80,000 | 3,307,854 | 82, 062, 000 
Method of finaneing: ahh it 
Application of prior-year funds........|.....--....-|-.---------- 3, 387,854 | 3,307,854 |......- 
Balance available in subsequent year_.|_.._--...__- CS 2a <=§, 307, 804 |.......-. eee ETS 
amas SereO ai.) 5 Sadik ss A A i hie nccdabiees Riis. dAbbbins | 82,062,000 
| 





REPAYMENT OF IRRIGATION COSTS 


Mr. Razavr. You show costs of $18,943,000 allocated to irrigation 
on this project on page 122 of the justifications, but none of this is to 
be repaid by water users, according to the repayment plan on page 123. 
Please explain this. 

Mr. Cuinton. We have not gotten far enough along with the investi- 
gation and setting up irrigation districts to make a firm prediction 
as yet, Mr. Chairman, and how much will be paid by water users. 
That investigation is underway now. 

Mr. Rasavrt. Please explain the present status of the land acqui- 
sition and the right-of-way problem on this project. 

Mr, Dexuetmer. The Congress has before it a bill which would au- 
thorize the taking of the Crow Indian tribal lands, which amount to 
about 7,000 acres, for a payment of $5 million. A similar bill was 
vetoed by the President last year as being excessive in payment. 

I don’t know what the outcome of the present legislation may be in 
this session of the Congress. However, proceedings have been had 
in the district court of Montana in which the court has already deter- 
mined that the right of condemnation is in the United States to con- 
demn these lands even though they are Indian treaty lands. The time 
for trial to determine the amount to be paid has not yet been set by 
that court. We would anticipate that we might get a judgment from 
the court and a right of taking of those lands sometime within this 
year, this calendar year. 

Mr. Rasavt. It appears that the power revenues from the project 
will cover the cost of the power investment but add nothing to the 


net revenues for the Missouri Basin project for the first 50 years, and 
probably never. 
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Mr. Crinton. You are correct, Mr. Chairman. It will take all of 
the power revenues for the first 50 years to pay off the power invest- 
ment in the dam and powerplant. By leaving the power rate the same, 
the difference between total revenues and operation and maintenance 
costs after 50 years will be available for application on irrigation costs. 

Mr. Razavt. Is there an accumulation of interest that runs against 
the irrigation cost for that period ? 

Mr. Seleten. No, sir. 

Mr. Rasavur. How long will it take after 50 years to pay off the 
irrigation ? 

Mr. Cuinton. We do not have all of the irrigation cost put together 
yet, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rasavr. Put it on an estimate basis and put it in the record. 

Mr. Crinton. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapavt. Be sure to put the word “estimated” in there. 

Mr. Curnton. Yes, sir. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


EstTimMaTEp TIME ReQuireD To PAy Orr IRRIGATION Costs ALLOCATED TO POWER, 
YELLOWTAIL UNIT 


For the combined Yellowtail and Hardin units the allocation to interest-bear- 
ing commercial power, including a proportionate share of the transmission divi- 
sion, would be repaid, with 3 percent interest, by Yellowtail power revenues 
in a little less than 49 years. Using only excess power revenues from the Yellow- 
tail plant, the allocation of the two units to irrigation, ineluding the allocation 
of power to interest-free irrigation pumping that are in excess of the ability of 
the water users to repay, would be repaid in a little more than 15 years. How- 
ever, if excess power revenues from the entire Missouri River Basin project 
were applied to pay off the irrigation allocation to be paid by power, this re- 
payment could be accomplished in just a little over 1 year. 

Mr. Rapavr. In what respect, except long-range speculation, would 
the Missouri River Basin project be any better off with this project 
than it is without it? 

Mr. Curnton. Well, financially it would be about the same. The 
project would be as well off with it or without it. As far as the people 
in the valley are concerned, it does add the additional power installa- 
tion, makes that much more power available and provides the other 
services—flood control and irrigation. 

Mr. Rasavut. To what extent? 

Mr. Curnton. About 45,000 acres of irrigated land and 200,000 
kilowatts of power. 

IRRIGATION 


Mr. Rasavut. You haven’t any figures in here as to the irrigated 
lands. 

Mr. Curnton. No; they will not show up until you get the irriga- 
tion phase, the canal system, up to the construction stage. When. we 
submit the first budget for the construction of the irrigation facilities 
downstream, those figures will show up. 

Mr. Rasavut. The study should be made before that; shouldn’t it? 

Mr. Curnron. We have some preliminary studies that we can 


supply 
Mr: Rasavut. You make the statement it will take irrigation. Have 
you got the support for irrigation ? 
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Mr. Curnton. About 50 percent of the Indian land within the Crow 
Indian Reservation. The land outside of the reservation is privately 
owned and is being dry farmed now. 

Mr. Rapsavut. But what about the supporting of the irrigation? 
Will that go forth ? 

Mr. Crinton. We will not know that until we have completed our 
report on it and obtain the specific figures on what water will cost. 

Mr. Raravr. If there was no irri igation here, would you go ahead 
with this project anyhow ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. I think it would be well worthwhile for the flood- 
control and power benefits in general, and would be somewhat in the 

same category as some of these others which were built for the flood 
control, w rith the water stored in the reservoir for future irrigation 
which is now developing. We have not pursued this irrigation feature 
because we were not at all assured that we were going to build any- 
thing, and we are not yet. 

Mr. Jensen. What little power has developed in this land is just 
peaking power. It has to be firmed up. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. The main value of the power is for peaking within 
the Missouri system, and therefore it will be more valuable. 

Mr. Ranaut. What is the total of that figure on this project? Is 
it $82 million ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. $86 million. 

Mr. Razavut. Of which $4 million is for flood control; is that right? 

Mr. Dexuetmrr. $4,839,000. 

Mr. Rapavr. Roughly $5 million out of the whole thing is allocated 
to flood control. 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Razavr. You don’t know what the irrigation is? 

Mr. Dexnermer. The irrigation allocation is $18,943,000. 

Mr. Ranaut. But you don’t know if anybody wants it. There is no 
place here where the cost shows up for it. 

Mr. Dexnermer. We don’t know the costs until we know what lands 
we would serve, and we have not gone into detail on this because this 
project has been so long delayed over right-of-way. 

Mr. Dominy. The Hardin unit is in a high-risk dryland area. The 
only crops that can be denended upon at all, and that not a sure thing, 
is that under summer fallow conditions they grow one crop of wheat, 
and then when they get a series of dry years, which is not unusual, the 
crop is very small, so we believe over the long pull there is every likeli- 
hood that this good land will be put into irrigated agriculture. 

Mr. Jensen. Of course, we have a big surplus of wheat at the present 
time. 

Mr. Dominy. Yes; and if this land goes into irrigation it will not go 
into wheat because wheat is not a crop suitable under irrigated agri- 
culture. 

Mr. Jensen. What will that go into? 

Mr. Domriny. Sugar beets, alfalfa—— 

Mr. Jensen. And corn? 

Mr. Domtny. No; it is not corn country. They mignt nave some 
corn for silage. It will be lar gely livestock and seed crops, with sugar 
beets and potatoes, probably. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. We are not anticipating spending this money 
unless and until the Congress or the court decide how much we are 





r 
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going to pay for these Indian lands. If the bill before Congress passes 
and is signed, providing for $5 million payment to the Indians, we 
would not have enough money to do that. 
Mr. Rapavur. And which the President objected to the last time? 
Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir, he vetoed a similar bill last year. 


PAYMENT TO INDIANS 


Mr. Jensen. On this Indian thing, what position has the Depart- 
ment taken for the payment to the Indians? 

Mr. Dexuermer. The Department has taken the position that we 
offered them $1,500,000 which is entirely adequate, we think, for the 
rights that they might have in that area. In commenting on the 
legislation now before the Congress the Department said that if the 
Congress felt that it was justified for other reasons it might be will- 
ing to go as high as $2,500,000. ; 

Mr. JenseN. What do the Indians think about it? What do they 
ask ? 

Mr. Dexitermen. The Indians have maintained $5 million or noth- 
ing, so far as I know. 

Mr. JENseN. You are a long ways apart ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir. 


BENEFIT-TO-COST RATIO 


Mr. Ranavur. Now on this benefit-cost ratio, what factors combine 
to give the project a benefit-cost ratio of 1.51 to 1? 

Mr. Cirinton. That is a combination of the benefits for the three 
purposes to which we have allocated costs. 

Mr. Rapavct. If you left irrigation out of there it would be about 
1tol. 

Mr. Crrnton. It would reduce it considerably. You ean get an 
idea from the allocations of the cost. There is $19 million allocated 
to irrigation and $64 million to power. 

Mr. Ranaut. Yes; but where are the people that will take it? 

Mr. Curnton. We have no contract with them yet. 

Mr. Dexuermer. That is under the authorization of the Congress 
to build in the storage for future irrigation, as we have in some other 
projects in the Missouri Basin and the irrigation has in other cases 
developed a little later. 

Mr. Rapnavt. I should think under a situation like that that the cost 
benefit ratio should be figured without it, and if irrigation comes in 
it should be in too. 

Mr. Dexunermer. If we took the irrigation out we would have to 
reduce the size of the reservoir and the dam and not provide the 
space in that reservoir. We think that would be a mistake because 
we think the conservation of that water is very vital. 

Mr. Rasavt. Before anything is done on this we should know 
about the irrigation. 

Mr. Cuinton. We will have our planning work completed within 
a vear, Mr. Chairman. 

‘Mr. Ranaut. Please put a breakdown in the record to show the 
annual costs and the annual benefits which make up the benefit-cost 
ratio of 1.51 to 1. 
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Mr. Curnton. Yes, sir, we will do that. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


Breakdown of annual costs and annual benefits of Yellowtail unit 


Construction costs: 





Total estimated cost of construction of Yellowtail unit... $88, 952, 000 
Less cost of storage allocated to irrigation..._.........___- * —18, 943, 000 
Less 20 percent of the power investment allocated to irriga- 
il tat ee oe RA * —12, 867, 000 
eee Ie abhi ndcsddbintt hc cei ht hE) 57, 142, 000 
TROON, TIE, COMMER MET ad oii ci ceccccttcemetind mackie coianids “4 3, 491, 000 
UGE. EET OTRO SEP IIIIE Giese mir cacmnmanc ces 60, 633, 000 


Annual costs: 
Annual equivalent construction investment for 100-year 


period of analysis at 2144 percent interest_._........--~- 1, 656, 000 
Operation, maintenance, and replacement___-._.-_--------- 603, 000 
Ty PL see et kk ee bomen asic 1, 849, 000 


ORGAN ONE 6 hs iis bn elie ecrtinttd nsdn ce bo casns 4, 108, 000 


Annual benefits : 


niall conn tipiionsigeontien sgl te Met ih tedina taka Mdeones abl anaes See ate 5, 845, 000 
a se a ss costes echapemebuncsenentbubiogban 5 asia haces 210, 000 
I a a a cantina mdi ‘ 114, 000 
I aera nnnalin ani aine mers enine e 39, 000 
PON San RI a a ssh chp anae einen paces js 6, 208, 000 
Benefit-cost ratio=1.51. 
1 Irrigation costs and benefits are included in the benefited irrigation units. 


Mr. JENsEN. There has been no money spent up to date for con- 
struction on the Yellowtail; is that right? 

Mr. Dexuermer. That is right, not on the dam except for getting 
plans ready. 

Mr. JENsEN. You did spend some money running some transmission 
lines up there; did you not? 

Mr. Dexurtmer. We did build a transmission line with the idea 
it would be used on Yellowtail and we are leasing it to the power 
company for wheeling power from Montana into Wroming. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you still maintain that this benefit-cost ratio of 
1.51 to 1 holds at this time? 

Mr. Dexnermer. So far as I know, yes, sir, because we have had 
recent checks and our cost estimates are all right. 

Mr. Jensen. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Taser. I guess maybe I might have a question here. 

Mr. Rasavt. All right. 

Mr. Taper. How much power do you figure you will get out of this 
one? 

Mr. Cuinton. Two hundred thousand kilowatts. 

Mr. Taser. How big a dam is this? 

Mr. Dexuermer. A little over 500 feet. 

Mr. Taper. Five hundred feet high ¢ 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taper. How wide? 

Mr. Dexuerer. At the top the length is 1,400 feet. 
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ESTIMATED PRODUCTION OF ELECTRICAL ENERGY 
Mr. T\ner. How much electricity do you expect to get out of this? 

Mr. Dexnermer. I don’t believe we have that figure, Mr. Taber. 
We can supply it. 

Mr. Taper. How could you figure the benefit-cost ratio without 
having it? 

Mr. Dexuermer. I do not have it here. That was all done before 
the legisiative committee and I do not have the figures here. We will 
supply it for the record if you wish. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


ESTIMATED PRODUCTION OF ELECTRIC ENERGY AT YELLOWTAIL POWERPLANT 


Initially, it is expected that the powerplant will produce about 875,200,000 
kilowatt-hours annually, of which about 650 million kilowatt-hours will be firm 
energy. After ultimate upstream depletions for irrigation, estimated to be ex- 
perienced about 50 years after initial generation, power production is estimated 
to be about 761 million kilowatt-hours annually, of which about 597 million 
kilowatt-hours will be firm energy. Average annual power production for the first 
50 years of operations will therefore be about 818,100 kilowatt-hours, of which 
about 623,500,000 kilowatt-hours wiil be firm energy. 

Since power produced at Yellowtail will be marketed on the interconnected 
projects power system, generation will be integrated with the energy produced 
at other powerplants. Deducting for average transmission losses, an annual 
average of 100,000 kilowatts and 438 million kilowatt-hours will be available for 
firm power sales, an annual average of 85,000 kilowatts and 74 million kilowatt- 
hours for integration with other system plants, 65 million kilowatt-hours for 
pumping, aud 180 million kilowatt-hours for nonfirm sales. These estimates 
represent salable energy at loads on the integrated power system. 

Mr. Taser. How much flow was there? 

Mr. Dexnuermer. I do not have the hydrology studies at the present 
time. 

Mr. Taner. Is there any way anybody can check that ? 

Mr. Dexnirimer. We can check into that. We have them at our 
office. 

Mr. Taper. If we want to know we don’t find out, is that right? 

Mr. Dexuetrmer. I am sure it is in the record of the Congress and 
we will be happy to get it to you as soon as we can get it. 

Mr. Taper. Are there any dams above this one on this particular 
river ¢ 

Mr. Criinron. Yes, sir; the Boysen Dam is on the Bighorn River 
and Buffalo Bill Dam is on the Shoshone River which is a tributary 
of the Bighorn River. 

Mr. Taser. Is silting a problem ? 

Mr. Dexnetmer. Yes, sir, there has to be space provided for silt re- 
tention. 

Mr. Taser. How much of the dam is for silting? 

Mr. Curnron. Out of the total storage of 1,375,000 acre-feet we will 
reserve 500,000 acre-feet for silt and to maintain power head there. 

Mr. Taser. About one-third for silt ? 

Mr. Cirn ton. Silt and dead storage for power head. 

Mr. Taper. How long do you think the thing will last ? 

Mr. Crinron. About 100 years. 

Mr. Taser. Before it silts up? 

Mr. Crinton. Yes, sir; before there is any encroachment on the 
live storage. 

Mr. Taper. Is it just a power dam ? 
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Mr. Crinton. It is for power, flood control, and irrigation. 

Mr. Taser. Is the irrigation in process presently or is that a new 
wrinkle? 

Mr. Crrnton. We are in the process of doing the planning work on it 
now. 

Mr. Taser. How long would it take to fill the dams, how many 
years ¢ 

Mr. Curnton. It depends on the runoff. If we have an average 
runoff it will take 1 year. 

Mr. Taser. Otherwise? 

Mr. Crirnton. About 2 years if it were completed at the bottom of 
the drought cycle, such as we had in the 1930's, 

Mr. Taser. That is all, Mr. Chairman. Will you put those things 
in the record which I had asked about ? 

Mr. DexHeIMER. Yes, sir. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


Frrow oF BiGHorRN RIVER 


The peak discharge of the Bighorn River recorded in the vicinity of Yellow- 
tail Dam site was 37,400 cubic feet per second, the minimum 228 cubic feet per 
second. The average annual runoff is about 2,700,000 acre-feet. 


DRAINAGE AND MINOR CONSTRUCTION 


Mr, Rasavut. Drainage and minor construction, $791,000. We will 
put pages 126 through 133 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


MIssoUuRI RIVER BASIN PROJECT DRAINAGE AND MINOR CONSTRUCTION 
Summarized financial data 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1957 . $1, S24, &35 
Total obligations, fiscal year 195S8___-__~- ; 871. 000 
1 Includes $8,400 contribution to civil service retirement fund 


On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program will total $873,000. The narrative 
justification, which follows, explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program and the 
relation of costs to obligations. 

Description.—The drainage and minor construction program consists of those 
units on which all major construction has been completed except for facilities 
which are temporarily deferred or for which relatively small amounts of funds 
are being requested in the budget year for drainage construction, minor repair 
or replacement work, miscellaneous finishing activities, or preconstruction work 
on the temporarily deferred facilities. 

Repayment.—The entire cost of the comprehensive Missouri River Basin proj 
ect that is properly allocable to irrigation, commercial power, and municipal 
water will he renaid in accordance with reclamation law. Costs properly allo 
cable to flood control, navigation, and fish and wildlife are nonreimbursable. 
Costs allocated to irrigation and in excess of the water users ability to repay 
will be repaid from power revenues. 

Work proposed, fiscal year 1958.—The fiscal year 1958 program involves work 
on 10 units and the preparation of completion reports and as-built drawings. 
Three units will be inactive during fiscal year 1958. 
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ingostura unit, South Dakota, $142,000 


Description.—The Angostura unit is located in the southwest corner of South 
Dakota on the Cheyenne River in Custer and Fall River Counties. The primary 
purpose of the unit is to provide full water supply to 12,154 acres of semiarid 
lands. Facilities of the unit are Angostura Dam and Reservoir, powerplant, 
switehyard, main canal of 30.9 miles, and lateral system, all of which are sub- 
stantially completed. The powerplant has an installed capacity of 1,200 kilo- 
watts. 

Work proposed, fiscal year 1958.—The program provides for issuing snecifica- 
tions and awarding a contract for minor completion work on the canai system, 
Surface and subsurface drainage work will be in progress to protect the irri- 
gated lands from seepage. 

Boysen unit, Wyoming, $156,000 

Description—This unit consisting of Boysen Dam and Reservoir, 15,000- 
kilowatt powerplant, and appurtenant features is located on the Bighorn River, 
in Fremont County in central Wyoming about 20 miles upstream from Thermop- 
olis, Wyo. All work is complete except for deferred construction on the reloca- 
tion of the railroad. 

Work proposed, fiscal year 1958.—The contract with the Chicago, Burlington 
& Quincy Railroad Co. for relocation of its tracks requires that the Bureau 
perform all unusual maintenance work for a period of 5 years after Boysen 
Reservoir had filled. The program for fiscal year 1958 provides for performance 
of such maintenance on the relocated railrond as may be required under the 
terms of the contract. 


Canyon Ferry unit, Montana, $136,000 


Description.—The Canyon Ferry unit is a multiple-purpose development which 
will provide for irrigation, the control of floods, regulation of the flow of the 
Missouri River, and generation of electrical energy. Facilities of the unit include 
Canyon Ferry Dam and Reservoir, a powerplant and a switchyard, all of which 
are completed. The unit has an installed capacity of 50,000 kilowatts. Irriga- 
tion provided by the construction of the dam and reservoir will be in connection 
with the Helena Valley unit which will receive water pumped from the reservoir. 

Work proposed, fiscal year 1958.—Additional right-of-way for lands affected 
by seepage from the reservoir will be acquired as operation of the reservoir indi- 
cates the need for acquisition. 


Completion reports and as-built drawings, $10,000 


Description.—Subsequent to completion of a project or a major segment there- 
of, it is necessary to prepare technical records of design and construction and as- 
built drawings for purposes of permanent records. These final records make 
available to Bureau engineers and others the procedures adopted and the expe- 
rience gained in the planning, design, construction, and initial operation of the 
features or project. These records are of vital importance in cases of future 
alterations, rearrangements of machinery, emergency repairs, or replacements. 

Work proposed, fiscal year 1958.—During fiscal year 1958, technical records 
of design and construction and as-built drawings will be prepared on completed 
separable features which have passed from the construction status to operation 
and maintenance status. 


Crow Creek pump unit, Montana, $21,000 


Description.—_-The Crow Creek pump unit is located in west central Montana 
along the Missouri River in Broadwater County. The primarv nurnose of the 
unit is to provide a full water supply for the irrigation of 5,020 acres of new 
land in the west central section of Montana. Facilities of the unit include a 
pumping plant and the necessary canals, laterals, and drains. Pumping power 
is supplied from Canyon Ferry powerplant. This unit was planned to renlace 
on the tax list of Broadwater County an area equal in size to the area of 


agricultural land inundated by Canyon Ferry Reservoir. By the end of fiseal 
vear 1957 all facilities except the drainage works will have been compl>ted. 
Work proposed, fiscal year 1958.—Construction of additional drains wil! be 


initiated during the year. Work will be continued on settlers’ assistance. 
Fort Clark unit, North Dakota, $6,000 


Description.—-The Fort Clark unit is located in Oliver and Mercer Counties 
in west-central North Dakota, on the right bank of the Missouri River, about 
45 miles northwest of Mandan. The primary purpose of the unit is to provide 
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a full water supply for the irrigation of 2,039 acres of new land. Facilities of 
the unit consist of a river pumping plant, two relift plants and a system of 
canals, laterals, and drains. By the end of fiscal year 1957 all facilities except 
the drains will have been completed. 

Work proposed, fiscal year 1958.—Funds are programed for continuing the 
construction of drainage facilities as the need develops along with expansion 
of irrigation on the unit. Settlers’ assistance will continue to be furnished 
to farmers who need help on irrigation methods, etc. 


Hanover-Bluff unit, Wyoming, $285,000 


Description—Hanover-Bluff unit is located in Washakie County in north- 
western Wyoming, and lies along the Big Horn River south of the town of 
Worland. The primary purpose of the unit is to provide a full water supply to 
7,395 acres of irrigable land; 6,153 acres in the Highland-Hanover area, and 
1,242 acres in the Upper Bluff area. Facilities include six pumping plants, 14.8 
miles of new canals, 21.9 miles of rehabilitated and enlarged canal, and 19.2 
miles of laterals. The unit will derive water from the Bighorn River controlled 
by the Boysen Dam, which has been completed and is in service. By the end 
of fiscal year 1957 all facilities except the drainage works will have been sub- 
stantially completed. 

WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


Highland Hanover area.—The program provides for completion of prime con- 
tracts, cleanup, and minor protective structures for the canals. Work under the 
prime contract, cleanup, and minor protective structures for the laterals will be 
completed. Design data will be collected, specification issued, and a drainage 
construction contract awarded. Settlers’ assistance activities will continue 
throughout the year. 

Upper Bluff area.—The completion of prime contract will occur early in the 
fiscal year and cleanup and minor protective structures for the laterals will con- 
tinue. The program provides for collection of design data, issuance of specifica- 
tion, and awarding of a drainage construction contract. Settlers’ assistance 
activities will continue throughout the year. 


Heart Butte unit, North Dakota, $14,000 


Description.—The primary purpose of the unit is to provide a full water supply 
for the irrigation of 13,100 acres of irrigable land, together with much-needed 
flood protection for the city of Mandan and low-lying farmland in that vicinity. 
Facilities of the unit include Heart Butte Dam and Reservoir, which has been 
completed, 55 river pumping plants ranging in size from 3 to 50 cubic feet per 
second capacity and a system of canals, laterals and drains to deliver water to the 
irrigable land. Several relift pumping stations are also included in the plan of 
development. 

Work proposed, fiscal year 1958.—The program provides for continuing the 
development of wildlife habitat areas as replacement of natural habitat inundated 
by Heart Butte Reservoir. This work is being accomplished under a working 
agreement with the North Dakota State Game and Fish Department. Settler 
assistance work will continue. Priming and puddling of laterals will also be 
continued. 


Jamestown unit, North Dakota, $70,000 


Description.—The Jamestown unit is located on the James River in Foster and 
Stutsman Counties in east-central North Dakota. The completed Jamestown 
Dam is about one-fourth mile north of Jamestown and the reservoir extends about 
40 miles upstream from that city. It provides much-needed flood control for 
Jamestown and other cities in North and South Dakota. It will impound return 
irrigation flows from areas of the Garrison diversion unit for diversion to irri- 
gable lands along the James River and the Oakes section. The dam was so con- 
structed that future connections can be made to provide a municipal water supply 
for Jamestown. 

Work proposed, fiscal year 1958.—The program provides for completing the 
relief wells downstream from Jamestown Dam and continuing the relocation of 
Arrowwood Wildlife Refuge facilities. 


Rapid Vatley unit, South Dakota, $23,000 


Description.—The principal purpose of the unit is to furnish a full supply of 
water to Rapid City and to Ellsworth Air Force Base. In. addition, it will pro- 
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vide a full water supply to 2,200 acres of new lands under the Iowa Canal 
extension, furnish a supplemental water supply to 8,900 acres for the presently 
irrigated lands of the Rapid Valley project, and provide flood protection to Rapid 
City. Facilities of the unit consist of a completed 230-foot high rolled earth-fill 
dam 1,255 feet long with 2,100-foot earth dike extension, a 99,000-acre-foot 
reservoir, a diversion dam, a 31-mile extension of the existing lowa Canal and 
a distribution and drainage system to serve the unit area. 

Work proposed, fiscal year 1958.—Completion of investigation and prepara- 
tion of a definite plan report for the irrigation facilities of the unit. 


Shadehill unit, South Dakota, $10,000 


Description.—The Shadehill unit is located in northwestern South Dakota in 
Perkins and Carson Counties. The primary purpose of the project is to provide 
flood and silt control, municipal water and irrigation to lands lying adjacent to 
the Grand River. The unit at present consists of the completed Shadehill Dam 
and Reservoir only. 

Work proposed, fiscal year 1958.—Research on the Shadehill development farm 
will continue throughout the fiscal year toward resolving the problem of quality 
of water by 1961. 

Other expenditures and credits, —$2,000.—Represents costs for service facili- 
ties and stores which were incurred in prior years and will be distributed to 
facilities proposed for construction in fiscal year 1958. 


Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1957 and 1958—Missouri River Basin 
project, drainage and minor construction program 








Estimated Total to Program, Program, | Balance to 
Program item total June 30, current budget complete 
1956 year 1957 vear 1958 
(1) (2 (3 4 (5) (6 
Units with fiscal year 1958 program | 
Angostura unit, South Dakota- $14, 194,749 $13, 471, 345 $227, 886 $142, 000 $353, 518 
Boysen unit, W yoming-._- _.| 33,969, 647 | 33, 208, 875 139, 508 156, 000 
Canyon Ferry unit, Monts ana _ ..| 29,080,611 | 28, 456, 556 413, 055 136, 000 
Completion reports and as- built draw- 

a he 45, 500 5, 931 29, 569 eee 
Crow Creek pump unit, Montana -| 1,710,009 1, 573, 644 8, 865 21, 000 "106, 500 
Fort Clark unit, North Dakota... ..-- 710, 500 676, 868 | 6, 930 6, 000 20, 702 
Hanover Bluif unit, Wyoming ; 3, 442, 000 1, 405, 562 1, 171, 438 285, 000 580, 000 
Heart Butte unit, North Dakota-- 6, 299, 000 4, 238, 792 | 24, 732 14, 000 2, 021, 476 
Jamestown unit, North Dakota_---_-. 3, 942, 900 3, 709, 648 135, 771 70, 000 27, 481 
Rapid Valley unit, South Dakota. -- 9, 000, 700 7, 633, 773 | 341, 105 23, 000 1, 002, 822 
Shadehill unit, South Dakota_-- 7, 586, 465 7, 477, 653 14, 586 10, 000 84, 226 

Units inactive in fiscal year 1958 
Dickinson unit, North Dakota_.....--| 1,855, 083 1, 725, 001 |. 104, 985 
Lower Marias unit, Montana. - $46,601 | 19, 800, 816 595, 785 savessecos, Wee 
St. Francis unit, Colorado-- 5, 866, 228 13, 244, 574 10, 654 ma 3, 611, 000 








Total, cost to appropriations___- .|195, 549, 993 136, 719, 038 | 3,144, 981 87 73, 000 54, 812, 974 
Other expenditures and credits. -.....-.. 25, 679 641, 990 — 467, 202 2, 000 —147, 109 
Total expenditures--___-~_--- 195, 575, 672 |137, 361, 028 | 871,000 | 54, 665, 865 
Undelivered orders. _......-- wna denipecnalien sue 8 Ca. (ae eee 
Total obligations. .............-- -|195, 575, 672 138, 213, 972 1,8: 24, 835 871,000 | 54, 665, 965 


Method of financing: 
Allocation of appropriation, fiscal year 


Ne ene alan ei a sal hes Sain Nitsctesis 984,000 |....- Si pttudee 
Application of prior-year funds- - ssl wide 920, 835 80, 000 
Balance available in subsequent ve: ars. ure é —80, 000 


WA NINE asda tenia doe Lo Nadie 3 bcksio oda oe apaanbeedeeon ade "791,000 | 54, 665, 865 


Note,—Fiscal year 1958 program includes $8,400 contribution to civil service retirement fund. 


Mr. Rasavt. Insert also page 133 with the additional columns to 
show the following: 
(a) Date of first construction appropriation ; 
(b) Estimated total cost of project at that date; and 
(c) Date of completion of drainage and minor construction work. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 
91488—57——62 
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MISSOURL RIVER BASIN INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Raspaut. We have next the Missouri River Basin investigations, 
$3 million. 

Put in pages BR-134 through 144 for the record. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


Missourt River BASIN INVESTIGATIONS 


Description.—The Missouri River Basin investigation program consists of: 

1. Unit investigations to determine the feasibility of and develop plans for 
individual units of the project which need authorization or reauthorization. 

2. Advance planning consisting of detailed studies and preparation of definite 
plan reports as a prerequisite to start of construction on authorized units. 

8. Basin surveys to evolve plans for subbasin development and to determine 
units worthy of more detailed investigations. 

Che activities of the Interior Missouri Basin Field Committee also are financed 
with Missouri River Basin investigations funds. 


Nummarized financial data 


FOtR) GORI TIONe TIOGRE WORE Tika sical ictiiciceemne Seen $2, 975, 547 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1958_______~ plats al hema S 3, 000, 000 


On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program will total $3 million. The narra- 
tive justification which follows explains the cost program. 


Status 

Unit investigations.—-In fiseal year 1957 unit investigation studies are in prog 
ress on 4 units and divisions including the Lavaca Flats unit in Nebraska for 
which studies are expected to be completed by the end of the ‘iscal yeur. 

Advance planning.—In fiseal year 1957 advance planning activity is in pro 
gress on 11 units. Three of these, the Ainsworth unit in Nebraska, the Farwell 
unit in Nebraska, and the Shoshone extensions unit in Wyoming are expected 
to be ready for construction in fiscal year 1958. In addition, land classification 
needed in connection with a determination by the Bureau of Land Management 
regarding the disposition of public lands on the Shoshone unit will be underway. 

Basin surveys.—tThe fiscal year 1957 program consists of 14 active investiga- 
tions, of which 3, namely, the Clarks Fork Division in Montana, the Sun-Teton 
Division in Montana and the Powder Division in Wyoming and Montana, are 
scheduled for completion. In addition, basin reports will be completed for the 
Kans ?s River Basin and the North Platte River Basins although a sinall program 
of continuing work has been scheduled in future years to refine the plans 


WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


Unit investigations.—The fiscal year 1958 program provides for unit investiga- 
tions on 6 units and divisions. Three of these represent continuation of 
planning work previously initiated. A description of each of these units and 
the fiscal year 1958 program is as follows: 

Relredere unit, Blue Dirision, Nebraska, $40.000.—The Belvedere unit is lo- 
cated on the Little Blue River in Clay, Nuckolls and Thayer Counties in south 
central Nebraska. The Angus Dam and Reservoir would provide irrigation 
water to approximately 15,000 acres of lands susceptible of irrigation by means 
of a canal extending from the reservoir to the project lands in the vicinity of 
belvedere, 

A reconnaissance report will be completed early in the fiscal year and, depend- 
ing upon the results of those studies the requested funds will be used to initiate 
land classification analysis, preliminary engineering surveys, hydrologic studies 
and cost estimates necessary for a feasibility determination for this unit. 

Little Snake-North Platte division, Wyoming, $110.000—This unit comprises 
an area on the western slop of the Continental Divide north of the Colorado 
line, drained by the upper tributaries of the Little Snake River ; the water courses 
of Jack Creek, Encampment River, and North Platte River on the eastern slope; 
and from 7,000 to 18,000 acres of irrigable land in the Goshen Park area of 
Goshen County west of Torrington, Wyo. 
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The plan contemplates collecting surplus water from Little Snake Basin 
transporting it into the North Platte Basin and making beneficial use of all or 
part of it on irrigable land in the Goshen Park area, and using a part of it to 
furnish a supplemental supply to existing projects. 

These funds are scheduled to continue the engineering and economic studies 
underway in the prior year on the collection system on the western slope and 
on the distribution system for the Goshen Park area; study the Douglas Creek 
diversion to exchange water into the Laramie River Basin: prepare preliminary 
plans, designs, and estimates; make agricultural and economic studies; and 
prepare a reconnaissance report. 

Nelson Buck unit, Kanaska division, Kansas-Nebraska, $25,000.—The Nelson 
Buck unit is located in north central Kansas and south central Nebraska ou 
Leaver Creek in Decatur County, Kans., and Red Willow County, Nebr Che 
Nelson Buck Dam site is located approximately 2 miles southwest of Cedar Lluifs, 
Kans. Project lands are located in Beaver Creek Valley in the vicinity of Cedar 
Bluffs, Kans. and Beaver City, Nebr. The principal facility is the Nelson Buck 
Dam and Reservoir. The Reservoir will furnish irrigation water for approxi- 
mately 2,000 acres of new lands and provide flood control benetits. 

The funds will be used to initiate engineering, hydrologic, geologic, and agri- 
cultural surveys and to collect survey data for a feasibility determination on 
this unit. A brief reconnaissance report will be prepared early in the year: 
initiation and continuation of feasibility investigations will depend upon findings 
in the report. 

North Loup division, Nebraska, $295,000.—-The North Loup division comprises 
irrigable lands in the valley areas and on certain uplands of the north Loup 
River and upper reach of the main Loup River, in central Nebraska. Potential 
features of the division include two dams and reservoirs, a diversion dam and 
associated works, several pumping plants, and a comprehensive system of canals 
and laterals required to furnish a full irrigation water supply to about 67,000 
acres of high quality land. Other potential benefits include recreation, fish 
and wildlife propagation, and possibly a small amount of flood control. 

Much of the work during this fiscal year will be a continuation of the engineer 
ing and economic studies underway in fiscal year 1957, with heavy emphasis 
on finalizing the data and in completing preliminary designs and estimates on 
project features. Substantial progress will be made on canal and lateral designs 
and estimates, and a start made on plans and costs for drainage facilities. 
Drainage investigations will be made and plans developed for surface and sul 
surface facilities as necessary. Economic and agricultural studies will be car 
ried along to completion and substantial progress can be made on the assoviated 
appendix reports. The appendix reports on all aspects of the development will 
be initiated looking to completion of the report in fiscal year 1960. 

O'Neill unit, lower Niobrara division, Nebraska, $225,000.—The O'Neill unit 
is located in northcentral Nebraska in the east third of the Niobrara River Basin. 
Principal storage facilities would be located near Meadville; Nebr., about 17 
miles north of Ainsworth. The carriage system would begin at that point and 
carry water downstream to irrigable lands comprising about 66,000 acres lying 
on tablelands south of the Niobrara River in the vicinity of Atkinson and extend 
ing easterly beyond O'Neill. 

The detailed engineering economic and agricultural studies underway will be 
continued. Much of the field data will be assembled and engineering analysis 
initiated. It is expected that much of the data will be in shape toward the 
close of the year so that a start may be made on preparation of the report on 
the unit, presently scheduled for submission in fiscal year 1960. 

Transmountain diversions, Wyoming, $110,000.—This unit comprises an area 
on the western slope of the Continental Divide in Sublette and Sweetwater 
Counties which drains into the upper tributaries of the Green River, a tributary 
of the Colorado; the area east of the divide to the Sweetwater or North Platte 
Rivers; the water courses of those rivers; and irrigable lands in the Goshen 
Park area of Goshen County. 

The purpose of the investigation is to determine the feasibility of collecting 
water surplus to the present and future needs of users in the Green River Basin 
in Wyoming, transporting it into North Platte Basin, and making beneficial use 
of it on irrigable land in the Goshen Park area. 

The requested funds will be used to make a reconnaissance evaluation of the 
various transmountain diversion possibilities to select the best plan of develop- 
ment to initiate detailed studies. This will include location surveys of the canal 
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and tunnel lines, reservoirs, dams and structures, hydrologic studies; geologic 
explorations ; and land classification. 

Advance planning.—The fiscal year 1958 program provides for advance plan- 
ning on nine units of the project. On six of these units, investigations are ex- 
pected to be completed. A description of these units and the fiscal year 1958 pro- 
gram for them follows : 

Rast Bench unit, Montana, $10,000—The East Bench unit, one of the several 
units in the Three Forks division, is located in the immediate vicinity of Dillon 
in southwestern Montana. The unit will include Clark Canyon Dam and 
Reservoir which is located on the Beaverhead River, a diversion dam, and a 
system of canals, laterals, and drains. These features will involve furnishing 
water for approximately 21,300 acres of full irrigation service land and 28,400 
acres of supplemental service land. 

Local interests have formed the Clark Canyon Water Supply Co., consisting 
of potential supplemental water supply users, which after incorporation will 
contract with the United States. An irrigation district will be formed for the 
full service lands. 

By the end of the current fiscal year the definite plan report for this unit 
will be completed aud the funds for fiscal year 1958 will provide for miscella- 
neous activities looking toward start of construction in fiscal year 1959. 

Garrison diversion unit, North Dakota, $781,000.—This unit is located in cen- 
tral and eastern portion of North Dakota. It includes 1,007,000 acres of new 
irrigation development in the vicinity of the Souris, Sheyenne, and Upper James 
Rivers. An additional million acres of irrigation along the western edge of the 
Red River Valley may eventually be developed and become part of the unit. 
Water for irrigation and other purposes will be diverted from Garrison Res- 
ervoir into a regulating reservoir located on a drainage divide between the 
Souris. James, and Sheyenne Rivers. From this reservoir water can be re- 
leased as needed for use along each of the three streams. A system of canals 
and pumping plants originating at the regulating reservoir will bring water to 
the higher lands along the stream. The plan will provide for restoration of 
Devils and Stump Lakes which, until quite recently, have been receding for 
many years. It will provide for pollution abatement and municipal water 
supply along the three rivers and in the valley of the Red River. 

A unit report is to be completed in fiscal year 1957 presenting the general 
plan of development and its feasibility with detailed data for those features 
proposed for initial construction. In fiscal year 1958 the definite plan report 
on the first irrigation districts will be completed and additional design data will 
be compiled for the principal supply work which will be the initial proposed 
for construction. Detailed land classification and topographic surveys will be 
continued in areas schedued for early development. Studies of the feasibility 
of extending irrigation into the Red River Valley will be underway. Feasi- 
bility of a development farm in Ramson County with a proposed water supply 
from the Sheyenne River will be investigated and establishment initiated if 
found feasible. 

Great Falls unit, Helena-Great Falls division, Montana, $130,000.—The Great 
Falis unit, located along the Missouri River in the vicinity of Great Falls, Mont., 
will serve an estimated 24,700 acres of full service land. The unit includes two 
pumping plants on the Missouri River, a river diversion and the required canal 
and lateral systems. 

These funds are needed to continue the topographic and land classification 
surveys. Data for designs and estimates will be collected and agricultural and 
economic studies will be made for the definite plan report which is scheduled 
for completion in fiscal year 1960. 

Hardin unit, Lower Bighorn division, Montana, $30,000.—The Hardin unit, in 
Big Horn County, to the south and west of Hardin, Mont., will provide for the 
irrigation of more than 40,000 acres of benchland along the west side of the Big- 
horn River, about 4,000 acres on the east side, and supplemental water for about 
1,800 acres now under ditch from Soap Creek. Irrigation water will be supplied 
from the proposed Yellowtail Reservoir, which will provide storage regulation. 
The irrigable lands lie at an elevation of 100 feet or more above the river, and 
diversion can be made at the Yellowtail Dam or by pumping at a point down- 
stream. The possibility of diverting at a higher elevation to include additional 
thousands of acres of apparently arable land is also under consideration. A large 
part of the irrigable land is within the Crow Indian Reservation and largely 
owned by Indians. 
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By the end of the current fiscal year all fieldwork will be essentially completed. 
In fiscal year 1958, the definite plan report will be completed, reviewed, and 
revised if necessary. 

Oahe unit, James division, South Dakota, $361,000.—Oahe unit is located in 
eastern South Dakota with the greater portion of the land lying along the James 
River between the towns of Britton and Redfield in Spink, Brown, Day, and 
Marshall Counties. The remainder of the unit lies along the Missouri River in 
Sully County. 

The tentative plan is to irrigate approximately 554,000 acres of new land with 
water diverted from Oahe Reservoir now being constructed by the Corps of 
Engineers on the Missouri River. The diversion works and water supply system 
will consist of a pumping plant of about 3,700 cubic feet per second capacity, 
lifting the water about 130 feet at Oahe Reservoir, the Pierre Canal about 39 
miles long leading to Blunt Reservoir, and several main canals totaling 292 miles 
leading from Blunt Reservoir to the various main areas of the unit. Large 
drops along the anticipated canal routes will be used for power generation if 
determined feasible by further investigations. Several other reservoirs are 
included in the system for additional regulation of flows to meet irrigation 
demands. 

An information type report presenting the general plan of development based 
on the information now available has been completed and released to the local 
interests for their review and an expression of their interests and desires. On 
the assumption that there will be sufficient interest in the development to justify 
doing so, it is anticipated that detailed studies to refine the plan of development 
will be underway in fiscal year 1958. The funds requested will be used for 
topographic surveys and detailed land classification on four selected areas to 
firm up the previous land classification figures for the unit. Work will begin on 
detailed lateral canal and drainage works layouts on the four selected areas. 
Studies of alternative locations of features of the supply system will be made 
and a firm plan established. Drainability of the lands will be studied in more 
detail with the view of firming up the cost estimate for drainage. All related 
aspects of the irrigation investigations will be studied in detail including land 
use, economics, and hydrology. 

Almena unit, Kanaska division, Kansas, $10,000.—The Almena unit is located 
in north central Kansas along Prairie Dog Creek in Norton and Phillips Counties. 
The principal facility is the Norton Dam and Reservoir. The Almena diversion 
dam will divert storage waters to irrigate approximately 5,000 acres of new 
irrigable lands by canals located on both sides of Prairie Dog Creek in Norton 
and Phillips Counties, Kans. Norton Reservoir will also provide flood control 
and a source of municipal water supply for Norton, Kans. 

The definite plan report which is to be substantially completed in fiscal year 
1957 will be reviewed and revised as necessary. Assistance will be given local 
interests, as required, in the formation of a conservancy district, and negotia- 
tions for a repayment contract are scheduled. Information will be supplied to 
interested persons and organizations regarding the development of the unit 

Glen Elder unit, Solomon division, Kansas, $15,000.--The Glen Elder unit is 
in north central Kansas on the Solomon River in Osborn, Mitchell, Cloud, and 
Ottawa Counties. The water supply for this unit will be furnished from the 
major feature of this unit, the Glen Elder Dam and Reservoir near Glen Elder, 
Kans., which will furnish storage water to irrigate approximately 15,000 acres 
of new lands. It will also provide major flood control storage capacity for the 
alleviation of floods on the lower Solomon, Smoky Hill, and Kansas Rivers and 
a source of municipal water supply for towns in the lower Solomon Basin. 

Considerable work on this unit has already been accomplished but due to higher 
priority of other studies the investigation was deferred. The funds for fiscal 
year 1958 are to be used to advance the studies to a point where final selection 
of the dam site can be made and to compile the information gathered to date in 
a status report for local review and preservation. Further studies beyond that 
point will be dependent upon the results presented in the status report and the 
reaction thereto. 

Kanopolis unit, Smoky Hill division, Kansas, $70,000.—The Kanopolis unit is 
located in north central Kansas on the Smoky Hill River in Ellsworth,, MePher- 
son, and Saline Counties. The water supply for this unit will be furnished from 
storage in Kanopolis Reservoir constructed by the Corps of Engineers. The 
major features of the Kanopolis unit remaining to be constructed are the irriga- 
tion facilities to serve approximately 40,000 acres of land in the Smoky Hill 
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River Valley. Approximately 86 miles of canal with the related laterals and 
drainage will be required to irrigate the proposed unit area. 

This amount is requested to complete hydrologic studies, field investigations, 
economie studies and plans and estimates for the distribution system, and to 
write and reproduce the field draft of the definite plan report for the Kanopolis 
unit. This amount will also provide funds to assist in organization of a con- 
servancy district. The development farm activities will be continued. 

Narrows unit, Colorado, $5,000.—The Narrows unit in Weld, Morgan, Wash- 
ington, Logan, and Sedgewick Counties includes a narrow strip of land along 
both sides of the South Platte River from a point just below Kersey, Colo., to 
the Colorado-Nebraska State line. The key feature for construction is a dam 
to be located on the South Platte River 8 miles west of Fort Morgan, Colo. The 
Narrows Dam will conserve flood flows and return flows which result from 
upstream developments, and will provide supplemental irrigation water for 
those portions of approximately 230,000 acres of currently irrigated land which 
experience chronic shortages and 30,000 acres now dry-farmed or partially 
supplied by pump irrigation. 

By the end of the current fiscal year all fieldwork will be complete. The 
funds for fiscal year 1958 will provide for completion of a status report to 
present and preserve the information that has been collected to date pending 
a crystallization of local desires and needs. 

Basin surveys, $602,128.—During fiscal year 1958, a major portion of the 
basin survey program will consist of a continuation of surveys in 11 basins or 
subbasins. Of those, four will be completed by the end of the year. The four 
studies completed will be on the Bad division, South Dakota: the Bighorn 
Basin division, Wyoming; the South Dakota pumping division, South Dakota: 
and the Three Forks division, Montana. <A reconnaissance report will also be 
completed on the Longs Peak division of the South Platte River Basin in Colo- 
rado, Nebraska, and Wyoming. Surveys will be initiated or resumed in three 
subbasins. 

Contribution to civil service retirement fund, $128400.—These funds are 
required for initial year of contribution to the civil service retirement fund. 

Missouri River Basin field committee, $53,000.—These funds are required to 
finance the Missouri River Basin field committee which has the responsibility 
of coordinating the development activities of all the Department of the Interior 
agencies involved in the conservation and utilization of the resources of the 
basin. 

Adjustments $528.—Represents prior year expenditures for service facili 
ties and supplies being charged to investigations in fiscal year. 1958. 


Schedule of construction program, fiseal years 1947 and 1958 Vissourt River Basir 


project investigation 


j | Pp Ra) ef 
Program ite! ot lune 30 cu i bud vet complet 
‘ VN 
Unit investigations, region 7 
Belvidere unit (Blue division), Ne- 

braska $222, 243 $82, 243 S40. O00 S100. OO 
Benkelman unit (Upper Republican 

division), Nebraska 77,619 619 60. 000 
Bessermer Bend unit (Oregon Trail 

division), Wyoming 323, 229 3, 229 270, 000 
Lavaca Flats unit (Upper Niobrara 

division), Nebraska_. 103, 138 9S, O67 $5, O71 
Little Snake-North Platte division, 

Wyoming 611, 134 41,124 155, 000 110. 000 2455, 000 
Lower Republican division, Kansas 91, 692 1, 692 90, 000 
Mirage Flats extension unit (Upper 

Niobrara division), Nebraska__.. 180, 000 , 180, 000 
Nelson Buck unit (Kanaska divi- 

sion), Kansas-Nebraska 106, 220 $1, 220 . 25, 000 40, 000 
North Loup division, Nebraska 1, 972, 675 1, 185, 431 317, 244 295, 000 175, 000 
Oberlin unit (Kanaska division), 

Kansas 87, 285 yi hinibesiene 60, 000 
O'Neill unit (Lower Niobrara divi- | 

sion), Nebraska - -- ; | 1,184,642 399, 918 224, 724 225, 000 335, 000 
St. George unit (Kaw division), | 

Kansas. ._- 225, 123 70, 123 dosent ae - 155, 000 





Advance planning: 
Region 6: 


Region 7 


Basin surveys: 
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Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1957 and 1958— Missouri River 
Benin project snvestigations—Continued 




















| Estimated | Total to | Program, | Program, | Balance to 
Program item | total June 30, | current budget complete 
1956 | year 1957 | year 1958 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Unit investigations, region 7—Continued 
Transmountain diversions, Wyoming.-| $275,000 WO O00 foc knees $110, 000 $140, 000 
Ee Oe Bo on seins dnice<cacnes> 1, 750,000 |.....-- -----| sil slaceenbendl ciallal lane cash te wiiaaaaae 1, 750, 000 
Total, unit investigations. ...........| 7,210,000 | 2,092,961 | $702,039 805, 000. 000 3, 610, 000 
| 
: | 
East Bench unit (Three Forks di- | | | } 
vision), Montana...........-.-.- 801, 498 671, 498 | 120, 000 10, 000 |... 
Garrison diversion unit (Garrison | 
division), North Dakota and | 
South Dakota wdddcddbiuibbehistve 6, 784, 000 4, 738, 849 820, 151 781, 000 | 449, 000 
Great Falls unit (Helena-Great | | 
Falls division), Montana..-.-.-.! 292, 000 | 26, 853 | 58, 000 | 130, 000 77, 147 
Hardin unit (Lower Bighorn divi- 
sion), Montana...............-.-- 769, 000 | 557, 578 | 120, 000 30,000 | 61, 422 
Hudson Bench unit (Wind divi- | | | 
RR SR «Fee 98, 000 
Moorhead unit (Powder division), aad 
Montana and Wyoming.-_-.-....-- 910, 000 | 902, 666 | 4,000 | ; 3, 334 
Oahe unit (James division), South | | | 
re seein elon h eine 6, 876, 000 | 4 208, 731 | 118, 000 | 361, 000 2, 188, 269 
Shoshone extensions unit (Bighorn ce 
Basin division), Wyoming...-.--- 1, 280,000 | 1, 219, 685 | 60,315 |_. Pn 
Shoshoni unit (Wind division), | | | | | 
I ss eee Ad odeumancenhs 205, 000 | 51, 313 15,000 |___ 138, 687 
Williston unit (North Dakota | 
pumping division), North Da- | | 
td chitnndnaedinieenion biden wt | 110, 000 | BAER foscnwenenssehicaneinwes = 80, 439 
Bad division, South Dakota....._- fr TD wee ee : | 150, 000 
Bighorn Basin division, Wyoming-| WOU E Th tet benccdicakubucciecs | e 100, 000 
Garrison division, North and | | | 
South Dakota..<......4-------=- 050, 000 |...-..-..... | idineeiginminliedenviereind 950, 000 
Lower Bighorn division, Montana 
and Wyoming..-_...........- 500, 000 Be reeaee ete ihe wel Baetie eae 500, 000 
Powder division, Wyoming and | | 
Ts tinnnsrnihtdipnconmnncwn 200, 000 |.......-..-- l ieias eg wgbloomuien ea 200, 000 
Three Forks division, Montana...| 2,037,000 |- sis lilaio aa ont i 2, 037, 000 
South Dakota pumping division, | | 
eee a Seen ibabnen tie aenemnanece 680, 000 
White division, South Dakota... ED cacnacceannn Ra ao ii ee eee aoe 120, 000 
Yellowstone division, Montana. - - BORGED Vecviuoacssccs |------------|------------ 200, 000 
Ainsworth unit (Sandhills divi- | j 
ae 819, 787 805, 601 | DAE liane cdtincthesscstie<e 
Almena unit (Kanaska division), | 
Pett ciel SAU SL sudenmehe 315, 008 | 209, 098 | 95, 910 7 {ae 
Farwell unit (Middle Loup divi- | | 
sion), Nebraska. ............---- 1,816,750 | 1,796, 702 | 20, 048 abbas pcbeh patent 
Glen Elder unit (Solomon divi- | } | 
eR oor oo | 507, 686 PEIEOEE Viv euvscetens 15, 000 145, 000 
Kanopolis (Smoky Hill division), 
| A ae OT TE LE 416, 621 | 280, 689 | 40, 932 70, 000 | 25, 000 
Narrows unit (South Platte divi- | | | 
sion), Colorado...............-. 1,078,027 | 1,042,965 | 30, 062 5, 000 aan 
North Republican unit (upper | 
Republican division), Colorado- | | 
POR telat eee senens 158, 175 | OEE Code cckueene Pe oe fee 60, 000 
Wilson unit (Smoky Hill divi- | 
ee See S > 50, 000 a sstihia ee ae go ee pens FT of 50, 000 000 
Total, advance planning....--.) 2%, 224, 552 [ 16, 982, 650 560 | 1, 516, 604 4 412, 000. . 313, 298 ese 
| 
Region 6: | 
Bad division, South Dakota-------| 155, 000 20, 041 48, 000 | 10, 000 76, 959 
Bighorn Basin division, Wyoming-| 475, 000 | 419, 772 35, 300 I hain caite 
Cheyenne division, Wyoming | | 
and South Dakota............-.- 290, 000 CUO tasas sess 115, 000 90, 411 
Clarks Fork division, Wyoming | a} 
Sees 706, 000 690, 823 SN Fs Oe eeeiaenscs 
Garrison division, North Dakota | 
and South Dakota............--- 5, 150, 000 | 72, 957 | 40, 000 70, 000 4, 967, 043 
Judith division, Montana......---| 160, wl i eeesenntie ee 33, 800 120, 803 
Little Missouri division, Wyo- 
ming, Montana, South Dakota, | 
and North Dakota. -.........-..- 188, 000 | \ ft ee | onwedeneee | 111, 067 
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Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1957 and 19}8—Missouri River 
Basin project investigations—Continued 


| Estimated Total to Program, Program, | Balance to 
Program item total June 30, current budget complete 
1956 year 1957 year 1958 | 
(1) (2 3 { (5) 6) 
Basin surveys—Continued 
Region 6—Continued 
Lower Bighorn division, Mon- 
tana and Wyoming........._..-- | $289, 000 $63, 768 ésonstts> $225, 232 
Northeast Montana division, | 
yp See a 3,115,000 | 2, 181,773 eek. 933, 227 
North Dakota pumping division, 
BUGSGD BOGOEEL.... .nococecccecunes 510, 000 396, 995 i 113, 005 
Powder division, Wyoming and 
Montana......._. 1, 426, 000 1, 420, 887 SOs BA leiden danctacapesaiaual 
South Dakota pumping division, 
SOUN  inceh cddnccevone al 506, 000 151, 389 121, 697 $18, 000 | 214, 914 
Sun-Teton division, Montana. .-_-_- 460, 000 211, 842 2, 000 246, 158 
Three Forks, division, Montana...} 1,631,000 | 1, 271,879 289, 121 70, 000 | hha 
Tongue division, Wyoming and 
Montana_._. 766, 000 514, 131 “3 251, 869 
White division, South Dakota: and | 
Nebraska. __.- deamenia 510, 000 323, 081 73, 000 +0, 000 83, 919 
Wind division, Wyoming. ....-- 951, 000 574, 119 j ..| 376, 881 
Yellowstone divi ision, Montana 
and North Dakota_ -.. 1, 931, 000 1, 583, 125 At 130, 400 | 217, 475 
Region 7: 
Kansas River Basin, Kans. and 
Nebr--_--.... 78, 446 508 17, 937 10. 000 50, 000 
Lower Platte River Basin, Nebr.- 140, 829 320, 114 60, 715 10, 000 50, 000 
Niobrara River Basin, Nebr., 
Wyo., and 8. Dak 112, 457 42, 432 10, 025 10, 000 50, 000 
North Platte River Basin, Wyo., 
Nebr., and Colo__.. ase 439, 223 298, 602 80, 621 10, 000 50, 000 
South Platte River Bi asin, “Colo., 
Nebr., and Wyo._--- ssowsd| 1) 306; 786 915, 451 $2, 334 65, 000 123, 000 
Total, basin surveys... ..| 21,425,739 . 11, 640, 608 R31, O44 602, 128 &, 351, 963 
Unscheduled and abandoned work- 11, 296, 307 | 10, 946, 194 350, 113 
Contribution to civil-service retirement 
i ieeeaa. ai cocccccos! BOR DS . 128, 400 1, 082, 800 
Total cost... 69, 367, 708 41, 662, 413 3. 049, 68% 2, 947, 528 21, 708, 17 +4 
Interior Missouri River Basin field com- 
mittee __. é ie 804, 956 54, S88 53, 000 912, 544 
Adjustments _ Libis 4, 701, 606 3, 562, 189 — 69, 887 — 528 1, 209, 922 
Total cost to appropriation _. 74, 069 194 46, 029, 558 3, 034, 384 | 3,000,000 | 22, 005, 552 
Service facilities... , 516, 054 19, 969 - 496, 085 
Stores. .....-. 26, 276 — 26, 276 
Total expenditures 74, 069,494 46, S71, B88 3, O14, 415 3, 000, 000 21, 483, 191 
Undelivered orders. - . 38, 868 38. 868 
Total obligations. -___-. 74, 069,494 46,610,756 | 2,975, 547 000,000 | 21, 483, 191 
Allocation of appropriation, fiscal year 1957_ -- 2, 879, 500 
Application of yo year funds. ai O6, O47 
Funds requirec : + 000, 000 2), 483, 204 


OAHE UNIT 


Mr. Rasavur. You are programing $361,000 for the Oahe unit to 
start it up again on the assumption that there will be sufficient interest 
according to your statement on page 141. On what basis will you 
decide that interest is or is not sufficient? Who is going to explain 
that one? 

Mr. Bennett. I will try, Mr. Chairman. With the issuance of the 
interim report which we completed and made available last fall to 
the State officials and everyone in the area possible of service, a great 
many meetings and hearings were held at the request of the "farmers 
and others interested in possible irrigation. The entire project was 
explained to them in great detail. In October the State water re- 
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sources commission made a draft of a State bill to organize a con- 
servancy district. That bill was referred to the South Dakota Legis- 
lature and considerable hearings were heard on it and it was intro- 
duced by their proper committee into the legislature. 

As an example there of interest, the city of Pierre and Hughes 
County which had not been included in the bill requested to be in- 
cluded as a part of the conservancy district. The joint house and 
senate committees of agriculture of the legislature held a public hear- 
ing on it and as a result further consideration and action was to refer 
rt to the legislative research commission for another year’s study. 
They figured they did not have sufficient time from January until they 
adjourned in March, I believe it was. 

We think that one of the best indications of sufficient interest in a 
project of this magnitude would be the passage of legislation of that 
kind which would start an organization rolling and have the ability 
to assess ad valorem taxes against the properties included in that 
district. We think the legislature moved as fast as they did in the 
short time they had before them and that that is a good indication of 
sufficient interest to warrant our trying to complete that investigation. 

Mr. Razavt. I have got a copy of the interim information report 
of the Oahe unit under date of June 1956 from the Bureau in South 
Dakota, and at the conclusion of chapter 12 it says: 

Sufficient surveys and studies have been made to complete a tentative plan 
for development of irrigation on the Oahe unit. A preliminary evaluation of 
its merits shows (1) the unit has a benefit-cost ratio of 1.05 to 1 for a 100-year 
period of analysis and .79 to 1 for a 50-year period of analysis, using only the 
irrigation benefits. 

I don’t think it is necessary to read much more of it. 

Mr. Bennett. We think, Mr. Chairman, that that analysis is very, 
very conservative. If we included in the benefit-cost ratio the other 
functions which are furnishing municipal water supply and probably 
sufficient wildlife benefits, that ratio would be, of course, higher. We 
feel quite sure also that a detailed consideration of the cost and benefits 
with much better information for this purpose would also result in a 
higher ratio even for irrigation alone. 

Mr. Rasavut. Nevertheless, in general the report on the general plan 
of development shows what I have read to you. 

Mr. Bennett. That is correct. 


GARRISON DIVERSION UNIT 


Mr. Rapaut. You have already spent $4,733,849 on the Garrison di- 
version unit. Wouldn’t the general development plan report which 
you will complete this year be adequate to permit those affected by the 
project to decide if they want and desire this project ? 

Mr. Bennett. On the Garrison unit, that is correct. They already 
have established their conservancy district and steps are now being 
taken to organize irrigation districts within the border of the conserva- 
tion district. 

Mr. Ragpavt. And you are waiting for their final decision ? 

Mr. Bennetr. We have gone further than that. We have com- 
pleted a report and it is in our office at this time ready to go to the Sec- 
retary of Interior for approval, which is a definite plan up through the 
part of the project. 
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Mr. Rasavut. Until that approval and such further work is com- 
pleted there won’t be any need for any more money # 

Mr. Bennett. That report is in 

Mr. Rapavt. Is the answer “Yes” or “No?” 

Mr. Bennetr. The answer is “Yes.” 

Mr. Rasaut. For how much? 

Mr. Bennett. We would like to start in on getting our detailed 
plans up to date on the laterals and distribution system. 

Mr. Taser. What will it cost? 

Mr. Bennett. The cost? 

Mr. Rapaut. Suppose he turns the plan down on you? 

Mr. Bennett. The local people? 

Mr. Ranaut. The Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. Bennett. We have had considerable discussion of this matter 
with Assistant Secretary Aandahl and there was no indication that the 
plan will be turned down. 

Mr. Ranaut. We haven't anything before us that says it will be 
ACCeT ted. 

Mr. Cutnron. I would like to explain how we plan to use the money 
this year. First we could not do the detail planning in the service 
areas where this water will be delivered until we knew where they 
were. We are now finding out where the interest is in irrigation. 
The sign-up for petitions for irrigation started about 40 days ago and 
since that time there has been about 260,000 acres covered by the peti- 
tions to the State engineer to form irrigation districts. 

Mr. Ranaut. What ts the total acreage in the area ¢ 

Mr. Curnron. About 1 million acres in the plan we have worked 
out. 

Mr. Ranaut. How many signified interest in it / 

Mr. Curnton. Two hundred and sixty thousand acres. 

Mr. Rasaur. One-fourth of it ? 

Mr. Crinron. By the time the fiscal year starts next July these 
irrigation distriets should all be formed so that we know where the 
demand for water is and where we can get repayment contracts. We 
will do the detail, planning to lay out the distribution canals and 
laterals in those areas this summer. We cannot enter into a firm con- 
tract with those users until we have done that detail work. 

Mr. Ranaut. Don't you think that the Congress ought to be in pos- 

session of more facts before we allow more money into the definite 
design features of this? 

Mr. Curnton. These are not final designs, simply the advance plan- 
ning needed for repayment contracts. 

Mr. Ranaut. You have got over three-quarters of a million dollars 
here 

Mr. Crinton. It is work we have to do before we can enter into a 
repayment contract with the landowners. 

Mr. Dexnermer. I think you have before you all the material that 
we have up to the present time. 

Mr. Bennertr. We have not yet issued the report in our office. 

Mr. Ranaut. You are programing another $781,000 on this unit 
for 1958, to go into definite design work, This expenditure could be 
entirely w asted, could it not, if you don’t get acceptance of the general 
development plan now being ‘completed? Suppose it is rejected ? 
After all, there is many a slip between the cup and the lip. 
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Mr. Bennerr. That is a possibility but we thmk that the action by 
the local people in organizing their conservancy district and taking 
the steps that they have taken to organize an irrigation district is 
an indication on their part. 

Mr. Rasaur. That is true. You are thinking along one line and 
we are thinking along the line of over $700,000 involved. 

Mr. Dexurrmer. That is typical of our investigation program. 

Mr. Taser. You mean the rest of them are as poorly based as that ¢ 

Mr. Dexuermer. No, sir. 

Mr. Taser. This is a little worse than the rest ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. No, sir. I mean this going ahead with the plans 
is necessary before the people know what can be provided. We need 
to go further and make layouts of the irrigation canals to a certain 
extent before we have a good idea of how much it is going to cost the 
farmers, and until he has an idea how much it will cost he doesn’t 
want to sign a contract, so that these are preliminary steps that need 
to be taken. 

Mr. Taper. To drum up trade; is that it? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Lam sorry,sir. I didn’t hear you. 

Mr. Taser. To drum up trade. 

Mr. Dexuermer. No, sir. It is part of the program that is author- 
ized to us to do the planning of these things and we try to use the 
best judgment as to the best way to spend those funds. I should call 
your attention to the fact that over half of the State of North Dakota 
is organized into these conservation districts, taxing themselves with 
an ok vehinen tax in support of this project. 

Mr. Taper. You have already spent $4 million on this picture; 
haven’t you ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. About $4 million, sir. 

Mr. Taser. And you want to go ahead and spend another $800,000 
or a little more without having anything in sight. This land is not 

capable of drainage without being ditched; is it ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. There will be some drainage involved perh: ups 
later, but this land has been determined, as far as we have gone, to be 
suitable for sustained irrigation. 

Mr. Taper. You want to be able to tell about it after you spend 
$5 million. There is salt on the land; isn’t there ? 

Mr. Bennerr. No, this land is not salty. It has a tendency to be 
a little tight and it can be drained. We have made detailed investi- 
gations on it. 

Mr. Taser. But that will cost a lot more ves pu 

Mr. Bennert. The cost of draining the land will be included in the 
total construction cost of the project; yes, sir. 

Mr. Taner. How much would the landowners re pay on this job 
if you got into it? 

Mr. Bennett. As I remember the figures, sir, from our report, the 
combination of the revenues from the conservancy district and the 
water users directly on the roughly 1 million acres of land would repay 
about 17 percent of the construction cost allocated to irrigation. 

Mr. Taser. What is the expected cost per acre, based on the acreage 
that you have in sight there? 

Mr. Bennett. It will be a little better than $500 an acre. 

Mr. Taper. For land that is tight like that, is that capable of being 
irrigated profitably with a cost figure of that kind? 
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Mr. Bennett. We believe it is, sir. 

Mr. Taper. What acreage is that based on? 

Mr. Bennerr. It is based on 1,007,000 acres. 

Mr. Taper. I understood you indicated you might not get more 
than one-fourth of that. 

Mr. Bennett. I think the statement was that we already had in 
sight to be signed up in districts about one-fourth of a million acres. 

Mr. Taper. You have one-quarter of a million signed up out of 
1,007,000. That means you have got 15 percent. 

Mr. Bennett. In something like 40 days; yes, sir. 

Mr. Cuinton. This signing up process is going on now and will con- 
tinue during the next 2 or 3 months. 

Mr. Razavr. Any further questions ? 

Mr. Taper. No; I guess not. 

Mr. Rawavr. It appears that you are investing funds for a number 
of projects which were once before under investigation and dropped. 
Please go down the list on pages 145 through 147 and explain why 
those projects are being reactivated where once dropped and when. 

Mr. Bennett. I can give you a general explanation, Mr. Chairman, 
without the dates. 

OAHE UNIT 


Mr. Rasaut. Before we leave these other two projects, I have here 
a1 communication from the United States Department of the Interior, 
from the Assistant Secretary of the Interior, Fred G. Aandahl, to 
the chairman of the committee on Oahe, and I would want that put 
in the record at the proper place. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


Untrev STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERTOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., July 19, 1956. 
Hon, CLARENCE CANNON, Chairman, 
House Committee on Appropriations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C 

My Dear Mr. CANNON: The conference report, No. 2413, accompanying H. R. 
11319 regarding the public works appropriation bill, 1957, states with respect to 
the Oahe unit of the Missouri River Basin project, as follows: 

“Investigations on the Oahe unit in the Missouri River Basin are to be com- 
pleted within the total amount provided by the conferees for the Missouri River 
Basin investigation program.” 

The House Committee on Appropriations disallowed the budget request of 
$451,000 for the Oahe unit in its entirety but stated that any additional funds 
needed to complete the reports could be obtained from unobligated balances 
existing in connection with the basin investigations program of the project. The 
Senate Committee on Appropriations restored the full amount of budget request, 
i. e., $451,000 for investigations of the Oahe unit. The conferees agreed upon 
the language above quoted and increased by $225,500 the funds for the Missouri 
River Basin investigation program. 

Although only $225,500 of the reduction made by the House was restored, the 
language of the conference report would authorize the use of any amount of the 
total funds appropriated for the Missouri River Basin investigation program 
to complete investigations of the Oahe unit. 

A very careful examination has been made of the program and it has been 
determined that it is not possible to complete a feasibility type report on the 
Oahe unit in fiscal year 1957, regardless of the amount of funds that could be 
applied, since time involved will not permit completion of the field work. It is 
our purpose, therefore, to program $225,500 for the Oahe unit and to complete an 
interim report on the Oahe unit to be made available to State and local interests 
und to the Congress for the purposes of appraising the potential of the unit and 
determining the future course of action to be taken with respect to this unit, 
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Within the funds allotted to the unit, it is proposed to take full advantage of 
the information gained from the interim report in advancing the work toward a 
conclusion. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep G, AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


Mr. Rapavr. You may continue. 

Mr. Bennetr. The units shown on the table on pages 145, 146, and 
147, being all units in the Missouri Basin projects have as of June 30, 
1956, costs against them, those costs result from initial studies which 
formed basis of Senate Document No. 191. 

In addition to that, there have been some charges in basin and 
division type surveys, which have been charged against these units. 
So, they have not in any sense been started and stopped. They were 
units planned for in Senate Document No. 191 and no work done 
simply because of lack of either money or time to get to them. That is 
the situation pertaining to all those units in the budget year 1958 for 
which there are no funds shown. 


EXPENDITURE ON OAILE PROJECT 


Mr. Taper. Can I ask a question about that Oahe project? 

Mr. Rapavt. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. Taper. In the hearings for 1957 on this bill, the Bureau ot 
Reclamation inserted a table on page 769 indicating that they had 
up to the 30th of June of 1955 paid out on the Oahe unit, $5,042,729. 

Their current program for 1956 was $507,687, and the estimate for 
1957 was $451,000. They wanted at that time $2,183,000 to complete. 

They told me just a while back that they had only spent $4 million 
of it. There is some kind of a conflict there. 

Mr. Dexnetmer. What we were talking about was the Garrison 
project when we were talking about the $4 million. 

Mr. Taser. I was asking about the Oahe and that was what we were 
talking about at that time. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. We misunderstood. We were talking about the 
Garrison unit at that time in North Dakota. The Garrison unit is the 
one that has half of the State in the conservation district in North 
Dakota. 

Mr. Taper. What is that? 

Mr. Dexnetmenr. I said that the Garrison unit is the one that has 
half of the State in the conservation district in North Dakota. The 
Oahe unit is in South Dakota. 

Mr. Taper. I understood that; but I also understood you to say 
that you were talking about Oahe at the time I asked the questions. 

Now, you have got Fanother table in here that does not jibe with any 
of the others. In the justification on page 145 on the Oahe unit, you 
show there down to June 30, 1956, you had paid out $4,208,000. That 
doesn’t jibe with the table inserted in the record last year. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Last year was prior to June 30, 1956. 

Mr. Taper. And at that time, you had spent over $5 million. The 
two stories don’t go together. I wonder what kind of stuff is in these 
justifications. 

Mr. Dexuermer. They are both on page 145. You will notice 
while the figures for the total estimated cost and the expenditures to 





June 30 are quite similar. 
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Mr. Taser. They are not. 

Mr. Dexuermer. They are different for the two units. 

Mr. Taper. They are different in the Oahe justification, between 
the justification in the last year and the ones that you brought up 
this year. Are your figures supposed to jibe at all that you give us 
one year and the next? 

Mr. DexHetmerR. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. They do not. 

Mr. Dexuermer. The figures in April of 1956, of course, would 
differ from the total of June 30, 1956. 

Mr. Taser. But the total of June 30, 1956, would have to be fully 
as big as the total of June 30, 1955; wouldn’t it? 

Mr. Dexuermer. It should be; yes, sir. 


ABANDONED WORK 


Mr. Bennett. I think the explanation, Mr. Taber, is that sometime 
during the current fiscal year we have adjusted our cost to eliminate 
the charges to what we call abandoned work. 

Mr. Taper. You want to go on a fishing excursion and juggle them 
around afterward, after you ‘abandon part of that operation ; is that it? 

Mr. Bennetr. When it becomes obvious in our studies that certain 
work, like happened here, was not going to be carried out, these 


charges against that work are credited and chi irged—excuse me. 


Mr. Taper. Are charged off? 

Mr. Bennetr. They are not charged off. They are charged against 
the abandoned work. 

Mr. Taser. That probably is the big item in the book. Where does 
that apply here? 

Mr. Dexnermer. It appears on page 147, Mr. Taber. 

Mr. Taser. And that is 

Mr. Dexuermer. Unscheduled and abandoned work. 

Mr. Taser. Where do you get that? Whereabouts on page 147 ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Just below the center of the page where it says 
“scheduled and abandoned work,” sir. 

Mr. Taser. Ten million nine hundred forty-six thousand one hun- 
dred and ninety-four dollars abandoned, and estimated total aban- 
doned, $11,296,307. 

In 1956, when you came up here, you only had $5,274,165 in aban- 
doned work. You kind of move pretty rapid on your abandoned work 
figure; don’t you ? 

Mr. Bennetr. We have made charges during the fiscal year to 
the abandoned work, that is correct, sir, but that is still funds that 
go into the cost of the project and those funds which are part of the 
reimbursable cost of the project. 

Mr. Taser. I would like to have you submit a table showing the 
projects on which abandoned work was built up and how muce +h for 

each project. 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taper. And the reason for abandoning. 

Mr. Bennett. We can do that, sir. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 
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UNSCHEDULED AND ABANDONED WorK, Missourt RIVER BASIN PROJECT 


The $10,946,194 costs to June 30, 1956. shown for the entry “Unscheduled 
and abandoned work” consists of (a) costs associated with units indefinitely 
deferred and hence “unscheduled” but still in the ultimate plan, and (b) 
costs associated with investigations of units or features dropped from the plan 
of development for the Missouri River Basin project for various reasons. The 
authorized plan of development of the project was based in general on very 
preliminary information and the report which served as the basis for the 
authorization recognized the need for additional study to refine the plan. 
Considerable additional data have been collected since the project was author- 
ized and approximately 2 years ago a detailed review of the status of the 
planning program was undertaken to evaluate the potential of the proposed 
units on the basis of information then available and select those units war- 
ranting further study, as well as to develop uniform criteria for the disposi- 
tion of planning costs. As a result of that review, a number of units were 
classified as “abandoned” or “indefinitely deferred.” The costs relating to the 
abandoned units are a part of the total cost of the Missouri River Basin 
project. However, rather than distribute those abandoned costs to other units 
where they would be allocated to the various project functions, both reim- 
bursable and nonreimbursable, they are being maintained separate and con- 
sidered as fully reimbursable from excess power revenues in all economic 
analyses of the project. A breakdown of the costs to June 30, 1956, for this 
abandoned and unprogramed work is as follows: 


“a 
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Costs to | 
Item June 30, Remarks 
|} 1956 | 
Abandoned region 6: | | 
Big Horn Basin division: 
Big Horn No. 1 unit... .-.-- sol $676 | Represents costs associated with areas dropped 


from the plan. 

Hanover No. 1 unit--- at 1,577 | Represents costs associated with areas dropped 
from plan. Remainder of unit was incorporated 
in Hanover-Bluff unit now under construction. 


ene CE iii wks chek otek cc 73,180 | Represents costs associated with areas dropped 
from the plan. 
Shoshone extensions unit - . ..-- 371, 328 | Represents costs associated with Gooseberry and 


Schuster Flats area which have been dropped 
from the plan. 


Cannonball division (including Can- | 526, 347 | All units in the Cannonball division were found to 
nonball Mott and Thunderhawk | | be economically infeasible and dropped from the 
units). | plan. 

Garrison division: Crosby-Mohall | 1,945,657 | Detailed investigations subsequent to authoriza- 
area. tion of the Missouri River Basin project revealed 


serious drainage problems in the Crosby-Mohall 
area which resulted in abandonment of much 
of that area in favor of land farther east. The 
| costs shown relate to the abandoned area. 
Grand division: 


ine Horse wait.................. 10,000 | Unit found not feasible. 
Bowman-Haley unit........._..- | 36, 178 | Do. 
Shadehill unit (irrigation facili- 71,136 | Water was found to be unsuitable for irrigation 
ties only). | and the irrigation facilities have been abandoned. 
Heart division: Dickinson unit (ir- 17,174 | Irrigation has been developed by local interests. 
rigation facilities only). 
James division: Oahe unit... --| 1,399,055 | These costs relate to investigations of areas previ- 


ously proposed as part of the unit but now abans 
doned because of serious drainage problems. 
Moreau division: Bixby unit... __--- 903,017 | Unit found to be infeasible because the water 
proved unsuitable for irrigation. 
Musselshell division: 


Deadman’s Basin unit__... ia 1,327 | Unit constructed by Montana State Water Consere 
} vation Board. 
Upper Musselshell unit__..._..-- 4,010 | Do. 
North Dakota pumping division: 
Birdhead unit- es 5,695 | Proposed unit was inundated by Garrison Resere 
voir of Corps of Engineers, 
Goodall unit__._. se nigihe 5, 873 | Do. 
Seneschal unit_-_- 2, 827 | Do. 
South Dakota pumping division: | 3,998 | Proposed unit was inundated by Gavins Point 
Running Water unit. Reservoir of Corps of Engineers. 
Sun-Teton division: 
Greenfield Lake drainage unit. 140 | Unit constructed by others. 
Fort Shaw drainage unit _....-- 146 | Do. 
PRUNES. 5 soetewseencbwccunsone 32,057 | Unit constructed by Montana State Water Con- 


servation Board, 
Three Forks division: Ruby unit... 4,305 | Unit constructed by otherss 





| 
Costs to 
Item June 30, 
| 1956 


Remarks 


Abandonec region 6—Continued | | 
Yellowstone division: | | 
Billings drainage unit...........- | $28,093 | Unit abandoned as result of legal decision that 
basic reclamation law did not permit Burean 
undertaking projects involving drainage only. 


Custer drainage unit...........- 17, 631° Do. 

ROU RIID WB odiec cncudedoocnsded 17,825 | Unit constructed by non-Federal interests. 

BNO ININRSL Sb nic cueamasades 872 | Unit constructed by Bureau as a separate project. 

I Nii Ohad aon ett ak 3,613 | Costs relate to areas dropped from pian. 
Transmission division - __---- hasel 51,660 | Costs relate to transmission facilities dropped from 


the plan or built by others. 
Abandoned region 7: 


Columbus division. _-....- bn 416,778 | Division will involve transbasin diversion of water 
which is not permissible under Kansas law. 

Elkhorn division. Sintan ; 74, 397 Do 

Grand Island division -- ceeecel, Spann Do 

Laramie Givisitt..... - 6.222 ce oe 90,941 | Costs associated with units found to be econom- 
ically infeasible and dropped from the plan. 

Lower Niobrara division. - _- 322, 515 Do. 

Medicine Bow division. 20, 943 Do. 

Middle Loup division: 

Lees Park unit _- 192,081 | Unit found to be economically infeasible. 
Middle Loup unit. 29,896 | Development undertaken by Middle Loup Public 
| Power and Irrigation District. 
Nebkota division | 5,137 | Costs associated with units found to be eeanomi- 
| cally infeasible and dropped from the plan. 
North Loup division: North Loup 60, 982 | Development undertaken by North Loup Publie 
unit. Power and Irrigation District. 

North Park division... 5 26,417 | Costs associated with units found to be eeonomi- 
cally infeasible and dropped from plan. 

North Platte-Kearney division_ - 183,002 | Division will involve transbasin diversion of water 
which is not permissible under Nebraska law. 

Oregon Trail division.... 270, 240 | Costs associated with units found to be ecenomi- 
cally infeasible and dropped from plan. 

Plattehorn division _- ‘ 16,037 | Division will involve transbasin diversion of water 
which is not permissible under Nebraska law. 

Saratoga division. 4 223,024 | Costs associated with units found to be econom- 


ically infeasible and dropped from plan. 


Smoky Hill division: Wilson unit 232,454 | Costs associated with studies of Wilson Dam and 
Reservoir transferred to Corps of Engineers by 
Public Law 505, 84th Cong 
Sweatheart division: Fort Stam- 15,951 | Unit found to be infeasible and dropped from plan. 
baugh unit. 
Transmission division... 226,581 | Costs associated with transmission facilities 


dropped from plan 
‘osts associated with units found to be infeasible 
ind dropped from plan. 
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Tricounty division 


Upper Republican division: Pioneer 6,522 | Unit found to he economically infeasible. 
unit. 
Valentine division j 228,955 | Costs associated with units found to be infeasible 
and dropped from plan 
Subtotal, abandoned 9, 471, 956 
Unscheduled 1, 474, 288 | Represents costs associated with units included in 


the ultimate plan of development but tempo- 
rarily deferred. 


TOCRL .<<.-- 10, 946, 194 


Mr. Taper. It seems like I can understand this table down at the 
bottom which shows $46,610,000, and your abandonment figure shows 
$10,946,000, which is 22 or 23 percent of the total expenditures. 
Maybe that is a good record, but it looks to me that the committee 
ought to be very careful about adding any more funds. I don’t sup- 
pose we have got any right to expect that there should be anything 
like consistency in your reports or having them tie together at all 
from year to year. I suppose that is beyond anything we have got a 
right to expect. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Mr. Taber, this is our effort to disclose to this 
committee fully those things that we have done. There investiga- 
tion costs have been charged against surveys and investigation of the 
Missouri Basin since 1944. We have found in those investigations 
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quite a number of projects which we have abandoned because they 
did not appear to be feasible. These are the costs of doing those in- 
vestigations over the last 13 years. 

Mr. Taser. Lf you give me a table that I asked for, about break- 
down of that $10,900,000, I think you ought to give the date that 

each one was charged off so that we can kind of check that up a little 
bit. and see how your books did jibe. 

Mr. Dexnermer. Those are not charged off. They are still charged 
against the Missouri River project for repayment. ‘These are only 
put into these accounts to disclose to the committee those investiga- 
tions which have proven fruitless. 

Mr. Taser. Why would they be taken out? How can they be 
charged to any specific project ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. They are charged to the overall basin project. 

Mr. Taner. That isn’t split among the other projects; is it? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. Why ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. It remains as a charge to the overall Missouri 
Basin project which is carried in our accounts for repayment as such. 

Mr. Taper. I would like to see where you put one particular cent 
out of the item of unscheduled and abandoned work and charged it 
up to some project. 

Mr. Dexuermer. We take it out if that project ever becomes acti 
vated and it becomes a cost to that item, to that unit. 

Mr. Taser. That is what I thought, but I was kind of fishing to 
see if I could find if there was anything that went from that project 
to an active one. 

Mr. Dexnermer. Very few of them in the past 13 years; because if 
they appear to be active we do not put them in that category. 

Mr. Taser. That keeps the cost of reclamation down on the overall 
project; doesn’t it ? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. No, sir. It is still a charge in our Missouri Basin 
accounts, and it is carried there. 

Mr. Taner. It never gets into a place where it is charged up to the 
irrigation landowner; does it ? 

Mr. Dexuerer. It does, if that particular project is ever activated 
and becomes an authorized unit. 

Mr. Taser. If. But we do not hear of any; isn’t that right? I 
have been fishing to find out why we haven’t heard of any. 

Mr. Dexuerer. As I said, if we thought they were likely to be- 
come active and be built, we would not put them in the category of 
unscheduled or abandoned work. We kee »p them within the units as 
they are listed above that. 

Mr. Jensen. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Taser. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JensEN. Let me see if I understand you now. In business, 
when you have an account that becomes very doubtful as to its value, 
we throw it in what we call a suspense account. Now, then, it isn’t 
exactly thrown out, but a suspense account, in conside ring income tax 
to be deducted is permissible, an account that is considered to be no 
good. 

Now, then, here you have a project that you abandoned. You have 
obtained some money on it, spent some money on it, and so you in 
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a sense throw that expenditure, money you have already spent, into 
your abandoned account or suspense account, so to speak. : 

Now, then, if the project is finally reactivated, then you pick up 
that amount of money that you have already spent before those dol- 
lars were put in the suspense account, so to speak, and you charge 
that, then, to the reactivated project; is that right? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. That is right. 

Mr. JensEN. In the event the project is never reactivated, then the 
entire valley project is charged with that suspense account, or that 
money that you have already spent that you put in the inactive; 
or what do you call the item again ¢ 

Mr. Dexuermer. Unscheduled or abandoned work. 

Mr. Jensen. Abandoned account. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Jensen. Aren’t there instances where you don’t have a larger 
account, a larger valley account or project, on which you can collect 
this money, eventually, that you will have instances where you lose the 
entire amount that you have spent ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. That would be true under our general investiga- 
tion fund; yes, sir. 

Mr. JenseEN. But in the Missouri Valley, for instance, that is a Mis- 
sourl Valley account which is kept as an overall account. 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. And so, in the event that a project was abandoned in 
the Missouri Valley, you would then throw the funds that you have 
already spent into the overall Missouri Valley account, and it would 
be a charge against the entire account and would eventually be paid 
for; is that right ? 

Mr. Dexnemer. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. Is that a pretty good explanation? 

Mr. Dexuermmer. That is very good. I would say, even with these 
charges we are very solvent. 

Mr. Taner. Isn’t it a fact that you have been reducing the item on 
account of Oahe and that you are figuring that this is a project where 
the whole thing has got to be set up as an abandoned project, and 
that is an indication that in your opinion already it is on the road to 
abandonment? ‘That would be the conclusion that the ordinary fellow 
would draw from the way that this has been handled by the Bureau. 
But, you believed it was on the road to abandonment and you were 
approaching it gradually. ; 

Mr. Dexuerer. No, sir; I think that relates to some of the lands 
that we found were not susceptible to sustained irrigation and drain- 
age, and to the extent that those lands were eliminated we have put 
that part of the investigation cost into this account, but not the part 
of the Oahe that we are talking about now. 

Mr. Taper. Is that more speculative than the other part that you 
have already figured as an abandonment ? : 

Mr. Dexuermer. No. Our investigations so far show that this, 
as our report shows, is susceptible of sustained irrigation. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you contend that this money can be recaptured # 

Mr. Dexnermer. It is all recaptured. 
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TRANSFERS TO OTHER AGENCIES 


Mr. Ranaut. We come now to transfers to other agencies. 
Put pages 149 through 166 in the record at this point. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


Missourt River BASIN PROJECT, FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 


Summarized financial data 


Total obligations to June 30, 1956 Jobe dS) i ar 
Sets Mesemeren es Bacal wes toe... ek ee hk w 250, 708 
UE Ott LR, DOOR WONT 200 nn ce tric eke ects Cenc eke ene - 275, 000 


1 Includes $13,000 contribution to civil service retirement fund. 
JUSTIFICATION 


A total of $275,000 is requested for investigation by the Fish and Wildlife 
Service in the Missouri River Basin. This amount will be used for studies of 
the effects of projects of the Bureau of Reclamation and Corps of Engineers on 
fish and wildlife resources in the basin and for the development of means and 
measures for the conservation of these resources. Funds are also needed to 
provide for necessary analysis of completed projects. All of these activities are 
closely related to development and evaluation of data on fish and wildlife re- 
sources of the Missouri Basin in relationship to water-development projects. 

The estimate for fiscal year 1958 is consistent with the recommendation in the 
report of the Presidential Advisory Committee on Water Resources Policy. 
This report was transmitted to the Congress by the President on January 17, 
1956. With respect to fish and wildlife in river-basin development, the conclu- 
sion of the Presidential Advisory Committee was that there should be a sharply 
stepped-up program of biological investigations of water-resources projects. The 
committee noted the lag in the intensity and scope in fish and wildlife investiga- 
tions as compared with planning in the fields of irrigation, hydroelectric power, 
navigation, and flood control. The report notes that “there has not been sufficient 
planning * * * with respect to such functions as * * * preservation and propa- 
gation of fish and wildlife * * *.” 

This disparity between the planning effort of the Fish and Wildlife Service 
and the construction agencies has been particularly true in the Missouri River 
Basin in recent years. That basin, comprising one-sixth of the total land and 
water areas of the United States, contains some of the most important fish and 
wildlife resources in the Nation. The basin is widely famous, for example, for 
its big-game resources. Hunters in quest of such big-game animals as elk, moose, 
and antelope travel to the Missouri River Basin from all over the United States. 
The prairie and plains areas of the Missouri Basin are highly productive of 
waterfowl and pheasants. Several of the most famous trout streams in the 
country are found in the Missouri River Basin. 

There is great demand on the part of residents of the Missouri River Basin for 
fishing and hunting opportunities, and an unusually high percentage of these 
local residents depend upon hunting and fishing as their major recreational 
activities. 

Profound changes in the habitat for both fish and wildlife are being wrought 
and will be wrought by the program of the Federal water-development agencies. 
There is a clear Federal responsibility to investigate thoroughly these changes 
in order to maintain fishing and hunting opportunities undiminished. This is 
particularly true in the light of the increases in industry and population and 
consequent increases in demand for fish and wildlife resources which is attend- 
ing the development of the comprehensive Missouri River Basin project. 

The funds requested for fiscal year 1958 will be utilized to continue vital inves- 
tigations of the effects of water-development projects in places like the huge 
blocks of North Dakota which will be affected by the Garrison diversion unit, 
and the upstream reservoirs which the Bureau of Reclamation will bring into 
being in the next decade. Funds will also be used for a much-needed increase 
in the examination and analysis of completed units of the Missouri Basin project 
in order to determine the biological validity and results of conservation means 
or measures incorporated in those projects. 
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The Presidential Advisory Committee on Water Resources Policy has wisely 
recognized the urgent need for data of these types; the Fish and Wildlife Service 
proposed to respond promptly and step up its rate of data collection in the 
Missouri River Basin. The work by the Fish and Wildlife Service in the Mis- 
souri Basin for fiscal year 1958 forms a significant portion of the Department’s 
interrelated program for the Missouri River Basin, carefully developed by the 
Interior’s Missouri Basin Field Committee. 

As in recent years, the principal effort by the Fish and Wildlife Service for 
fiscal year 1958 will be on the farflung Garrison diversion unit in North Dakota. 
Investigations will continue, with the object of developing means and measures to 
safeguard the important national wildlife refuges which will be affected by the 
irrigation plans, to develop means to compensate for the destruction by drainage 
of thousands of potholes which provide fine breeding grounds for the Nation’s 
waterfowl, and to maintain and improve the area’s stream-fishing resources. 

The main-stem reservoir projects of the Corps of Engineers, which are pro- 
ducing terrific changes in fish and game populations, will require continuing and 
expanded attention. In all of this work, very close partnership relations, at some 
considerable expense to the Fish and Wildlife Service, will be maintained with the 
State fish and game departments. Moreover, the funds requested for fiscal year 
1958 will facilitate the fulfillment of another major recommendation of the 
Presidential Advisory Committee by enabling the Service to maintain closer 
working relationships with other Federal agencies engaged in water-resources 
development. 


Missourrt River BASIN PROJECT, GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
Summarized financial data 


es deen cio Fer Sms OG, Feiees oo neciccracn ematieinnecnueletemeee $28, 854, 554 
EEE CU TNERUNE, TUUUTAN TOURER nics 5. cninctn ewe ecgiceenineanerennealnana 1, 844, 205 
SOCIAL MeRMCRNERDS, TOCA IR aaa a scientist neneineine * 1, 840, 000 


1 Includes $80,000 contribution to civil service retirement fund, 


JUSTIFICATION 


The objectives of the Geological Survey under the departmentwide Missouri 
River Basin project are the collection, analysis, and interpretation of basic data 
on the water and mineral resources, and the preparation of topogranic and 
geologic maps and reports that are essential for the most practical and beneficial 
use of the water, mineral, and related land resources of the basin. Such basic 
information is needed by the Bureau of Reclamation and all other action agencies 
of the Government, as well as by the States and private industry, in planning, 
constructing, and operating projects for the development of the basin. 

The work which the Geological Survey performs with these Missouri Basin 
project funds is of the same types as it conducts with its regularly appropriated 
funds. This additional work through the project funds is required because the 
needs of the Bureau of Reclamation and other agencies cannot be supplied 
through the Survey’s regular program alone. Although implemented to serve 
certain specific needs, the information so obtained is equally adapted to serving 
many other purposes characteristic of Survey’s products. 

An increase of $80,000 is required for contribution to the civil service retirement 
fund, in accordance with Public Law 854, 84th Congress. 


Item 1957 Deductions Additions | 1958 
(1) Topographic surveys and mapping $1, 118, 535 $73, 535 $50, 000 $1, 095, 000 
(2) Geologic and mineral resource surveys and | 
mapping. - - ; ania of 54, 877 1, 877 2, 000 55, 000 
(3) Water resources and investigations 670, 793 8, 793 28, 000 | 690, 000 
TEE dts cniedelilt din wnsdadk Oinclid idbedss dedicate Seiad 4 1, 844, 205 84, 205 80, 000 1, 840, 000 


(1) Topographic surveys and mapping, $1,095,000.—The utility and value of 
good topographic maps are widely recognized. They portray the character and 
relief of the terrain, the drainage system in all its intricate detail, and the 
principal manmade developments. It is hard to conceive of any use or develop- 
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ment of natural resources that would not be benefited by such maps. They are 
essential for planning many engineering works, including those for irriga- 
tion, flood-control, hydroelectric power, transportation, soil conservation, and 
mineral development. 

The primary objective of the topographic mapping program of the Geological 
Survey under the Missouri River Basin project is to provide the basic map 
information needed by the Bureau of Reclamation and the other action agencies 
of the Government in planning the development of the water and land resources 
of the basin. The utility of the maps, however, is not limited to that purpose, 
because they serve equally well the many diversified requirements of all other 
public and private agencies that are engaged in the various phases of resource 
development and use. In addition to meeting the Missouri River Basin project 
needs, the maps prepared under this project fulfill the requirements of the 
national mapping program in those areas mapped, and are in accord with recom- 
mendations made under the national water policy. 

The need for topographic mapping in the basin is accentuated by the fact 
that most of the proposed development projects are in areas sparsely covered 
by suitable maps. Continuation of the present mapping program is needed to 
insure that the maps will be available by the time the detailed planning of 
projects for any given area is to start In this way, mans will serve their 
intended purpose most effectively and the need for special surveys will be 
greatly reduced. 

The mapping program under this project is planned in consultation with 
representatives of the Bureau of Reclamation and the other principal map-using 
agencies of the Government, and is submitted to the Missouri Basin Field Com- 
mittee of the Interior Department for comment. Onlv the most important and 
urgent needs are included, and these are provided in the order of their priority. 

With the funds requested, topographic mapping in progress will be continued 
as follows: On projects containing 187 7%4-minute quadrangles in Colorado, 
Iowa, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, South Dakota, and Wyoming all of 
the maps will be completed; mapping will be continued on 102 74%4-minute 
quadrangles in Nebraska, North Dakota, and South Dakota. In addition, work 
is expected to be initiated on 162 7144-minute quadrangles in North Dakota, 
South Dakota, Nebraska, Wyoming, and Montana and on 21 15-minute quad- 
rangles in Montana and Wyoming. 

The mapping is being undertaken primarily to serve the following needs: (@) 
Providing basic data for hydrologic, geologic, and economic studies; (6) studies 
relative to irrigation; (c) flood control, and power development: (d@) planning 
for wildlife refuges and fire control: (e) classification of lands; (f) location of 
transportation routes; and (g) as an aid in stratigraphic and structural inves- 
tigations in the search for oil and gas. 

(2) Geologic and mineral resources surveys and mapping, $55,000.—The ob- 
jectives of geologic and mineral resource surveys and mapping under the Mis- 
souri River Basin project may be divided roughly into two broad categories. 

The first category comprises the general service geologic mapping and investi- 
gations. These activities are conducted mainly in areas where important en 
gineering works are planned by the Bureau of Reclamation and other action 
agencies of the Government, as well as by State and private agencies. Knowledge 
of the character of the terrain, of the unconsolidated surficial deposits and the 
underlying bedrock formations, and facts concerning the location, extent, and 
physical and chemical properties of potential Construction materials, are essen- 
tial to the proper planning of such works. In addition, the studies have wide 
application for a variety of other purposes, such as for delineating lands that 
would be suitable for irrigation or in the search for new mineral deposits. 

The second category includes investigations that are pointed more directly to 
locating and appraising the principal mineral resources of the basin, such as 
coal, oil and gas, bentonite and other clays, phosphate, iron, and chromite 
Development of these mineral and mineral fuel resources should go hand-in-hand 
with the large-scale development of the water and land resources of the basin 
if the full potentials of the region are to be realized. 

Both these types of studies are being conducted under the Missouri Basin 
program and they supplement the regular program of the Geological Survey in 
these fields in that they further the preparation of the geologic map of the 
United States and make an important contribution to the development of the 
resources of the basin. 

The activities planned for fiscal year 1958 are the continuation of mapping 
and studies in and around Great Falls, Mont.: continuation of geologic investiga- 
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tions of the Williston Basin oil and gas fields; preparation of a report on the 
Lenore area oil and gas fields; and continuation of geologic studies in the 
Whalen-Wheatland area of Wyoming. 

(3) Water resources investigations, $690,000.—Adequate information defining 
the quantity and distribution of the surface-water supplies, the occurrence and 
availability of ground waters, the sediment loads of the streams, and the chemi- 
cal quality of both the surface and ground waters, is indispensable for planning, 
constructing, and operating all types of works for the development and use of 
the water resources of the Missouri River Basin. These include works for 
(a) irrigating arid and semiarid lands; (6) procuring water supplies for domes- 
tic, livestock, municipal, and industrial uses; controlling floods; and (d) 
developing electric power. 

Collection of such basic water-resources information by the Geological Survey 
should be started 5 to 10 years before the planning of projects is undertaken 
in order to provide dependable, long-term records that would record the changes 
in water supply resulting from the wide fluctuations in precipitation. This 
would furnish a better basis for appraising the quantity and quality of the 
water supply and thus reducing the likelihood of inadequate designs or exces- 
sive costs of construction and operation. The cost of obtaining adequate basic 
data will thus be saved many times over. 

The funds requested for the basic water resources investigations during fiscal 
year 1958 would provide for continuing a program about the same size as that 
for 1957. This would include about 158 streamgaging stations, 40 sediment 
stations, and 62 chemical quality of water stations. Some substitutions in the 
present program would be made to meet the changing needs. Ground-water in- 
vestigations would be continued in about 10 areas, and work would be started 
in about 5 new areas. 

The basic water resources investigational program is needed for: 

(a) Planning “new starts” of development projects that may get underway 
during or soon after 1958 by the Bureau of Reclamation and other action agen- 
cies of the Government. 

(b) Evaluating the effects of completed projects upon the quantity and qual- 
ity of the water supply downstream from the project; and 

(c) Planning for the long-range, basinwide development program. Although 
some of the major dams and reservoirs are completed and in operation, and 
more will be constructed within the next few years, many more years will be 
required to complete the extensive irrigation and drainage systems and other 

vater-development works. 


Missourt River BASIN PROJECT, BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 
Summarized financial data 


Total obligations to June 30, 1956 is ee gate Se $2, 370, 155 
Total obligations fiscal year 1957 : ond . 181, 450 
Total obligations fiscal year 1958 ‘ ' 290, 000 


Includes $14,000 contribution to civil service retirement fund. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The work of the Missouri River Basin investigations project will continue to be 
geared to the basin development programs of the Corps of Engineers and the 
Bureau of Reclamation which affect 20 Indian reservations in the Billings and 
Aberdeen areas with a population of nearly 60,000 Indians owning some 15 mil- 
lion acres of land. Missouri River Basin investigations are primarily concerned 
with surveys, studies, and plans to cushion the unfavorable and to take advan- 
tage of the favorable effects of the Missouri River Basin developments on Indian 
people. This calls for continuing work in appraisal of Indian land, improve- 
ments and other property: aid and advice to Indians and tribal organizations 
in their negotiations for settlement and in programs for expenditure of funds 
received ; land capability surveys of reservation lands; appraisals for consolida- 
tion of farm units, and compilation of land records as a basis for resettlement of 
families from taking areas; and social and economic surveys to aid in the reha- 
bilitation of Indian families. 
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The demands for information and assistance in relocating and rehabilitating 
families will increase greatly at Cheyenne River and Standing Rock Reservations 
as the time for removal from the Oahe Reservoir draws near and rehabilitation 
funds are made available. The target date for closure of the Oahe Dam is 
July 1958. 

The most pressing need is for work in connection with the construction pro- 
grams of the Corps of Engineers. Congress has appropriated over $10.5 million 
for the relocation of some 180 Cheyenne River Sioux families from the reservoir 
area, for the rehabilitation of families resident on the reservation, and in pay- 
ment for damages which will be sustained by Indians of the Cheyenne River 
Reservation. A comparable sum is expected to be appropriated for similar pur- 
poses for Standing Rock Sioux Indians and lesser amounts for Crow Creek 
Sioux and Lower Brule Sioux Indians. The large amount of planning and service 
work required for relocation and rehabilitation programs has already necessitated 
the concentration of efforts of the MRBI staff on problems arising out of these 
programs 

To facilitate the removal and rehabilitation of 350 Indian families from the 
Oahe Reservoir and to rehabilitate 100 families already displaced by the Fort 
Randall Reservoir will require an increase in activities, particularly those re- 
lating to rehabilitation plans for families, establishment of economic farm and 
ranch units, appraisals, and land record work. It is estimated that $166,000 
will be needed to carry out the MRBI programs relating to Corps of Engineers 
projects. 

Because of the more urgent demands for work relating to Corps of Engineers 
projects, work relating to Bureau of Reclamation projects has been curtailed 
during recent years. However, the Yellowtail Dam and Hardin irrigation units 
will require considerable attention in 1958 and lesser amounts will be needed for 
investigations relating to irrigation projects on other reservations. The Hardin 
unit contains about 29,000 acres of Indian land that is irrigable. It is estimated 
that $60,000 will be required for investigations relating to the Bureau of Recla- 
mation projects during fiscal year 1958. 

For general basin work and work relating to the Bureau of Indian Affairs, 
$50,000 will be required. 

In addition to the program amounts outlined above, this estimate includes a 
request for $14,000, representing the amount required for contributions to em- 
ployees’ retirement funds under the provisions of Public Law 854 approved 
July 31, 1956. 


Missourr River BASIN ProJectT, BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 


Summarized financial data 


Total obligation to June 30, 1956_..............._..._. - Lilneste ties, OSH t, OO 
Toen) Goeeations, Beeal-year 1007 i J 240, 878 
Total Cotieations, Giscn) your 1068... 2. ee eee ee 970, 000 


1 Includes $9,500 contribution to civil service retirement fund. 
JUSTIFICATION 


1. Land classification, $129,100.—The increase over the amount available in 
fiscal year 1957 is $29,500, of which $6,100 is for contributions to the retirement 
fund, leaving a program increase of $23,400. Classification and inventory of 
the public lands precedes development work by the Bureau of Reclamation and 
other agencies, in order that the necessary coordination of land and water uses 
ean be accomplished. Field data gathered is compiled in narrative, graphic, 
tabular and cartographic report form and copies are provided participating and 
interested agencies. Such reports facilitate the orderly development and dis- 
position of public lands and provide important land use capability and suit- 
ability data, grazing capacity, recreation and wildlife, timber values, necessary 
to the proper integration of public lands with lands under other ownership. 

The Missouri River Basin detailed land classification program for fiscal year 
1958 will continue to be concentrated in the North Platte River Basin, Wyo. In 
addition, reconnaissance surveys will be carried on in the upper and middle 
Yellowstone Basins and the Tongue River Basin, Mont., embracing an area of 
approximately 810,000 acres of public domain lands, most of which lands are of 
scattered and isolated nature. 
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The fiscal year 1958 program also provides for completing field data on the 
Seminoe unit of the North Platte River Bavin, but not publication of these data. 
Completion and publication of the report for the Milk River area, Montana, will 
be made during fiscal year 1958. 

2. Cadastral survey, $140,900.—This estimate is the increase of $29,500 over 
fiscal year 1957 and includes $3,400 for contribution to the retirement fund leav- 
ing $26,100 increase for program work. This increase will provide for resur- 
veys on 220,000 acres more than was provided for by the 1957 allotment. 

Cadastral surveys are necessary to the basin program to provide accurate and 
official boundary on the public lands by legal subdivision; for securing rights of 
way for canals and reservoirs; and the laying out of farm units and to provide 
horizontal control for mapping. It is therefore necessary that the cadastral 
survey work proceed well in advance of the requirements of the development 
agencies. 

The 1958 program provides for work in Nebraska, North Dakota, and South 
Dakota as follows: 


Nebraska : Acres 
TONER: | CEE ccecicericdittindwcthbiminctinncumabeeaae 62, 72 
CN RI aii iiss sce sci cerntebisnnia iapialnvinelialas cates iadaape cits teimarieac dae tial ieee 196, 000 


258, 720 

North Dakota: 
Max Bass-Upham block___-..--.--_--- Reitesbaatiits baleen icine tease 93, 440 
PRONOUN Go asin cricdnseeseSaGariescaibedentaemmmsinnaaeten 86, 400 


179, 840 
South Dakota: 


RETIN, III cts ns tones inditns ins cnc aniston nici enenndeasnaieeidniiteiate haa 182, 740 


IE Te re ccinencieensih acca metanainantciimnnidning india middie aia ili aad 621, 3 


Jem, 
Mrissourt RIVER BASIN PROJECT—BUREAU OF MINES 
Summarized financial data 


Total obligations to June 30, 1956 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1957____- 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1958_- 


ee ease $1, 406; 426 
inal ates oe cae ah et ate Sal 117, 13% 
Bo SD Se SS | 


1 Includes $7,000 contribution to civil service retirement fund. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Missouri Basin project activities of the Bureau of Mines are being modified and 
reoriented with a dual objective: (1) to parallel more closely the new programs 
and needs of the construction agencies and (2) to recognize not only the Depart- 
ment’s responsibilities for mineral resource development and conservation but 
also for pollution abatement and provision of adequate water for mineral proc- 
essing and development. 

Mineral inventories will be made on proposed reservoir sites of the Bureau of 
Reclamation to determine the effect of the reservoirs on the mineral industries 
in the area. Losses to the Nation resulting from inundation would be studied 
as well as the benefits. 

The mineral industry is a vital factor in the economy of the basis and its 
importance in creating primary income is increasing rapidly. Some 45 mineral 
commodities are produced in the basin. Pertinent mineral information is needed 
by the water and power construction agencies involved in the Missouri River 
sasin project to assure that all phases of the economics involved in the planning 
of the several units are adequately considered. The information the Bureau of 
Mines compiles for them includes detailed data on grade, type, and location of 
minerals and fuels available, how they can be processed, at what cost, and the 
relation of the segments of the minerals industry to the Missouri River Basin 
project. 

The increase of $34,000 includes $7,000 for payments to the retirement fund 
as required under title IV of Public Law 854, approved July 31, 1956. 
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A serious water shortage has arisen in parts of the region, due to a series 
of drought years and increased demands for irrigation, domestic, and industrial 
use. Two water studies are programed consistent with departmental objectives 
and the Field Committee’s report that “the collection, analysis, and interpreta- 
tion of basic water facts * * * lag far behind need * * *.” The first study to 
provide prerequisite data for pollution abatement, would be an inventory of 
water-borne industrial wastes of mineral origin in the region. It would determine 
the quantities and concentrations of significant mineral-industry wastes, which 
are discharged to the streams and ground waters of the region. The second and 
complementary study would be devoted to the conservation and reuse of water 
for metallurgical and other industrial purposes. It would test methods for 
removing harmful impurities or rendering the contaminants harmless, including 
aeration, sandbed filtration, chemical pretreatment, and use of ion exchange or 
complexing agents. Engineering cost studies be made to determine the best and 
cheapest method for preparing and recovering water suitable for plant use. 

An investigation of nonswelling clays is programed to develop substitutes for 
bentonite that will be less expensive and equally satisfactory for use as canal 
and ditch liners. 


Missouri River BAstn Prosgect, NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 


Summarized financial data 


Total obligations to June 30, 1956 = otek : $2, 488, 298 
_oemoplueations. fiscal year 1057... tins wi cstsinweuwn 259, 702 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1958 310, 000 


JUSTIFICATION 


(a) Recreation plans and surveys, $101,050.—The estimate of $101,050 is an 
increase of $9,550 over the amount included in the 1957 fiscal year allocation, 
and is needed to permit the Service to meet its responsibilities in the Missouri 
Basin. The Service is concerned with the conservation of, and planning for, 
outdoor recreation resources and, in particular planning for recreation develop- 
ments on Bureau of Reclamation and Corps of Engineers water-control projects, 
and negotiating with the State for the administration of recreation features of 
Reclamation projects. Of the increase requested, the amount of $5,790 is 
included to cover addditional costs which will be required under amendments 
to the Civil Service Retirement Act (title 1V of Public Law 854, approved July 
31, 1956). The balance of $3,760 is needed to keep pace with the program of 
investigation and planning on the Bureau's projects. 

The program of investigation and planning on Bureau of Reclamation projects 
is based on its program, and must be adjusted as its schedule of investigations, 
planning, and construction develops. Current advice from the Bureau indicates 
that the Service must study and report on 9 projects and finish up reports on 2 
others. These will include 7 reconnaissance reports and +4 planning reports, 
including general development plans, covering a total of 19 reservoir sites. The 
purpose of these studies is to determine the impact of the projects on recreation 
resources of the basin, to evaluate recreation potentials of the project and 
develop preliminary plans for public use they will receive. Advisory assistance 
will be provided the Corps of Engineers on their projects as requested. 

The reservoir management planning program is expected to be more active 
in 1958 because of the number of reservoirs involved and because, under the 
revised agreement with the Bureau of Reclamation, the National Park Service 
is responsible for determining the appropriate agency and for negotiating 
agreements for administration of reservoir recreation areas. Based on the 
Bureau of Reclamation’s program, it is anticipated that agreements will be 
negotiated covering recreation areas at five reservoirs and will be under way 
on four others. Followup assistance to administering agency and field review 
of development and management will present an increased workload, since, by 
that time, an estimated 30 reservoir areas will be under previously negotiated 
agreements. 

Broad planning studies will be necessary to follow up on the basinwide report 
which is scheduled for completion during the 1957 fiscal year. The increase of 
$3,760 is needed to assist in effecting the recommendations of the basinwide 
survey report. The object will be to work cooperatively toward carrying 
through on the recommendations, and in particular toward developing or 
bringing up-to-date State park and recreation area plans. 
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(b) Archeological and historical surveys and excavations, $208,950.—The es- 
timate of $208,950 is an increase of $61,450 over the $147,500 allocation for the 
current fiscal year, and includes $1,710 to meet Service contributions to the 
retirement fund in accordance with title IV of Public Law 854, approved July 31, 
1956. These funds are required to enable the Service, in cooperation with the 
Smithsonian Institution, to keep more nearly abreast of the salvage and preser- 
vation of archeological remains, many of which are rapidly disappearing be- 
cause of the construction of dams in the Missouri River Basin. In 1958, the 
historical-archeological survey and salvage program will reach a critical stage, 
requiring maximum effort to prevent the further loss of valuable and irre- 
placeable data resulting from water control projects. Seventy percent of the 
estimate is programed for salvage operation by the Smithsonian Institution, 
and 11 percent for contract on a matching fund or service basis with local agen- 
cies for further salvage operations. 

The most important concentration of threatened historical and archeological 
values lies within the Oahe Reservoir area. Scientists are concerned that entire 
cultural complexes of key significance in reconstructing American prehistory 
will be lost when the Oahe Reservoir is filled. Closure is tentatively scheduled 
for 1958, and the sites are of such extreme importance, that to keep ahead of 
the flooding schedule, 62 percent of the estimated amount would be expended on 
Oahe sites at low impoundment level. 

Other “main stem” reservoir projects are of comparable archeological impor- 
tance. Big Bend (South Daketa) will require intensive survey and testing to 
determine the nature und extent of sites requiring later comprehensive excava- 
tion. Although Fort Randall and Garrison areas have already been partially 
inundated, several significant sites exposed through wave action and bank slump 
will require salvage operations. Furthermore, many archeological projects 
undertaken earlier in these areas still require extensive laboratory analysis and 
technical reporting. 

In addition to major salvage efforts on the “main stem,” there are several 
reservoir projects scheduled for early completion which have been reconnoitered 
and which warrant intensive survey or selective archeological exeavation in 
order that significant historic and scientific values will not be irretrievably 
destroyed. Yellowtail (Montana), Glendo (Wyoming), Pomme de Terre (Mis- 
souri), Red Willow (Nebraska), and Tuttle Creek and Lovewell (Kansas) are 
conspicuous among such projects. 


Mr. Rapavur. Insert any statement you have prepared for each 
agency. 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 


Mr. Dexurerer. The first one is the Missouri River Basin project, 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service. This is their statement. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT SUPPORTING APPROPRIATION FOR THE Missourt River BASIN PROJECT, 
UNITED STATES FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICKE, FIscAL YEAR 1958 


The United States Fish and Wildlife Service will continue to study and report 
on units of the Missouri River Basin project during fiscal year 1958. Plans 
will be developed to protect and improve fish and wildlife as the project 
progresses. Funds in the amount of $275,000 are needed for this work in fiseal 
year 1958. 

The Missouri River Basin is 1,300 miles long and 700 miles wide. It includes 
about one-sixth of the land area of the United States. Within this region there 
is a greater variety and abundance of fish and wildlife than in any comparable 
area of the United States. 

A substantial share of the Nation’s big game lives in the basin, including about 
one-half of the elk, two-thirds of the antelope, one-half of the bighorn sheep, 
and most of the grizzly bears left in the United States. Here also are large 
numbers of deer, grouse, pheasants, and doves as well as the most important 
waterfowl-producing habitat in the United States. 

Fishing in the basin ranges from superb to very poor. In the upper reaches 
of the Missouri River system some of the finest stream fishing in the Nation is 
endangered by water developments; while the lower basin and along the main 
stem, fishery resources of unlimited abundance are being created by similar 
developments. 
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Public interest in fish and wildlife is widespread and is growing. Fishing and 
hunting license sales in the basin now total about 4 million, having more than 
doubled since 1940. License sales are expected to reach 5 million for the basin 
States, within a few years. Hundreds of thousands of fishermen and hunters 
from all over the Nation visit the basin each year to pursue their sports. TF isher- 
men throughout the United States spent an average of $92 each and hunters an 
average of $79.50 on these forms of outdoor recreation during calendar year 
1955. The expenditure of hundreds of millions of dollars each year on fishing 
and hunting activities in the Missouri River Basin plays a significant part in the 
economy of that region. 

The broad water development program in the basin is having a great effect on 
the fish and wildlife resources of the area. The role of the United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service is to study and report on both the beneficial and adverse 
effects of the individual project units and to recommend means and measures to 
preserve and perpetuate fish and wildlife resources. 

Since 1945, when the Fish and Wildlife Service program was initiated in the 
basin, 71 reports have been made on Corps of Engineers projects, 203 on Bureau 
of Reclamation units, 16 on flood control and small watershed projects of the 
Department of Agriculture, 18 on private power developments licensed by the 
Federal Power Commission, and 16 on water development on public lands under 
special use permits. In addition, the Service has prepared 38 reports on special 
fishery, wildlife, and sportsman-utilization studies, as well as 13 reports contrib- 
uting to a national inventory of wetlands habitat. 

Each project analysis is based on investigations conducted in cooperation with 
the State fish and game agency concerned. Inventories of fish and wildlife 
resources are made, plans for project construction and operation are studied 
in detail, and determinations made of the extent of benefits or damages to fish 
and wildlife. Where it is found that damages will be substantial, every effort 
is made to find a practical means of preventing that damage. 

As authorized under the Coordination Act of August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080), 
the Service prepares general plans for the use of project lands as wildlife man- 
agement areas by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service or the State fish 
and game departments. Construction programs have provided more than 400,000 
acres of water surface with thousands of miles of shoreline, and over 2 mililon 
acres of Federal lands adjacent to these water bodies. Much of this area is 
suited for and will be administered for the production of fish and wildlife. 
General plans for wildlife management have been completed or are being prepared 
for Boysen, Keyhole, Cedar Bluff, Bonny, Angostura, Canyon Ferry, Tiber, Alcova, 
Webster, Kirwin, Shadehill, Heart Butte, Garrison, Fort Randall, Lewis and 
Clark, and Harlan County Reservoirs. Some reservoirs located strategically in 
relation to waterfowl management needs will be used for waterfowl manage- 
ment. Kirwin Reservoir in Kansas has been designated a national wildlife 
refuge. Snake Creek arm of Garrison Reservoir, in North Dakota, provides both 
a national refuge and a State-managed public hunting area. Portions of Boysen 
Reservoir in Wyoming, Fort Dandall in South Dakota, and Lewis and Clark 
Reservoir in South Dakota and Nebraska will be developed and managed for 
waterfowl by the State fish and game agencies. 

As partial restitution for the loss of bottomland habitat, replacement plantings 
of trees and shrubs are being made at 12 reservoirs. When this work is com- 
pleted about a million and a half trees and shrubs will have been planted. The 
Service provides technical assistance in this program to the construction agency 
as well as to the State fish and game agency. Following establishment of these 
plantings, maintenance is undertaken by the State agencies. 

Based on studies by the Service and the State conservation departments, 
selective clearing of reservoir areas to leave trees and brush in some locations 
as well as to clear in others for fishery management purposes, has been carried 
out at Harlan County, Webster, Swanson Lake, Pactola, Angostura, Harry 
Strunk, Enders, Cedar Bluff, Lovewell, and Garrison Reservoirs. In general, 
modification for this purpose has been made without additional cost and in 
some cases at a reduced cost to the project. 

Reservoir re'eases are being made into many streams to sustain flows for the 
protection of fish life as a result of studies and recommendations by the Service. 

More than 25 reports on various project units are scheduled for completion 
during fiscal year 1957. During this year, the largest individual study has been 
in connection with the vast Garrison diversion unit of the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion. This project would involve the diversion of nearly 9,000 cubic feet per 
second of water from the Garrison Reservoir to irrigate almost a million acres 
of land in North and South Dakota. Without fish and wildlife planning, this 
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development could result in serious damage, since 10 national wildlife refuges 
and some of the most productive waterfowl-breeding habitat in the Nation are 
located in the project ares However, during fiscal year 1957, the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service conducted detailed biological and engineering studies 
in close cooperation with the Bureau of Reclamation and a joint plan for both 
irrigation and fish and wildlife conservation has been prepared. This plan now 
provides for a number of fish and wildlife developments within the unit. With 
these developments, it is expected that losses in waterfowl production will be 
largely avoided and benefits will accrue to fish and to other species of wildlife. 

During fiscal year 1958, extensive and intensive studies will be continued on 
the Garrison diversion unit to locate and identify the specific fish*and wildlife 
areas to be incorporated in the development plan. Both biological and engineer- 
ing planning will be needed in connection with preparation of the definite proj- 
ect report during the year. 

Work will also proceed on studies of the plans of the Bureau:of Reclamation 
for irrigation and power development in the Three Forks division in Montana. 
Some of the best trout fishing in the Nation is found today in the Three Forks 
area—in the Jefferson, Madison, and Gallatin Rivers which, united at Three 
Forks, Montana, form the Missouri. These three rivers are-nationally known 
to sportsmen and acclaimed as the greatest of trout streams. 

In addition, studies of other Bureau of Reclamation projects, Corps of Engi- 
neers projects, private power projects, and a number of small watershed proj- 
ects of the Department of Agriculture are scheduled for fiscal year 1958. 

Funds in the amount of $275,000 are requested in fiscal year 1958 to accomplish 
the attached program of studies. 


Fish and Wildlife Service cooperative studies, fiscal year 1958 


Bureau of Reclamation: 


SEPMNIIESO: CCLOTMIOUII . SETINE... OR SII sce ren tcgpns stn aes pomiapaeanee $4, 000 
Cheyenne division, Wyoming and South Dakota__-----------~~-~-- 2, 000 
Rapid Valley unit, South Dakota____.--~~-- a Segcoktaanigscdsec, Ln 
Garrison diversion unit, North Dakot: Land South Dakota ba ea eee 95, 000 
COPIED Sy eEe VERE ( POUCA CINE cele reraticadhenimmeencecamtgeenee Jonpeesasie | Te 
POONA "UR Nres TATA NONI os rssctpin cain rms deseo inert nine teineaepe aoe tnpecetatia 3, 000 
CIAL, UR UNIT, MOURN ig cit ws epee yeas en nreeieapesai ok Sgbbeaieg aidan 5, 000 
Yellowtail. unit, Wyoming and Montana... 2... .nasnpeccse nese 3, 000 
Lower Marias unit, Montana____.-.---~----- :cibemaieaecceienetibaeata teamed 3, 000 
Three’ Forks division, JIOntane.... sc se sng ncn ean wcneteoen, Ie 
Upper Missouri River Basin, i geo tene ar 1, 000 
White division, South Dakota and Nebraska__---_-__--------_---_ 1, 000 
Kansas River Basin, Colo., Nebr., and Kans__- ‘. aes aaa 2, 000 
Belvidere unit, Nebraska______-~- ob Sonica cles ao ato eet Sainth he 2, 000 
Courtland unit, Kansas____-~---~-- cilttaeannubiniccinithsanntctocnmaienghaaaa 2, 000 
PRCT E Ne ETE, RRR Sn isan creer eer nin eicranienre ioesanipensicieeahaitahl 3, 000 
Glen Elder unit, Kansas___.-------- iiss ssits bet eniuilaintcacinclst ates cehtoneee 2, 000 
Webster unit, Kansas___._------~- dwh.it inching anahbibita ae dicdcae anal ales . 1,000 
North Republican unit, Kansas ade eos tes Lic stan tacaliea sain Ebs. 1, 000 
Peerth Lowi Grriiowl: NeBRNEN...2 oc ooh a 2, 000 
CP rere Wat, eurnene. 8s nn dB ie eee 1, 000 
Ainsworth unit, Nebraska____~ a ae nubene ea se 1, 000 
North Platte River Basin, Colo., Ww yo., and Ne br eases oe 2, 000 
North Platte division, Wyoming__--~-~- acs phen nod incubate aaa 
Corps of Engineers : 
Cooperation in Reservoir operations_ Sareea ae ean is 1, 000 
NVC Teton CUNACOCGING ) ~~. eccn ek ein cen eccane beeen” Gee 
Garrison Reservoir, N. Dak ...................-. Sa ae 2. 000 
sig Bend Reservoir, S. Dak__- rence es : ; De ee eee 5, 000 
James River, N. 7 ik. and S. Dak_ vil sabes tag ial git cio 3, 000 
Oahe Reservoir, N. Dak. and 8S. Dak___- : senate ani nhc = 
Soil Conservation Service : Small watershed projec ts. : eee ji ee 
Forest Service: Special use permits ____ ~~ so cae esterch goes eae 
Federal Power Commission: Preliminary permits ‘and licenses___- _._. 10,000 
Public Law 984, 84th Cong.: Small reclamation projects_____- misma 
Missouri Basin field committee: Programing, coordination and other 
activities a stevictedne ih : ai : eee ne ae 


275, 000 
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GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 


Mr. Rasavut. What is the next one? 

Mr. Dexuermer. This is the Geological Survey for the Missouri 
River Basin project. 

Mr. Razaur. We will insert it at this point. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF THE 1958 BupGeT ESTIMATE OF THE GEOLOGICAL SUR- 
VEY—MIssouURI RIVER BASIN PROJECT 


The Geological Survey’s budget request under the Missouri Basin program 
for fiscal year 1958 totals $1,840,000, an increase of $80,000 because of contri- 
butions to the civil service retirement fund. 

The work that the Geological Survey expects to perform under the Depart- 
ment’s Missouri River Basin program is comparable to that which it conducts 
under its regular programs. This work conforms to the long-range objectives 
of the Survey and meets the needs of the Bureau of Reclamation and other 
agencies for basic information in the specialized field of the Survey. This, of 
course, does not reduce the value of the information for its many other uses 
by those who ordinarily use and benefit from the Survey’s products. 

I will call your attetntion briefly to the major activities that the Survey is 
carrying on with Missouri River Basin program funds. 


TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEYS AND MAPPING 


Regularly appropriated funds available to the Topographic Division for 
preparation of maps of the national topographic map series are supplemented 
in the Missouri River Basin in order to expedite the production of basic maps 
needed by the Bureau of Reclamation and other agencies engaged in develop- 
ment of the basin. Such maps portray the character and relief of the terrain, 
the drainage, and works of man. They are used in water and mineral resource 
studies, and in the engineering development and use of those resources. 

The amount requested for fiscal year 1958 is $1,095,000 an increase of $50,000 
due to contributions to the retirement fund. In order to reduce the need for 
special or single-purpose surveys by other agencies, these funds will be princi- 
pally used in the mapping of areas proposed for development projects. There are 
many parts of the Missouri Basin which are completely unmapped. 

The funds requested are to be used in the continuation of going projects and 
the initiation of new projects in several of the Missouri Basin States. 

The quantities of work involved in terms of quadrangle units are as follows: 


To be completed____--_--- 187—7\%4-minute quadrangles. 

To be continued____- Sees ~~... 102—7%-minute quadrangles 

I EN insiethtas tii coecccin beat 162—7%%4-minute quadrang'es. 
ees i 21—15-minute quadrangles 


GEOLOGIC AND MINERAL RESOURCE SURVEYS AND MAPPING 


Geologic and mineral resource surveys and mapping to be conducted as part 
of the Missouri River Basin program include the gathering of geologic data 
important to the development of the basin. These data are intended not only to 
aid in the appraisal and development of the mineral raw materials themselves, 
but also to give a basis for appraising the effects of the development of mineral 
resources and water, power, and related resources upon one another. The 
geologic investigaions also contribute to the overall appraisal of geologic and 
mineral resources in the United States, a continuing responsibility of the 
Geological Survey. 

Among the field investigations planned for fiscal year 1958 are the continua- 
tion of mapping and studies in and around Great Falls, Mont., the continuation 
of geologic investigations of the Williston Basin oil and gas fields, and in the 
Whalen-Wheatland area of Wyoming, also a report on the Lenore area oil and 
gas fields is being prepared. 

The budget for geologic and mineral resource surveys and mapping for 1958 is 
$55,000, the same as in 1957. 
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WATER RESOURCES INVESTIGATIONS 


Sasic facts on the quantity, quality, availability, and distribution of water 
supplies are essential for the sound development and utilization of the water 
resources of the Missouri River Basin. The determination of the feasibility of 
development projects depends heavily upon information on the availability and 
quality of the water in the areas concerned. 

The program of water-resources investigations scheduled by the Survey in 1958 
under the Missouri River Basin program is a continuation of the 1957 program. 
Some changes will be made in the pattern of collection of streamflow, sediment, 
and chemical quality records to meet the changing needs. Also, ground water 
investigations will be started in a few areas as required. The estimated cost 
of water resources investigations as part of Missouri Basin program for 1958 is 
$690,000, an increase of $30,000 due to contributions to the retirement fund. 

Drought conditions still persist in parts of the basin and have directed atten- 
tion to the need for the efficient utilization of available supplies. The 1958 pro- 
gram will continue the recording of basic facts on water supplies which will be 
invaluable in the overall appraisal and ultimate development of the available 
water resources. 

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 


Mr. Rapaur. What is the next one? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. This is Bureau of Indian Affairs. 
Mr. Ranaut. We will put it in at this point. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


WorkK To BE PERFORMED IN THE MISSOURI RIVER BASIN BY THE BUREAU OF INDIAN 
AFFAIRS, 1958 


The work of the Missouri River Basin investigations project is geared to basin 
development programs of the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion which affect 20 Indian reservations with a population of nearly 60,000 
Indians owning some 15 million acres of land. To keep pace with the corps 
programs it will be necessary to continue land appraisals, land title investiga- 
tions, soil and range surveys, and to assemble and analyze social and economic 
data at about the rate accomplished during the past 2 years and to continue to 
assist Indians and tribal organizations in negotiating settlements for Indian 
land required by the corps for large reservoirs on the Missouri River. Con- 
tinnance of assistance in formulating programs for expenditure of funds re- 
ceived or to be received in payment for these lands and in carrying out such 
programs is needed. 

Investigations relating to irrigation developments of the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion have been curtailed somewhat during the past 2 years. Some increase in 
this work is contemplated in connection with the Hardin irrigation unit which 
contains approximately 29,000 acres of Indian land suitable for irrigation. 
Economie investigations relating to the Blackfeet Reservation will be continued 
and similar studies on the Fort Belknap and Fort Peck Reservations will be 
initiated. 

The closure of the Oahe Dam is scheduled for August 1958. Much prepara- 
tory work needs to be done if the removal of 350 Indian families from the 
reservoir area is to be accomplished efficiently and with the least disruption to 
the social and economic life of the persons involved. The funds requested for 
1958 will permit the Missouri River Basin investigations project to do the extra 
work required to assist the Indians to make the desirable preparation for the 
removal of these 350 Indian families from the Oahe Reservoir and for their 
rehabilitation. 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 


Mr. Rapsaut. And the next one / 

Mr. Dexuermer. This is the Bureau of Land Management. 

Mr. Rapavt. We will put that in here. 

(Bureau of Land Management prepared statement is as follows:) 


BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 1958 ESTIMATE FOR Missouri RIVER BASIN Provgecr 


The Bureau of Land Management participates in the Missouri River Basin 
project by providing land classification and cadastral surveying services. The 
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estimate of $270,000 is included in the appropriation, “Construction and rehabili- 
tation, Bureau of Reclamation.” 


LAND CLASSIFICATION 


Classification and inventory of the public lands in the project, must necessarily 
precede the development work by the Bureau of Reclamation and other agencies 
in order to provide data necessary to the coordination of land and water uses. 
Field data are compiled in narrative, graphic, tabular, and cartographic form. 
Such reports facilitate the orderly development and disposition of public lands 
and provide important land use and capability and suitability data, as well as 
data on grazing capacity, recreation and wildlife, and timber values, necessary 
to the proper integration of public lands with lands under other ownership. 

The 1958 estimate provides $129,100 for land classification which is an increase 
of $29,500 over the previous year. The work will be carried on in the upper and 
middle Yellowstone Basins and the Tongue River Basin, Mont., and cover an area 
of approximately 810,000 acres of public domain lands. 


CADASTRAL SURVEYS 


Cadastral surveys are necessary to the basin program to provide accurate and 
official boundary on the public lands by legal subdivision; for securing rights-of- 
way for canals and reservoirs; and the laying out of farm units, and to provide 
horizontal gontrol for mapping. 

The estimate for this activity is $140,900 which is an increase of $29,500 over 
fiscal year 14957. The survey work will be carried on in Nebraska, North Dakota, 
and South Dakota, covering 620,000 acres which will be some 200,000 acres more 
than the 1957 program. 


BUREAU OF MINES 


Mr. Ragpavr. And the next one, sir? 

Mr. Dexuermer. This is the Bureau of Mines. 
Mr. Rawavt. We will insert it here. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


BUREAU OF MINES STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF THE 1958 Bupaet ESTIMATE 
MISSOURI RIVER BASIN PROGRAM 


The Bureau of Mines budget request for fiscal year 1958 is $140,000, an in- 
crease of $34,000 over the amount appropriated in 1957. This increase includes 
$7,000 for payments to the retirement fund as provided under title IV of Public 
Law 854 approved July 31, 1956. 

Substantial progress has been made in the past year toward coordinating min- 
eral resource studies with planning for the conservation and development of 
water, particularly in the Missouri Basin. 

To this end the Bureau of Mines examines reservoir areas for the occurrence, 
in or near the sites, of minerals or mineral industry. The purpose is to be sure 
that the Nation’s interest in its mineral resources is adequately considered in 
relation to the proposed water development. The work is done during the early 
planning stages when the Bureau of Reclamation is studying the feasibility of a 
project. It could result in alteration of anticipated project design. For example, 
when a mineral industry is founded within the proposed inundation area, the 
Bureau of Mines studies the situation and recommends, wherever possible, meas- 
ures that may be taken to continue the mineral production and have water con- 
seryation also. At the Oregon Basin site, Shoshone extensions unit, Park 
County, Wyo., an oil field is involved in the reservoir area. Many of the wellheads 
would be inundated. Studies were made to determine the best way to maintain 
production and provide also for establishment of the anticipated lake. The 
Bureau of Mines recommended the building of islands upon which to operate cer- 
tain of the wells and provide installation of causeways for access. In part of the 
area where wells are close enough to the shoreline, construction of, protective 
dikes was recommended. The practice of making such studies and. recommen- 
dations remedies the situation that existed at one time, where mineral deposits 
and industries were purchased and production abandoned. The present pro- 
cedure is definitely in the best interests of the national economy. (Six examina- 
tions have been completed so far this year. Others are in progress. ) 
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A number of reservoirs and activities Reclamation now has under preliminary 
study are scheduled for examination by the Bureau of Mines within fiscal years 
1958 and 1959, depending upon the time that planning has proceeded far enough 
to determine approximate location of the anticipated improvements. 

The Bureau of Mines presently is cooperating with Reclamation to study 
clays for use in canal lining. The purpose is to find a clay that will be cheaper 
or perhaps better than the bentonite often used now for lining canals to prevent 
seepage and loss of water. The study, underway a short time, will be continued 
during the coming fiscal year, when certain deposits of clays, silts, and materials 
potentially suitable for lining canals will be examined, sampled, and tested to 
determine their efficiency in sealing the canal. Preliminary estimates as to 
cost of mining and transporting are also made. Canal-lining problems are of 
broad scope and complexity but the potential economies are great. In the 
project outlined, the Bureau of Mines is uniquely fitted to do a specific and 
important job in water conservation, and at the same time aid the nonmetallic 
mineral industry. 

The Bureau of Mines stockpiled the lignite that was mined during the course 
of construction of the Garrison Dam. A method of compacting and protecting 
the pile was developed by the Bureau. It proved to be a satisfactory means 
of storing lignite which normally catches fire by spontaneous combustion when 
exposed to air. Many things are being learned from the storage project that 
will be utilizable not only here but throughout the world by the military and 
by private industry where low-rank coals are necessarily used for fuel. Safe 
storage of low-rank coals has always been a serious problem. A small sum is 
being spent each year in watching and caring for this stockpile of lignite (usually 
under $1,000). It is expected that the maintenance of the stockpile will continue 
for several years in order to obtain all of the answers necessary to hold such 
coal in continued storage. Integration of fuel-burning powerplants using low- 
rank coals from lignite deposits of the Dakotas could materially increase the 
firm energy available from the basin’s hydroelectric projects. The Bureau of 
Mines regular work on lignite at the Grand Forks station also contributes to 
the knowledge that is necessary to make full and complete economic use of the 
lignite deposits of the Missouri Basin. 

Owing to a series of drought years and increased demands for irrigation 
domestic and industrial use, a critical water shortage has arisen in many parts 
of the region. This, of course, affects the mineral industry in some parts of 
the basin. To assist in water conservation, the Bureau of Mines has planned 
a future study that will provide an inventory of industrial wastes of mineral 
origin that are discharged to either ground or surface waters of the basin. It 
is hoped that the information compiled will provide prerequisite data for stream 
pollution abatement and reduce the waste of valuable mineral substances. A 
second and complementary study that is scheduled to start in 1959 will be devoted 
to conservation and reuse of water for metallurgical and other industrial pur- 
poses. Because community sewage and waste products from oil, food processing. 
chemical, and mineral processing industries now contaminate large volumes of 
poses. Because community sewage and waste products from oil, food processing, 
water, the study will seek the best and cheapest methods for reclaiming such 
of water that is usable by certain mineral industries to preserve potable water 
for municipal use and human consumption. 

The studies which have been in progress on oil and gas resources and the 
rapidly expanding industry they have created will continue. A report is in 
preparation that will describe the oil and gas resources of the State of Montana. 
Samples of oil, gas, and oil field waters are collected and analyzed. The data 
obtained are used in the feasibility studies of the Bureau of Reclamation and 
Corps of Engineers. Oil and gas is now the basin’s foremost mineral activity 
with an annual production valued at more than $1 billion. 

Mineral investigations and reports scheduled for completion in 1958 and 1959 
include an inventory of available raw materials for chemical industry in 
Montana; a review of all the mineral resources except fuels in the Helena-Great 
Falls division of Montana; and a study of mineral potential by counties in 
Missouri. The latter study has been underway for some time and will be com- 
pleted at an early date. Such studies are used by the construction. agencies 
in determining the economic feasibility of proposed projects under consideration. 

The first volume of a two-volume report that will be released to the Missouri 
Basin field committee within a week or so will describe phosphate deposits in 
Montana. This report was especially requested by those interested in the 
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utilization of power, including not only those in the Missouri Basin but across 
the divide into the Columbia Basin. The phosphate study was started over 2 
years ago. 

Many of the activities of the Bureau of Mines, conducted under its regular 
appropriations, also contribute importantly to the success of the interagency 
activities in the basin. 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 


Mr. Rasavut. And the last one? 

Mr. Dexueimer. The last one is the National Park Service. 
Mr. Rasaurt. It will go in here. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


NATIONAL PARK SERVICE STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF THE 1958 BupGet ESTIMATE— 
Mrissourt RIverR BASIN PROJECT 


The 1958 budget estimate under the heading “Construction and Rehabilitation, 
Bureau of Reclamation” includes $310,000 for allocation to this Service, of which 
$101,050 is for the recreation plans and surveys, and $208,950 is for archeological 
and historical surveys and excavations. 


RECREATION PLANS AND SURVEYS 


The amount requested is needed to permit the National Park Service to carry 
out the following functions: 

1. Recreation basinwide survey.—To initiate broad planning studies to follow 
up the basinwide report which will be completed during the 1957 fiscal year. 
The objective is to work with the various States involved toward effecting rec- 
ommendations contained in the basinwide report and, in particular, toward de- 
velopment of adequate statewide park and recreation area plans based on the 
results of the basinwide studies. 

2. Investigation and planning.—Prosecution of this phase of the program is tied 
in with the Bureau of Reclamation’s schedule of investigations, planning, and 
construction developments. The purpose of these studies is to determine the 
impact of the projects of recreation resources of the areas concerned; evaluate 
recreation potentialities of the projects; and to develop preliminary plans for 
public use. In 1958 we anticipate studies and reports on 9 projects and comple- 
tion of reports on 2 others which will include 7 reconnaissance and 4 planning 
reports (including general development plans), covering a total of 19 individual 
reservoir sites. 

3. Reservoir management planning.—Under agreement with the Bureau of 
Reclamation, this Service is responsible for negotiating agreements with States 
or local agencies for administration of the recreation features of reservoir areas. 
In addition, this phase of the program covers the preparation of recreation sec- 
tions of reservoir management plans and standard development and maintenance 
guides to assist the administrative agency. In 1958, it is anticipated that agree- 
ments will be negotiated covering the administration of 5 reservoirs; preliminary 
negotiations will be initiated on 4 others. Plans will be prepared for 7 areas 
and planning studies initiated on 2 others. Followup assistance to administering 
agencies will increase the workload since, by that time, about 30 reservoir recrea- 
tion areas will be operating under negotiated agreements. 


ARCHEOLOGICAL AND HISTORICAL SURVEYS AND EXCAVATIONS 


The estimate of $208,950 requested under this activity is needed to enable the 
National Park Service in cooperation with the Smithsonian Institution, to keep 
abreast of the salvage and preservation of archeological remains, many of which 
are rapidly disappearing because of the construction work now underway. The 
most important concentration of threatened historical and archeological values 
lies within the Oahe Reservoir area in North and South Dakota. Filling of this 
reservoir is tentatively scheduled for 1958, and the sites are of such importance, 
that to keep ahead of the flooding schedule, 62 percent of the estimate will be 
required for work in this reservoir. Other reservoir projects are of comparable 
archeological importance. Many archeological projects undertaken earlier in the 
Missouri River Basin still require extensive laboratory analysis and technical 
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reporting. The most urgent reservoir projects and sites, all of which are under 
construction and for which funds are included in the 1958 estimate are as 
follows: 


Ss ee RG, Wnts, ME BO ia ss cence casa soln inion bbe emeivcaliaami $133, 950 
FN TC i caste es sini gaan ai i ae aaa 20, 000 
A MI RN i cn saahcneoessecicesde daria ontcp aa need eciodbapuiciinnteatti 10, 000 
4. Yellowtail, Mont.-Wyo_______----~_- 1 sciicente acacia a aap agi ee 10, 000 
Pee en et  cipuaieiceieeiiiinamriisiniait amanda ee 5, 000 
Ot ssc ids aoc lorena teen 5, 000 
TG Tite Fie ok resases cantatas dae eennarnnclmiibiniasrati wien imiaaal 5, 000 
S., LG veOUnOre He Gea dctierecenie tiene es ee 3, 000 
Oo Dey eee, Cee ee ae Se 2, 000 
ISOSIORL. GREVARO IM BOOTI IRIE, cin cnctmsinitiinsindnmeimethaamemee 15, 000 
Per En aS aaah ed eae ral oh eee rank egeseinarabielie eenee ae akiamaah adnan 208, 950 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, Bureau or RecLAMATION 


Mr. Rapaut. The next item is “Operation and maintenance, 
$7,607,200.” 
We will insert pages BR-177 through 202 for the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 
M1ILK RIvER ProgecTt, MONTANA 


Summarized financial data 





Total obligations, Tscel yea? 200G@k« ances ccenuils eee __ $26, 586 
Fiscal year 1957: 

eae ie 5 SE he Bian Ee ee) 2, 600 

PF UnGS GGTAnCOd eer WREAE TNO ice cciteetintecntccaamecnne 38, 400 

Total obligations, fiscal year 1957......___~__.-_..__ ._ wees 445600 
Fiscal year 1958: 

Allotment —___- 3 gt Soil ae Lig ik eet Tie ine 2, 600 


Funds advanced by water users Sn cghiee an irmcasktonaeas timate 


ial scchacidaaciaa rds aaa . 388, 400 

On cost basis the 1958 program will total $38,400 which includes cost financed 
with funds advanced by water users. The narrative justification, which follows, 
explains the 1958 cost program. 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1958_ 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


Location.—Along lower Milk River in north central Montana in Hill, Blaine, 
Glacier, Phillips, and Valley Counties. Malta, Mont., is project headquarters. 

Description—-This multipurpose project provides irrigation water for 132,111 
acres of new land and provides flood control for the Milk River Valley through 
regulation by Fresno Dam and Reservoir. The irrigation facilities consist of 
the Chinook, Malta, and Glasgow Divisions and the Dodson pumping unit. 
Natural flow and storage from St. Mary River in Glacier Park are diverted to 
and supplement the flow of the Milk River. Fresno Reservoir and Nelson Res- 
ervoir provide storage and regulation. 

Operation.—All irrigation facilities except the storage system, or reserved 
works, are operated and maintained by the water users except for superin- 
tendence. The storage system, consisting of Sherburne Lake Dam and Reservoir. 
St. Mary diversion works and canal, and Fresno Dam and Reservoir, is operated 
and maintained by the Bureau of Reclamation. The portion of the Bureau’s 
total operation and maintenance cost allocated to irrigation is advanced by the 
water users; the small portion allocated to flood control is appropriated by the 
Congress and is nonreimbursable. 
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Work bapnnpened, fiscal par 1958, cost pmgnee 


Fresno storage unit 

Fresno Dam and Reservoir: For continued operation and maintenance 
of this feature for irrigation and flood control SL SD EE Ee 

Maintenance of general property: For continued m: aintenance of the 
damtender’s residence and other buildings. .____- a 

General expense: For normal administrative ex xpenses of the Fresno 
i, SR SER RR SS cameras 

Replacements: For replacement ‘of miscellaneous equipment eiebicbics 


Total, Fresno storage unit......................- a a ai 


St. Mary storage unit: | 

Sherburne Lake Dam and Reservoir, St. Mary diversion works and | 
canal; For continued operation and maintenance of these features | 
which provide the basic water supply for the project. Decrease based | 
on work performed in fiscal year 1957 carried over from prior year 

Maintenance of general property: For continued maintenance of resi- 
dences of operating personne! and other buildings 

General expense: For normal administrative e xpenses of St. M: ary storage 
unit . : kes Ses 

Replacements: For replacement of motor vehicles and miscellaneous 
CONTE. occ ccc ccncccc dale d aan hdess ebeh Get be apabeden~stna Shae 


Total, 6t.. Mary storage. Utiit....nccncedeenncnnssdce on aie 
Chinook, Glasgow, and Malta divisions: 
General expense: For normal administrative expenses of project super- 
intendent on the irrigation distribution system - - ; ‘bas 
Total, Chinook, Glasgow, and Malta divisions. 
Project headquarters: 
General expense: For normal expenses of projects office for consolidated 
finance, supply program and management services 
Other expenses: For normal reservoir regulation services by regional 
CR tn lie ian ant eee ; 
Total, project headquarters_.._.. 
Contribution to civil service retirement fund. Initial year contribution to 
civil service retirement fund_-_....- Sd eae gaa al toa aiays 
Total operation and maintenance cost... -. ei ie ida dedidaderameae 
Total cost to appropriation and funds advanced. -.-.......-- 


RECONCILIATION TO TOTAL OBLIGATIONS 


I RS SE Se a TE se ileal alta en aoa 
rae i a ak 
Costs by functions, fiscal year 1958 

OND 3 obese ue eke ei Lee 


en nea Tiss i 5 et Je ela a 
Contribution to civil-service retirement fund___________- 


Program 


fiscal year 


1958 


$4, 900 
200 


1, 560 
1, 000 


7. 660 


10, 000 


Difference, 
increase (+-) 
or de- 
crease (—), 
1958 com- 
pared with 
1957 


— $4, 000 


500 |. 


6, 120 
2, 000 


18, 620 


7,920 


7, 920 


2, 700 

100 

2, 800 

1, 400 

38, 400 


38, 400 


38, 400 


Total cost to appropriation and funds advanced_____________- 





—4, 000 


1, 400 
—2, 600 


2 600 


2, 600 


$34, 400 
2, GOO 


1, 400 





38, 400 


1011 


Mirk River Prosect, MonTANA 


Project statistics 














Estimated 
| Actual, Mie Os ese Ee see 
Feature or item Unit | fiscal year 
| | 1956 | Fiscal year Fiscal year 
1957 1958 
Facilities operated by Bureau: | 
Irrigation system: } | 
Storage dams and reservoirs ---- Number... .--- 2 2 2 
Diversion dams. ---. a es ee 1 1 | 1 
Canals... .... : Miles. -- 29 29 | 29 
Facilities operated by water users: | 
Irrigation system: | 
Irrigable acreage for service: | | 5 
Irrigation service land—full__| Acres_-..-- oe 132,111 | 132, 111 | 132, 111 
Irrigation service land—mis- | | 
oe af Oi dna 109 109 | 109 
Irrigated area. ...........- idle ped ne doslion 78, 261 | 79, 000 | 80, 000 
Gross crop value. | Dollars....- es 3, 372, 377 3, 160, 000 3, 200, 000 
Average gross crop value | | | 
per acre... .-- cea 43 40 40 
Storage dams and reservoirs..; Number-.-~-- -| 1 1 | 1 
Pumping plants__.. bid. NM Lo adndanse | 1 | 1 1 
EU OGEOR: GRIDS. . cacivecdiseu|aanssOOnacn 2 | 2 2 
Canals _ bins RS ce a 170 170 170 
Laterals... : sanpaonxale ma chtbcukehind 248 | 248 | 248 
hiss sccm nannies slaategasen ee j 185 190 | 195 
COURTS FONG B issiids dc cadcccd-aeeiisine a 110 | 110 110 
1 | oP 
NortH PLATTE PRoJEcT, NEBRASKA-WYOMING 
Summarized financial data 
Total Gbligations, seal Goa TOG se nscsicn nw ccntinenionmnndntecnenmane $280, 329 
Fiscal year 1957: 
ATURE isi sie ceisnidb nth sania oleae demanaaiiaanlia 179, 000 
Funds advanced by water? Wer@s occ sks cen pegs 90, 000 
Total: ebligations, fiscal year 1007. W.nncnnnnsiinnscmcmmmmenentss 269, 000 
Fiscal year 1958: 
PE iia a rictvvn ss caciniensiecensiveititnnititacas ws tah Seto ican eased tail 193, 000 
Funds advanced: by weiter Qe. a cece ee eee 103, 500 
Total obligations; : fisen]. year 30Gei sacs ee ctientnee 296, 500 


On a cost basis the 1958 program will total $296,500 which includes cost 
financed with funds advanced by water users. The narrative justification, 
which follows, explains the 1958 cost program. 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


Location.—Along the North Platte River in western Nebraska and eastern 
Wyoming. 

Description.—The irrigation system consists of Pathfinder Dam and Reservoir 
with a storage capacity of 1,016,000 acre-feet, Guernsey Dam and Reservoir 
with a storage capacity of 49,150 acre-feet, Whalen Diversion Dam, 337 miles 
of canals and a lateral system which provides a full water supply to 226,324 
acres and supplemental water to 108,715 acres. The power system consists of 
Guernsey and Lingle powerplants with combined nameplate rating of 6,200 
kilowatts, 8,493’ kilovolt-ampere substation capacity and 205 miles of 34,500- 
volt transmission lines. 


7Includes 1998-kilovolt-amperes for Lingle substation. 
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Operation.—All completed power facilities are operated and maintained by 
the Bureau of Reclamation with appropriated funds. The Bureau also operates 
and maintains Pathfinder Dam and Reservoir, Guernsey Dam and Reservoir, 
Whalen Diversion Dain and drainage-diversion works with funds advanced by 
water users. Four irrigation districts operate and maintain the canal, lateral, 
and drainage systems. 

, 
Work proposed, fiscal year 1958, cost program 


| Difference, 
increase (+ 





Program or de- 
fiscal year crease (—), 
1958 | 1958 com- 
pared with 
1957 
Irrigation division: 
Guernsey Camp: For continued maintenance i $11, 000 . 
Guernsey Dam and Reservoir: For continued operation and mainte- i 
nance. Je dintbuwantels sihdelabiipaits sb bedaoen ; 9, 000 | ‘ 
Pathfinder Dam and Reservoir: For continued operation and mainte- 
nance. pone daubeel naan wide 17, 000 
Carriage system: For continued operation and maintenance --___- 39, 000 +$1, 000 
Drainage system: For continued maintenance. Increase due to addi- 
tional maintenance requirements , oes i“ 1, 700 +1, 000 
Maintenance of general property: For maintenance of communication | 
equipment and miscellaneous work equipment 1, 600 
General expense: For normal administrative expenses chargeable to the 
operation and maintenance of the irrigation division. Increase is due 
to increased cost to general office operations _ oe ad 13, 400 +4, 200 
Replacements: No replacements required in 1958 
Additions: For construction of Nine Mile drainage diversion structurs 19, 300 +3, 300 
Total, irrigation division * iti Kat ; 112, 000 +9 500 
Power Division: 
Guernsey powerplant: For continued operation and maintenance of 2 
units 2,400 kilowatts each ___. -  liatettelitat nee 60, 500 |. 
Interchange power: For the procurement of power through Bureau 
interchange to meet customer demands ‘ 275, 000 
Transmission system: For continued operation and maintenance of 
transmission facilities. Decrease due to transfer of Gering operation 
and maintenance to Missouri River Basin project and other savings 31, 000 — 16, 000 
Accounting and collecting: For normal accounting and collecting expense 
in connection with the sale of power. - 8, 000 +500 
Power marketing: For normal expense in connection with the marketing 
SE QOWE ik viciwiee Pesala : Lo c 3, 000 +-500 
Maintenance of general property: For continued maintenance of com 
munication equipment and miscellaneous work equipment 6, 000 +-1, 000 
General expensse: For normal administrative expense chargeable to the 
operation and maintenance of the power division... -.._. 29, 500 +1, 000 
Replacements: For replacement of vehicles which have been used in 
excess of General Services Administration standards and are no longer 
economical to operate ___- a ‘ ji aebih sewn shinai 3, 000 —9, 200 
Additions: For connection of customers, circuit breaker for Wyrulec 
substation and conversion of 1-bedroom houses to 2-bedroom houses. 25, 000 +17, 700 
Total, power division... ---. psenn nw aneeeuin Sechood 441, 000 —4, 500 
Contribution to civil service retirement fund: Initial year contribution to <i 
civil service retirement fund. . ‘ 12, 500 +12, 500 
Total, operation and maintenance cost___-- 565, 500 +17, 500 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures: Represents $1,000 voucher deduc- 
tions and $275,000 adjustment for interchange power which does not require 
funding__.-. atu eneanbea bite adcuueta - 269, 000 +10, 000 
Total, cost to appropriation and funds advanced....- 206, 500 27, 500 


RECONCILIATION TO TOTAL OBLIGATIONS 


iy NERD on nn nnnacnoneme oe aera 


Total obligations. .............--- thin ctidbdatd. . 296, 500 +27, 500 
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Cost by functions, fiscal year 1958 








Teves, ds ok et ee ae Ca ee, $100, 000 
IO Ta cei hn cla sok dh ch mnccchcnciphieahdren ch iclap ballet msl N hevakchall chorale sattelcsebasdadisaglieiaaas 452, 000 
I a a ae as |e ee dseeeieaaaanl 1, 000 
Contribution to civil service retirement fund___.__-________-____-_____ 12, 500 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures_____..__.__--_..------.--_- —269, 000 

Total cost to appropriations and funds advanced______-__~- -. 296,500 


Nortu Puatre Project, NEBRASKA-WYOMING 


Project statistics 








Estimated 
=" | Actual, ik hn hill ehh Ais d Sel al, 
Feature or item Unit | fiseal year | | 
1956 Fiseal year | Fiscal year 
1957 1958 
Facilities operated by bureau: 
Irrigation system: 
Storage dams and reservoirs | Number... 2 2} 2 
Diversion dams 1 ii gl 1 1 | 1 
Drainage diversion works (in- 
cludes 3 diversion dams and | 
3 miles of canals) - ake 
Power system: 
Annual sales _. ‘ Kilowatt-hours 74, 912, 200 80, 000, 000 | 90, 000, 000 
Total power revenues. . | Dollars... 494, 233 | 530, 000 | 600, 000 
Powerplants | Number | 2 | 1 |} 1 
Plant capacity (nameplate ca- | Kilowatts 6, 200 | 4, 800 | 4, 800 
pacity). | | 
Patrol roads ; Miles... 75 | 75 | 75 
Transmission lines: | | 
Circuit cla Ba 205 | 205 205 
Structural__- saa . _do 205 205 205 
Substations _ - .| Number-..- | { 3 3 
Substations, capacity | Kilovolt-amperes.| 8, 493 6, 495 | 6, 495 
Facilities operated by water users: | 
Irrigation system: | | 
Irrigable acreage for service: | | 
Irrigation service land, full....|-- Acres.... 226, 324 226, 324 226, 324 
Irrigation service land, sup- |-....do-...- 108, 715 | 108, 715 108, 715 
plemental.! 
aoe . oan po 
Total..... a 2 335, 039 | 2 , 039 2 335, 039 
Net area in cultivation (entire area) - do.3 308, 090 310, 000 | 310, 000 
Gross crop value... | Dollars 3___. 27, 408, 300 27, 900, 000 27, 900, 000 
Average gross crop value per |..-..do%_...._-. 89 90 | 90 
cultivated acre. 
Storage dams and reservoirs... -- oh EE iathictten 2 2 2 
Canals. Ssiaserenaisaitasedn medians anata aaa tel | 337 | 337 337 
Laterals_.....-. eecde a's Eocein Cea 1, 261 | 1, 261 | 1, 261 
Drains... ine dlalha it sian ates Sonata eae 373 | 373 | 373 
I TI is istics xin Ratha dit anaes iaahiananeil 214 214 | 214 
RINE TEI tc cncneenaataaaies S cdlieg nae : 337 337 337 


1 Land in private irrigation districts that purchased storage rights in Pathfinder Reservoir under provi- 
sions of the Warren Act. 

2 Does not include 22,366 acres of leased and water rental lands, 

3 Figures on calendar-year basis. 


KENDRICK PROJECT, WYOMING 
Summarized financial data 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1956 $225, 759 


Fiscal year 1957 allotment__-_ Sai. Fe oe 284, 000 
One Genoese, BCR) WORE Te0t. 66. osc ewe a ataegeeen $284, 000 
Fiscal year 1958: 

Allotment___ ~~~ St nada ae aes nap unniaetasaieeiaatatas ste 

Funds advanced by water users___.-_--....----.----~- 5, 000 





Total obligations, fiscal year 2ONGssn nosis ccticsciinwnee 281, 600 
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On a cost basis the 1958 program will total $281,600 which includes cost 
financed with funds advanced by water users. The narrative justification, 
which follows, explains the 1958 cost program and the relation of costs to 
obligations. 

JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


Location.—Located principally in Natrona and Carbon Counties, Wyo. 

Description.—A multiple-purpose project consisting of 2 storage dams and 
reservoirs, 2 powerplants with total nameplate rating of 68,400 kilowatts (Al- 
cova, 36,000 kilowatts—Seminoe, 32,400 kilowatts), 62 miles of canal and lateral 
system which provides water to 22,128 acres of new land. 

Operation.—All features of the project are currently operated and maintained 
by the Bureau of Reclamation with appropriated funds. It is proposed to trans- 
fer the operation and maintenance of canals, laterals, and drains to Casper 
Alcova Irrigation District on January 1, 1958, and the irrigation district will 
advance $10,000 annually for operation and maintenance of reserved works. 





Work Proposed, Fiscal Year 1958, Cost Program 


j 
| 


| 
Difference, 
| increase (+-) 


or de- 


| 
Program, 
| fiscal year | crease (—), 
1958 1958 com- 
| pared with 
1957 
—_—_ _ - — —— ——— — _ _ _ —— _ | o 
Power division: | 
Seminoe Dam and Reservoir: For continued operation and maintenance __| $3, 000 
Alcova Dam and Reservoir: For continued operation and maintenance 1, 500 
Seminoe powerplant: For continued operation and maintenance. In- | 
crease due to wage board salary increases now in process 99, 000 | +6, 500 
Alcova powerplant: For continued operation and maintenance. In- | 
crease due to wage board salary increases now in process 71, 000 | 1, 700 


Maintenance of general property: For maintenance of communication | 
equipment and miscellaneous work equipment. Increase due to addi- | 
tional maintenance required on communications equipment_ - 7,000 | +-2, 000 
General expense: For normal administrative expenses chargeable to the | 
operation and maintenance of the power division. Increase due to | 
salary adjustments... 32, 500 | +2 300 
teplacements: For rearrangement of power circuit at Alcova snillway | 
and replacement of vehicles which have been used in excess of General | 
Services Administration replacement standards and are no longer 


ec nomical to operate 8, 000 | 34, 000 
Additions: For acquisition of a rotary snowplow 4, 000 | 13, 914 
Total, power division ___ 226, 000 | 35, 414 


Irrigation division: 
Storage system: For normal operation and maintenance. Increase due 


to specific amount to be advanced by water users 5, 000 +3, 500 
Casper canal: For normal operation and maintenance. Decrease due 

to water users assuming operation and maintenance Jan, 1, 1958 9, 500 10, 500 
Kendrick laterals: For normal operation and maintenance. Decrease 
™ due to water users assuming operation and maintenance Jan. 1, 1958 19, 000 19, 000 


Kendrick drainage system: For normal operation and maintenance. 
Decrease due to water users assuming operation and maintenance Jan. 
1, 1958 5, 500 f—1, 500 

Maintenance of general property. For maintenance of communication 
equipment and miscellaneous work equipment. Decrease due to 


water users assuming operation and maintenance Jan. 1, 1958 ., 000 —1, 000 
General expense: For normal administrative expenses chargeable to th | 
operation and maintenance of the irrigation division. Decrease due | 
to water use,’s assuming operation and maintenance Jan. 1, 1958 5, 000 |} 5, 000 
Replacements: No replacements required for fiscal vear 1958 1, 500 
Additions: No additions required for fiscal year 1958 
Total, irrigation division 45, 000 35, 000 
Contribution t civil service retirement fund: Initial year contribution to | 
civil service retirement fund 14, 600 | +14, 600 
Total, operation and maintenance cost 285, 600 | 55, 814 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures. Includes nonappropriation trans- | 
fers and voucher deductions | — 4, 000 
Future year capacity provisions. - +35, 500 
— | 
Total cost to appropriation and funds advanced | 281, 600 20, 314 
| 
RECONCILIATION TO TOTAL OBLIGATIONS | 
| 
Cost adjustments | 7,914 


2, 400 


Total obligations 281, 600 | 
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Costs by functions, fiscal year 1958 





erenens 22 oo Et BE Be ee ee od! Luk BUS UATE oe $45, 000 
a aa al ee eee de esse 226, 000 
Contribution to civil service retirement fund___________-_____------__ 14, 600 
Transfers, credits and other expenditures__________________-____-_-_- —4, 000 

Total cost to appropriation and funds advanced__________--_-_-_ 281, 600 


KenprRIcK Prosect, WYOMING 


Project statistics 








| i 
Estimated 
| Actual, se en Tait ees Se 
Feature or item } Unit | fiscal year 
1956 | Fiscal year | Fiscal ear 
1957 1958 
| | 
FACILITIES OPERATED RY RUREAU 

| | 

Irrigation system: | 

Irrigable acreage for service: Irriga- | Acres....... ere 22, 128 22, 128 | 22, 128 

tion service land—full. 

Net area in cultivation (entire area) do 4 7 12, 885 13, 500 14, 000 
Gross crop value J Dollars ¢- . - 537, 060 550, 000 575, 000 
Average gross crop value per |.....do# | 42 41 41 

cultivated acre. | | 

Storage dams and reservoirs. ..| Number. -- | 2 2 12 

CRUD icciadasetinves | Miles... 62 | 62 2 62 

Ee = 189 189 2189 

SR icibinckncens is ome ki Ae | 15 | 18 221 

Telephone lines. - -- -- nana ht aoe 35 | 35 35 

Operating roads___......_-- : I 135 135 2 135 

Power system: 

Annual sales __| Kilowatt-hours.... | (3) (3) (3) 

Total power revenues : .-| Dollars... (3) (*) () 

Powerplants- .._.....- Number _ - | 2 | 2) 2 

Plant capacity - - --_- | Kilowatt - 68, 400 | 68, 400 68, 400 














1 To be operated and maintained by Bureau with appropriated funds until Jan. 1, 1958, and after that 
with funds advanced by water users. 

2 To be operated and maintained by water users after Jan. 1, 1958. 

} Revenues shown under Missouri River Basin transmission division. 

4 Figures on calendar-year basis. 


RIVERTON PROJECT, WYOMING 


Summarized financial data 


Teced-cbiinntions; Gece!) you? 190G sik nnn tn ce $115, 705 
i Oa mr PR i a 114, 000 
Total GUUBATIONS,. BSCal FORT FUG bik iietintricind ckenciimcnnsmeecdammee 114, 000 
Pinte? veer 2006 ellotineit 200 oe oe eee a eee eae 123, 600 


TOCRE Gere crone, DCN WORT TO ns eee ane 123, 600 


On a cost basis the 1958 program will total $123,600. The narrative justifica- 
tion which follows explains the 1958 cost program. 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


Location.—The Riverton project is located in Fremont County, Wyo., on the 
ceded portion of the Wind River Indian Reservation. It lies near the center 
of the Wind River Basin, north and northwest of Riverton. 

Description.—The primary purpose of the project is to provide ultimately a 
full water supply for the irrigation of 64,516 (exclusive of miscellaneous lands) 
acres of semiarid new lands. The project derives its water supply from Wind 
River and tributaries, having Bull Lake Reservoir as its principal storage and 
Pilot Butte Reservoir as supplemental storage. Water from the natural flow 
in Wind River and supplemental storage from Bull Lake is diverted at the Wind 
River diversion dam. 

Power facilities of the Riverton project include Pilot Butte powerplant with 
two 800-kilowatt units, 76 miles of 34.5 transmission lines, 3 substations and 
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several metering stations. All transmission facilities are leased to Missouri 
River Basin, transmission division, with operation and maintenance cost pro- 
gramed thereunder. 

Operation.—Irrigation facilities of the first and second division are operated 
by the Midvale Irrigation District. The Midvale Irrigation District also operates 
and maintains the joint works, including Bull Lake and Pilot Butte Reservoir, 
diversion dam, and the Wyoming Canal (first and second divisions). The 
United States operates the third division, the Pilot Butte powerplant, the 
Wyoming Canal, and the distribution and drainage system of the third division, 
with appropriated funds. 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1958, cost program 


Difference, 
increase (-+-) 


Program, or de- 
fiscal year crease (—), 
1958 1958 com- 
pared with 
1957 
Irrigation division 
Third division (excluding Cottonwood Bench area 
Bull Lake and Pilot Dams and Reservoirs: For payment to the 
Midvale Irrigation District for the third division share of the cost 
incurred by the district for operation and maintenance of the 
storage system $900 
Wyoming Canal: For continued normal operation and maintenance 
of the carriage svstem 10; 500 


Lateral system: For normal operation and maintenance of lateral 
system. Increase to provide for operating minor extensions of 
laterals not in use in prior years 17, 300 +-$1, 300 
Drainage system: For normal operation and maintenance of drain- 
agesystem. Increase to provide for cleaning drains in North Portal 
and North Pavillion areas 
Water users, accounting and collection: For billing, accounting and 
collection expenses chargeable to irrigation operation and mainte- 
nance 100 
General expense: For normal on-site costs of administrative and gen- 


», 100 +-1, 000 


eral expenses 7, 40 
Replacements: For replacement of loader which is no longer eco 

nomical to operate 7. 500 -+-1, 500 

Cottonwood Bench area’ 

Bull Lake and Pilot Butte Dams and Reservoir: For payment to the 

Midvale Irrigation District for the Cottonwood Bench area’s share 

of the cost incurred by the district in operation and maintenance of 

the storage system 100 
Wyoming Canal: For continued operation and maintenance of car- 

riage system ‘ 900 ie 
Lateral system: For continued operation and maintenance of lateral 

System - 2,100 ‘ 
General expense: For normal on-site administrative expenses R00 

Total, irrigation division 52, 700 +3, 800 


Power division 

Pilot Butte powerplant: For normal operation and maintenance 42, 900 
General expense: For normal on-site costs of administrative and general 

expenses chargeable to operation and maintenance of the Pilot Butte 

powerplant 600 
Replacements: For control cable to forebay, penstock repairs, fence and 

eattle guard for camp, and other miscellaneous replacements and 

betterments anticipated due to age of existing equipment, much of 

which was installed in 1925 16, 600 +134 


Total, power division 60, 100 +-134 


Project headquarters 


Other production expenses: For off-site costs of reservoir regulation 100 
General expense: For off-site administrative and general expenses char- 
geable to Riverton project 11, 800 — 200 
; Total, project headquarters 11, 900 —200 
Contribution to cival service retirement fund. Initial year contribution to 
civil service retirement fund . 3, 600 +3, 600 
Total operation and maintenance cost 128, 300 4-7, 334 
Future year capacity provisions: Adjustment for part of program financed 
with construction and rehabilitation funds —5, 700 id 


Transfers, credits and other expenditures: Represents $700 for advance to 
Missouri River Basin project power operation and maintenance and $300 
for minor adjustments . +1, 000 +403 


Total cost to appropriation -- 123, 600 





RECONCILIATION TO TOTAL OBLIGATIONS 


Cost adjustments___. ail +-1, 863 


Total obligations 123, 600 +9, 600 
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Cost by functions, fiscal year 1958 


is cinieirincw cena Sse, ce aaa SEE Ee cee aiiigileldicsictaig 
Power__..~- sigh iis gp: eh al il a a ee a I 69, 000 
Fish and wildlife__.___._____- cn eile ipsa ch psp’ i cdr apse ese ae et 150 
Contribution to civil service retirement fund_________________--__--_-_ 3, 600 
Patwee Fear CAPACITY  PROVIMIONM. oa eet hi ke nen aan ~~“ 700 


Transfers, credits and other expenditures_ 


Total cost to appropriation____...-.__--~-- sciatica ick a 


RIVERTON PROJECT, WYOMING 


Project statiatics 


Estimated 
Actual, 


Feature or item Unit iscal year 
1956 Fiseal year Fiseal year 
1957 1958 
FACILITIES OPERATED BY BUREAT 
Irrigation system 
Irrigation service land, full A crt 8, 5S 8, 585 8, SRS 
Irrigation service land, supplemental 
(water rentals) do , 15t 5, 000 5.000 
Irrigated area do 2, 597 13, 000 13, 000 
Gross crop valu Dollars 72 560, 000 560, 000 
Average gross crop Value per irri- 
gated acre do 43 433 43 
Canals Miles 1 16 16 
Laterals do 64 64 64 
Drains do 39 19 57 
Operating roads do 110 110 110 
Power system 
Annual sales K ilowatt-hours 
‘Total power revenues Dollars... a) ( 
Powerplants Number l l | 
Plant capacity K ilowatts 1, 600 1, 600 1, 600 
Patrol roads Miles ) (1) ) 
Transmission lines (structural and do 
circuit) 
Substations Number 
Substation, capacity K ilovolt-amperes ) (4) 
FACILITIES OPERATED BY WATER USERS 
Irrigation system 
Irrigation service land, full Acres 47, 223 47, 223 47, 223 
Irrigation service land, supplemental 
water rental lo 1,319 1, 300 1, 300 
Irrigated area do 45, 513 46, 000 46, 000 
Gross crop value Dollars 1, 756, 995 (24, 000 2, 024, 000 
Average gross crop value per 
irrigated acre do sy 14 44 
Storage dams and reservoirs Number 2 2 2 
Diversion dams do 1 1 l 
Canals Miles 4 54 54 
Laterals do 376 376 376 
Drains do. 148 154 174 
relephone lines do 66 66 66 
Operating roads do. 192 192 192 
Included in Missouri River Basin project transmission division, western section. 
_ ‘ . ° . . 
Mr. Rasavur. The committee will adjourn until Monday morning. 


April 1, 1957. 
ARKANSAS-WHITE-RED DRAINAGE AREA 
Mr. Ranaut. We have before us the Corps of Engineers; Brigadier 


General Person, Brigadier General Seeman, Major General Hardin, 
and Colonel Dalrymple. 
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GENERAL INVESTIGATION, Corps or ENGINEERS 


General Investigations, $72,400. Put page 3 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 


ARKANSAS-WHITE-RED DRAINAGE AREA—JUSTIFICATION OF 
ESTIMATE 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, FIscaL YEAR 1958 


1. Examinations and surveys 

(a) Navigation studies.—None. 

(6) Flood-control studies—The amount of $72,400 is requested for prosecu- 
tion of + studies during fiscal year 1958. This amount will permit completion 
of 3 reports and progress on 1 other. Tentative allocations by studies follow : 











| Totalesti- | Allocation | Tentative | Additional to 
Study mated prior to fiscal} allocation complete 
| Federal cost | year1958 | fiscal year after fiscal 
| 1958 year 1958 
Arkansas: Village Creek. $32, 000 7, 000 | $25, 000 0 
Louisiana: Red River bank st: abilization, Lou- 
isiana and Arkansas-_...-.-_- oe a 80, 000 | 62, 600 17, 400 0 
Oklahoma: ! 
hie a eae pe ee eae. 60, 000 14, 900 | 25, 000 | $20, 100 
Squirrel and Crutcho Creeks__-- ~-=----| 5, 300 | 300 5, 000 | 0 
ee Se te 177, 300 84, 800 | 72, 400 | 20, 100 
UE ee | 177, 300 84, 800 | 72, 400 20, 100 





ApvaNCcE ENGINEERING AND Desian, Corps or ENGINEERS 


Mr. Rapavut. Advance engineering and design. We have the 
“Arkansas River and tributaries bank stabilization and channel rec- 
tification,” $50,000. Put pages 5 and 6 into the record. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION ) 


ARKANSAS RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, ARKANSAS AND OKLAHOMA—BANK STABILI- 
ZATION AND CHANNEL RECTIFICATION 


(Resumption of planning) 


Location and description—The main stem features of the project provide for 
a channel 9 feet deep, following generally the Verdigris River from Catoosa, 
Okla., 52 miles downstream to the Arkansas River; thence along the channel 
of the latter stream to its confluence with the Mississippi River at a point 575 miles 
above the Head of Passes, La. 

Authoriz iver and Harbor and Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio—1.19 to 1 (multiple-purpose plan for lower Arkansas 
River Basin). 





Summarized financial data 


I eal dnieetieabstnaeen sixes $60, 914, 000 
cc lasted ceili cara 0 

I lle REND reels 0 

i a ii lhl iceibpcemiieli alien bataiapinie 0 
Total eutiemeted eCheck Cot bia pcg pee retin ng aseccemngamapigmedines 60, 914, 000 
Preconstraciwen patninge Gsinntve._~ 6s 360, 000 
I ED BOD DO. FO cece nncccccqunenccensesppwicn 190, 500 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1958_.__--------------._------ 50, 000 


Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 
I es i ks re ile Sra os ccanneaivteninipietaialnenmumteteetat eed 119, 500 





1019 


JUSTIFICATION 


Bank stabilization and channel rectification is an integral feature of the ap- 
proved multiple-purpose plan for development of the Arkansas River. The Ar- 
kansas River is subject to unusually severe shifting of alinement, migration of 
bends, and caving banks. Each major deviation from its course, if left uncon- 
trolled, produces great economic loss to vital communication facilities, trans- 
portation routes, powerlines, and transmission pipelines, and results. in the 
irreplaceable loss of fertile agricultural lands. It is also necessary that the banks 
of the river be stabilized in the vicinity of each navigation lock and dam to 
insure the safety of the structure during and after construction. An orderly 
and progressive construction program of bank stabilization and channel straight- 
ening works is proposed so as to stabilize the river and provide desirable aline- 
ment for navigation in coordination with the construction of the locks and dams. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required for bank stabilization. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$60,914,000 represents a decrease of $600,000 from the latest estimate ($61,514,- 
000) submitted to Congress. The decrease was made to reflect cost experience, 
contract awards, and changes due to final design and river conditions on that 
portion of the project being completed under the emergency bank-stabilization 
program. 


Mr. Rasavut. Operations and maintenance on this project is $128,- 
000, 





EMERGENCY BANK-STABILIZATION PROGRAM 


This seems to be a resumption of something. Will you please ex- 
plain how this ties into the emergency bank-stabilization program ? 

Brigadier General SrEEMAN, This is the planning money to resume 
the planning of the overall bank-stabilization work. You will recall 
the emergency bank-stabilization work was that appropriated for as 
aun emergency while the overall plan was temporarily held in abeyance 

Mr. Ranavr. All right. Apparently no local cooperation is required 
on this work, although the local benefits are most obvious to each 
individual owner w hose banks are stabilized. While local cooperation 
is not required by law, you could accept a contribution, could yeu not, 
if anyone felt that it might be reasonable to make one ? 

Brigadier General Sepman. Yes; we can accept contributions. 

Mr. Rapaut. Have there ever been any talks about getting one; 
any chatter on this subject ? 

Brigadier General Sreman. No, sir; not on the Arkansas. That isa 
large program where the elimination of cav ing banks and the resulting 

reduction in sediment in the river affects long reaches of the river, 
including its alinement. It affects long reaches, and the individual 
heneficiaries are not pinpointed. 

Mr. Rasavut. What is the total of this, about; the whole river 
development ? 

Brigadier General Szeman. The whole overall comprehensive Ar- 
kansas program is a billion dollar program. 

Mr. Rapavur. And there are no contributions to it of any kind? 

Brigadier General Serman. No, sir; except for certain of the proj- 
ects in the upper reaches which might have water-supply features. 
There they must pay for that on an incremental basis. 

Mr. Ranavr. On that part of the project those things in the upper 
reaches would be over and above this figure that you are quoting here 
now. 

Brigadier General Seeman. Wherever water supply is added, it is 
paid for by the local interests. 
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Mr. Rasavrt. This figure for the whole project is how much did you 

say; a billion dollars? 

‘Brigadier General Sreman. The entire comprehensive project is a 
billion dollar project, sir. 

Mr. Rapavur. There are no contributions? 

Brigadier General Seeman. No, sir. 

Mr. Rasaut. If we are heading back into a definite plan for com- 
prehensive development of the river, would it not be reasonable to hold 
up on the emergency work being done until an adequate total plan is 
developed ? 

Brigadier General Seeman. Yes, sir; that is our intention, that this 
emergency item will now phase out and become a part of the overall 
plan. As a matter of fact, the estimate of $25 million definitely pre- 
meditates that. 

Mr. Rasaut. How much of the $25 million have you spent ? 

Brigadier General Seeman. The appropriations to date have been 
$23, 335,000. 

Mr. Ranavr. Well, now, here I have the summarized financial data 
on the emergency construction, and this is the $25,286,000 estimate in 
Federal cost. I notice here that the appropr iations to date are $23,- 
335,000, or 92 percent. There is an appropriation requested for 
fiscal 1958 of $1,300,000. 

Brigadier General Seeman. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. Now, my thought in this is, shouldn’t we strive to save 
this $1 million? 

Brigadier General Seeman. These are in the emergency category. 
Year by year there have been a number of these locations where it was 
considered that they just couldn’t be deferred. 

Mr. Rasavur. If the river is going to be developed for navigation 
among other things, is it not conceivable that cutofis and channel rec- 
tification might render useless some of the bank stabilization work 
that is being done ¢ 

Brigadier General Seeman. It is conceivable, but all of our plan- 
ning has been based upon looking eventually toward a channel with 
proper conformation and reaches that should be stabilized in their 
present location so that no work would be wasted. Of course, you are 
always subject to exceptional floods or exceptional occurrences, but 
we try to anticipate those as much as we can. 

Mr. Ranaut. You don’t feel then that there would be any work 
done here that might‘ have to be torn out or would be absolutely use- 
less if the program was finally approved ¢ 

Brigadier General SkemMan. No, sir; we have done everything pos- 
sible to avoid any such eventuality. Within this emergency estimate 
there would still be that $651,000 left after fiscal year 1958, SO we are 
not going right up to that estimate. 

Mr. Rapavut. Are there any questions on this Arkansas River and 
tributaries ? 


COMPREHENSIVE ARKANSAS RIVER DEVELOPMENT 


Mr. Kirwan. You said, General, that the overall plan would be 
$1 billion. 

Brigadier General Seeman. Our present estimate is about $1,100 
million. 
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Mr. Kirwan. Of all the whole business ? 

Brigadier General Sreman. The Arkansas comprehensive develop- 
ment, 

Mr. Kirwan. But navigation on the Arkansas and down through 
there is a billion dollars ¢ 

Brigadier General Seeman. Yes, sir; navigation, flood control, and 
power. 

Mr. Kirwan. What is in the budget for planning this year? 

Brigadier General Seeman. That small amount which we touched 
on first, sir, the $50,000. 

Mr. Kirwan. Is there any for construction in the budget ¢ 

Brigadier General Seeman. Only those individual projects which 
were started within the last 2 fiscal years, Eufaula, Keystone, and 
Dardanelle. ; 

Mr. Kirwan. What year were they authorized ? 

Brigadier General Seeman. Back in 1946, I believe, sir, was the 
authorizing act. 

Mr. Kirwan. The law has been changed since, hasn’t it, so that 
under this authorization they don’t have to pay back any money to 
the Federal Government; is that correct ? : . 

Brigadier General Seeman. In the navigation scheme there never 
was any. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is what I mean; it is mostly navigation that we 
are working on in this project. 

Brigadier General Seeman. Navigation is one of the benefits. There 
is a considerable amount of flood control. 

Mr. Kirwan. But the big benefit is navigation ? 

Brigadier General SreMAN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is expensive. 

Brigadier General Seeman. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. But under the authorization you don’t have to pay 
back? I think today there is some change probably in the 1954 au- 
thorization, there would be a change, but under this there is not ? 

Brigadier General Seeman. None that I know of under this. 

Mr. Kirwan. And you think you need the money then this year to 
go forward with the plans : 

Brigadier General Seeman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. Every dollar is needed to continue on. 

Allright then. That is all. 

Mr. Evins. General, how long has the planning on the Arkansas- 
White Basin been underway by the corps?) How many years have you 
been on the planning in this area ? 

Brigadier General Seeman. The authorizing act was 1946, and I 
believe the first investigations were back in the 1930’s, sir. 

Mr. Evins. The first planning on the whole basin was begun in 1930? 

Brigadier General Seeman. With regard to this comprehensive 
plan ; yes. 

Mr. Evins. I believe there is one project in this area that the Corps 
indicated to the Bureau of the Budget that some work could be 
postponed or deferred on it. 

Brigadier General Person. We indicated that we could take a 
reduction. I believe it was Eufaula. Let me check that. 

Mr. Evins. In other words, the corps did not recommend postpone- 
ment of any of this work, but merely a deferment of part of the work ? 








1022 


Brigadier General Person. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Evins. And that was on the Eufaula project ? 

Brigadier General Person. Yes, sir; on Eufaula we felt we could 
get by with $300,000 less, and on Keystone $900,000 less than originally 
requested. 

Mr. Evins. So then in effect the corps has given this matter two 
recent studies, and this represents your best thinking at this time? 

Brigadier General Person. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Evins. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Botanp. The total cost of this project you indicated runs a 
billion dollars ? 

Brigadier General Person. The entire comprehensive plan. 

Mr. Botanp. And none of this is repayable, nonreimbursable? 

Brigadier General Seeman. The power part, as you know, must 
stand on its own feet. 

POWER COSTS 


Mr. Botanp. What part is allocated to power? Of the $1 billion 
what part is allocated to power ? 

Brigadier General Seeman. We will have to get that for you, sir. 
There is some in Dardanelle and Eufaula and it has been deferred in 
Keystone. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 

Preliminary studies indicate that the first cost allocated to power, for indi- 
vidual project units of the Arkansas River and tributaries comprehensive plan, 
will be as follows: 


I ck a $42, 096, 500 
ern I I e-waste csiiighalinimeeign en tip eos mnie ob neon ' 50, 530, 000 
Short Mountain lock and dam_____~_- ae ee eras rn 42, 848, 000 

ocho denna eel) J2U Lee fees) ys ee a BOO 


Mr. Botanp. These projects were never really budgeted by the Bu- 
reau of the Budget or the corps; were they? These were put into 
the budget on the floor a couple of years ago; weren’t they ? 

Brigadier General Seeman. That is correct. The Congress added 
those projects. 

NAVIGATION ON THE ARKANSAS RIVER 


Mr. Botanp. Is there any navigation on the Arkansas River now? 

Brigadier General Sreman. No commercial navigation of conse- 
quence moves on the river now. 

Mr. Botanp. What would be the products that the barges or ships 
might take? 

Brigadier General Seeman. It is quite a large oil-producing area. 

Mr. Botanp. How does the oil move now ? 

Brigadier General Serman. It moves by tankear, pipeline, and 
truck. 

Mr. Botanp. Are there many railroads in the vicinity, in the gen- 
eral vicinity of this river? 

Brigadier General Speman. Yes, sir. It is not such a well-de- 
veloped territory, however, as we have in other parts of the United 
States. The railroads in general run north and south, across the 
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river. You have the Missouri-Kansas-Texas, the St. Louis-San Fran- 
cisco, and Missouri-Pacific. Basically their termini are Kansas City, 
St. Louis, and Dallas, and the gulf ports. 

Mr. Boxtanp. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


SCOPE OF ARKANSAS, WHITE, AND RED RIVER BASIN 


Mr. Jensen. General, what States lie within the borders of the 
Arkansas, White, and Red River Basin, within those watersheds? 

Brigadier General Seeman. It takes well over half of the bottom 
of Kansas, a very small portion of the bottom part of Missouri. 

Mr. JensEN. Will someone get up there to the map and point out 
the State lines? 

Brigadier General Seeman. It encompasses the entire State of Okla- 
homa and almost all of Arkansas. There is a small portion of Mis- 
souri along the Mississippi drainage basin on the eastern edge and ap- 
proximately half of the whole State of Kansas. 

Mr. JENSEN. What river? 

Brigadier General Seeman. The Arkansas is the main stream here 
that goes clear up into the mountains. The White is this one here, and 
the Red is the one which goes clear across the Panhandle into New 
Mexico. 

Mr. Taser. Is that where it runs into the Mississippi shown on the 


ne 
rigadier General Seeman. Right here. 

Mr. JensEeN. There at St. Louis. 

Brigadier General Seeman. St. Louis is up here. 

Mr. JENSEN. I would like to orient myself when we are considering 
these projects. 

Brigadier General Seeman. St. Louis is here, and Memphis is over 
here, and Vicksburg is down here. 

Mr. JeNnsEN. Have there been destructive floods in that great water- 
shed of late ? 

Brigadier General Sreman. Of late we have had about 5 or 6 years 
of protracted drought, but characteristic of the watershed. the flood 
of record occurred in 1951 on this small subwatershed on the Verdi- 
gris River, and there have been spot floods on occasion. Most of our 
reservoirs in this area have operated in the flood-control network at 
some time since 1954, 

Mr. Jensen. This is not a flood-control project except to a very 
small degree; is that right? 

Brigadier General Seeman. The overall comprehensive plan takes 
up to the head of navigation in this vicinity right here. 

Mr. Taser. Name the channel where the head of navigation is. 

Brigadier General Sreman. Tulsa is the designated head of naviga- 
tion. Actually the head of navigation would be on the Verdigris 
River here, adjacent to Tulsa, because the fall of the lower Verdigris 
is less than the fall of the Arkansas at that point. 


91488—57——_65 








1024 


NAVIGATION BENEFITS 


Mr. Jensen. Well, this is primarily a navigation project, isn’t it 

Brigadier General SEE MAN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JENSEN. Now, it is just a little difficult for me to sit on this side 
of the table and—being responsible for seeing that the taxpayers’ 
money is spent judiciously—to spend an awful lot for nav igation when 
railroads, keep up their own rights-of-way, and everything pertain- 
ing to their operations, pay enormous taxes in every county, and 
State tre: asury, and then pay a lot of Federal taxes. To take part of 
the money that they spend or that they pay into the Federal Govern- 
ment and then turn around and spend it on projects of this nature 
which only tend to give them competition needs to be considered. 
That is just a little bit difficult for us to justify, especially when there 
is so little flood control involved in a project of this size and which 
costs over a billion dollars. Don’t you think we should go a little 
‘asy on projects of this nature at the present time when there isn’t 

much flood control involved ? 

Brigadier General Seeman. Well, our estimate for the annual bene- 
fits on : flood control at present are $6,688,000 per year. You asked for 
the power a minute ago, Mr. Evins, I believe. I have that figure before 
me now. It is $9,599,000 per year on power. It is true, as you said, 
that the major benefit is the $40,470,000 a year estimated for naviga- 
tion, but it is not without a very significant amount of flood control. 

Mr. Jensen. Well, you have only : asked for $50,000 for planning. 

Brigadier General Sreman. That is for planning on the bank sta- 
bilization element of it, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. On the bank stabilization end of it? 

Brigadier General SreMan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. How much are you asking for? You are not asking 
for any other specific amount here for investigations. Did you expect 
to take the rest of it out of the regular funds which we appropriate 

each year for investigations / 

Brigadier General Seeman. No, sir. There are four projects for 
which funds for initiation of construction have been appropriated, 
Eufaula, Keystone, Dardanelle, and Oologah. In the planning for 
those we have to investigate certain items such as the movement of 
sediment and the possible degradation of the river below those dams, 
which will give us a certain amount of data for use in the overall study. 


POWER PRODUCED 


Mr. Jensen. How much power is produced in this whole project. at 
the present time? 

Brigadier General Seeman. How much power in kilowatts, sir ¢ 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes. 

Brigadier General Seeman. There again, we have it in the individ- 
ual projects and not the total amount. I will have to furnish that for 
the record, sir. 

Mr. JENSEN. You know pretty close right now, don’t you 

Brigadier General Sreman. It is an item of around sixty or seventy 
thousand kilowatts of installed e: upacity in each project that has 
power. 

Mr. JENsEN. How many projects are there ? 
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Brigadier General Seeman. There is Eufaula, Dardanelle, and 
Short Mountain. 

Mr. Jensen. Approximately how many kilowatts of power is now 

roduced in all of these plants in the Arkansas, White, and Red River 
Valley ? 

Brigadier General Seeman. We will have to furnish that for the 
record. 

(‘The matter referred to follows :) 

557,400 kilowatts of power is now being produced in the Arkansas-White-Red 


River Valley by the plants listed below : 
Kilowatts 


Ba INS I itis mang ip Nees nest ses tava neta laces ea ak 
Bale BRORS MORO VON . o.25 ~~~. ncicintidcioawns a ‘iri etna nee Mia 160, 000 
Tees, Derey Teeservolst. i Se nk enn eusnteent ais te oe 34, 000 


INN WR iak at etic dictat teased cree ciaabdps at eid dlasiinsianeaterslaaia ten mashes 70, 000 


EE. CINE: (DRMNOIIOIOR os os 5 a en in i oan 75, OOO 
Pe TO i acini nie iets bagasse abo tcp eee ie eee re 
Norfork Reservoir____- Bape nd Lh Bee tA IR “eee 
Pumencums: mowervesrul i 2 a O_e Al 86, 400 

RD edit hani Ad oo Bud ctebhatenie ate Cy <a eee ee eS 


Mr. Jensen. All right then, how much power do you anticipate 
will be produced when these projects are completed—this entire 
project ¢ 

Brigadier General Seeman. We will have to furnish that also. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


The completion of the $1 billion Arkansas River multiple-purpose improve- 
ment as now planned will add 320,000 kilowatts of power to that now produced 
in the Arkansas-White-Red River Valley. The individual projects and their 
power installations are: 

Kilowatts 
mE: DUNCOING GUNAE, CONN acct co Deeg eats cocaine caine em entngaeies saci dle cS catia an dace, SE 
I I i I 90, 000 
pmor. Mountain Meservoir.....2. ns niodtaa dhttecotdntss ineeletaa 110, 000 


COST OF PRODUCING ELECTRIC ENERGY AND POWER RATE 


Mr. Jensen. I think you should tell us while you are at it what 
the rate, what the proposed rate will be in order to pay off the project 
according to law ¢ 

Brigadier General Seeman. The estimated annual benefit for 
power of the plan is the $9,599,000 that L have given you, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. I would like to know what rate you propose to charge 
per kilowatt-hour, or have you gotten to that point yet? Have you 
got that figured out, the power rate that is necessary to pay off 
according to law? 

Brigadier ( General Seeman. Well, the factor given to us by the 
Federal Power Commission is—— 

Brigadier General Person. Sir, we can readily furnish for the 
record the cost per kilowat for each installation. 

Mr. Jenson. That will be charged. 

Brigadier General Person. We don’t decide on the rate. We can 
give you the information as to the cost that would have to be paid 
in order to pay out. 

Mr. Jensen. That is what I want. 

Brigadier General Seeman. It is somewhat different for each one 
of the projects. 
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Mr. Jensen. I can understand that, General Seeman. 

Brigadier General Seeman. We furnish the power to the market- 
ing agency and the responsibility for making the contract and han- 
dling the contract is their responsibility. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


Production costs of electric energy 

















Installed | A verage an- Annual cost | Average cost 
Project capacity nual energy | of power per kilowatt- 
kilowatts (million kilo-| less taxes hour in mills 

| watt-hours) | foregone 
om eamiiangegin —| —- —-— et amigas 
Eufaula Reservoir ; $0, 000 360. 0 $1, 834, 400 5.10 
Dardanelle lock and dam ; 120, 000 | 636. 0 2, 294, 000 3. 61 
Short Mountain Reservoir and dam_-_-_____--- -| 110, 000 527.2 | 1, 455, 200 2, 76 


Mr. Jensen. How much of this project cost is credited or charged, 
as the term is used, to recreation and other increments of this project ? 
Brigadier General Seeman. Recreation is only an incidental bene- 
fit and we make no charges in the original cost allocation to recrea- 
tion. 
Mr. Jensen. I see. 
POWER BENEFITS 


What is the percentage of this project that is to be charged to 
power ? 

Brigadier General Seeman. In terms of this benefit figure, it is 
$914 million, approximately, out of $64.6 million annua! benefits. 

Mr. Jensen. That is power? 

Brigadier General Seeman. Yes, sir, $914 million is the power 
benefit. 

Mr. Taser. How much has it been in the last year or two? 

Brigadier General Seeman. There is no power at all being pro- 
duced in this overall project. None of these projects are in operation 
at all so far. 

Mr. Jensen. I understand that each one of these river valley basins 
is a project of its own, so to speak. They are not tied together. This 
entire project is not tied together under one project payout plan as 
is the Missouri River Basin ? 

Brigadier General Seeman. The Missouri River is a single basin. 
This is three basins, the White and the Arkansas and the Red. Now, 
the Denison powerplant on the Red is tied in through marketing with 
the Southwestern Power Administration to Fort Gibson and Ten- 
killer, which are operating in the Arkansas Basin and Bull Shoals and 
Norfork, which are operating in the White River Basin, but none of 
these projects are in the comprehensive Arkansas navigation plan. 

Mr. Jensen. What part of the Southwestern Power installations 
lie within these three river basins? 

Brigadier General Seeman. Their headquarters is in Tulsa. 
Whether they extend outside of our Arkansas-White-Red River Ba- 
sin, Idon’t know. They are responsible for marketing the power from 
the Whitney plant on the Brazos River in Texas, also. 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes, sir; I know that. Some of the Southwestern 
Power dams are within this area, are they not? 
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Brigadier General Seeman. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Jensen. Are all of them within this area? 

Brigadier General Szreman. I don’t know of any that are outside 
the area, sir. These three operating plants up here produce power. 

Mr. Jensen Name the plants. 

Brigadier General Seeman. Fort Gibson, Bull Shoals, and Nor- 
fork, and they produce power into a net which is marketed by the 
Southwestern Power Administration, and I know they are intercon- 
nected with the St. Louis and Kansas City sources. That power is 
habitually fed into a net. 

Mr. Jensen. This committee knows something about the South- 
western Power project. 

Brigadier General Sreman. Lake Texoma or Denison also is mar- 
keted by the Southwestern Power Administration. These two at 
Fort Gibson and Tenkiller are also operating. 

Mr. Jensen. And all of those plants are now tied together into a 
grid system. 

Brigadier General Seeman. I believe they are. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr.Chairman. Iam through. 


NAVIGATION 


Mr. Ranavrt. I am not trying to cut into this. 

Mr. Taser. How much navigation have you got on this Arkansas 
River now ? 

Brigadier General Seeman. There is very little navigation now, sir. 

Mr. Taper. It involves a very decided excavation proposition, 
doesn’t it ? 

Brigadier General Seeman. There is an element of dredging in our 
overall estimate. We were hoping with stabilizing the banks and 
providing the navigation pools and regulating the river by controlling 
the flow to a more uniform amount that dredging would be reduced 
to a minimum. 

Mr. Taper. How are you going to organize it with a uniform flow? 
You have a very spotty rainfall in that territory, don’t you? 

Brigadier General Seeman. That is true, sir. 

Mr. Taser. Sometimes you have water and sometimes you don’t 
have any ? } 

Brigadier General Sreman. The last 5 or 6 years have been low 
years. 

Mr. Taper. That isn’t the only time it was that way. 

Brigadier General Seeman. It is a semiarid area. 

Mr. Taser. It is semiarid. 

Brigadier General Sreman. As you go westward. 

Mr. Taser. Yes; and it is almost impossible to figure out any sus- 
tained navigation. You can’t have navigation 1 year and then have 
it go out for 5 years like it has been. 

Brigadier General Seeman. Well, that is why the large upstream 
reservoirs of Keystone, Eufaula, and Oologah are necessary. 

Mr. Taxser. But they will not hold water enough to run over from 
a wet season into a dry season. 

Brigadier General Seeman. It is certainly our plan to make that 
possible. 
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Mr. Taser. Now, what have you done with the $25 million there, 
or the $23,500,000-odd that you have had? What have you done with 
that ? ; 

Brigadier General Szeman. That has been used on the open river 
to ameliorate the caving banks and the loss of levees protecting farm- 
lands along the river in the lower reaches. 

Mr. Taser. Is that a territory that has been quite well developed, 
or is it one that hasn’t yet been developed ? 

Brigadier General Sreman. In the river bottoms are the best agri- 
cultural areas, but as an overall area it has lagged behind the rest of 
the country in development. 

Mr. Taser. It hasn’t been developed much. 

Brigadier General Seeman. Not the overall basin. 

Mr. Taper. That applies to Arkansas mostly, or does it apply to 
Oklahoma also? 

Brigadier General Sreman. Oklahoma and Arkansas primarily; 
yes. Southern Missouri to some extent, but that is the White River 
Basin. 

Mr. Taser. All right, now, there isn’t any navigation at all on this 
at the present time? 

Brigadier General Seeman. Very little, now, sir. 

Mr. Taser. There isn’t any substantial demand for it either; is 
there ? 

Brigadier General Seeman. Well, the people 

Mr. Taser. Who would use it if the project were developed ? 

Brievadier General Seeman. The people in the basin are quite anx- 
ious for development of navigation and the barge carriers on the 
Mississipni would undoubtedly extend their services up the river if it 
were available. 

Mr. Taser. What section of the river does this bank stabilization 
proposition cover ? 

Brieadier General Seeman. It is largely from the vicinity of just 
above Fort Smith to the mouth. 

Mr Taner. Above Fort Smith to the mouth? 

Brieadier General Seeman. That is abont on the border of Arkansas 
and Oklahoma. hut the reach just above in Oklahoma has been affected. 

Mr. Taner. Have vou heen all of the way from Fort Smith to the 
month with the bank stabilization ? 

Brigadier General Seeman. Yes, sir; at intermittent localities, not 
as a thorough program. 

Mr. Taner. Just on the whole picture is the onlv way you have 
picked out the spots. Were they having trouble? That is about it; 
isn’t it? 

Brigadier General Seeman. Where lands were seriously caving 
close to levee lines or where utilities were seriously endangered, high- 
wav crossings and places like that. 

Mr. Taper. I guess that is about all T have on this particular project. 

Mr. Rapavut. Dr. Fenton, do you want to develop something on 
the river? 

Mr. Fenton. What is the length of the river, the Arkansas from 
Tulsa to the mouth? 

Brigadier General Sreman. The navigation planned portion is 
about 500 miles, sir, I believe, about 460 miles on the main stream and 
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30 or 40 miles up the Verdigris to the head of navigation, about 500 
miles. 

Mr. Fenron. There is no navigation at all on the river now? 

Brigadier General Seeman. No, sir; except near the mouth. 

Mv. Fenton. The justification refers to bank stabilization. 

Brigadier General Seeman. That is the portion of the project for 
which planning funds are requested. 

Mr. Fenton. Have you done any dredging at all or contemplate any 
dredging ¢ 

Brig: adier General Seeman. The entire plan has a small amount in 
it for ‘dredging. We also have done some small amount of dredging, 
sir, in connection with bank stabilization where we have had a cutoff. 
It is entirely a minor part of the bank stabilization feature where 
the best alinement can be obtained by means of a cutoff channel. 

Mr. Fenron. If this navigation ever developed it would be just 
barge traffic. You wouldn’t have vessels of any depth. 

Brigadier General Seeman. It is a 9-foot channel project, similar 
to the Ohio and upper Mississippi projects of our inland water system. 

Mr. Fenton. You still have funds after 1958 of $190,000 to complete 
the engineering. 

Brigadier General Seeman. That would complete the preconstruc- 
tion planning for the bank stabilization element only. As you can 
appreciate, for the billion dollar comprehensive project which has 
other elements, the locks and dams and so forth, the overall planning 
figure will be a much larger figure. 


RESERVOIRS 


Mr. Fenton. I wonder if you will put in the record for the Arkan- 
sas now—we will come to the other later—just what reservoirs are 
on that river now. 

Brigadier General SreMan (pointing on map). On the Arkansas at 
present, in this navigation project here there are none. That navi- 
gation project extends from the mouth here up to the vicinity of 
Tulsa. None of these locks and dams and other structures along the 
river, except for the emergency bank stabilization, are constructed. 
The reservoirs that are operating are over here. They are over here 
on the White River and on tributaries of the Arkansas, at Fort Gibson 
on the Grand River and at Tenkiller Ferry on the lower Illinois 
River. 

Mr. Fenton. They have nothing to do with the Arkansas River? 

Brigadier General SreMan. Except as the water which is permitted 
to flow through the powerplants supplements that available from 
projects in the plan. 


RIVER TRAFFIC CONTEMPLATED 


Mr. Evins. Mr. Chairman, will the general supply for the record, 
if he does not have it available at the moment, the anticipated river 
barge traffic and commerce that will ensue following the development ? 

Brigadier General SremAN. Our estimate on that, sir, is about 13 
million tons. This tonnage is to develop over the 50-year 2 of 
operation, which we use to ‘estimate the amortization of the project. 

Mr. Evins. I think that should be in the record. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 
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Mr. Fenton. Is that annually ? 

Brigadier General Szeman. Over the 50-year period as the area 
develops that would be the average annual tonnage. 

Mr. Taper. What would be the benefit ? 

Brigadier General Seeman. Our estimate on savings was about $3 
per ton of the 13 million tons. 

Mr. Taser. $3 per ton? 

Brigadier General Seeman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. Is that the total cost of the transportation item, or is 
that something else ? 

Brigadier General Seeman. That is the estimated savings per ton. 
It varies, of course, according to commodities and the destination 
and origin points. 

Mr. Taser. What commodities would you figure ? 

Brigadier General Seeman. We mentioned petroleum products 
earlier and then there are iron and steel products, flour and feeds. 

Mr. Taper. Your petroleum business, that goes right through pe- 
troleum territory, doesn’t it ? 

Brigadier General Sreman. Yes, sir, there are several producing 
fields in that area. 

Mr. Taser. Then it is mostly pipeline stuff, isn’t it? 

Brigadier General Seeman. There are lots of pipelines; yes. 

Mr. Taser. You can’t compete with pipelines with barges. 

Brigadier General Seeman. There is a good deal of barge traffic 
that moves with petroleum products on the Mississippi system. 

Mr. Taser. But that is quite a way away from the source of supply. 


That is all. 
OUACHITA AND BLACK RIVERS BELOW CAMDEN, ARK. 


Mr. Razavut. Put pages 8 and 9 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


LOCKS, DAMS, RESERVOIRS, AND CANALS (NAVIGATION) 
OUACHITA AND BLACK RIVERS BELOW CAMDEN, ARK. 
(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—This project will provide a channel 9 feet deep 
and 100 feet wide between the mouth of Black River, La., and mile 351 on the 
Ouachita River, Ark., where a depth of 6% feet is presently being maintained. 
The plan of improvement provides for modification of the six existing locks and 
dams, channel realinement, cutoffs where necessary, dredging, and eonstruction 
works. 


Authorization.—1950 River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—A current benefit-cost ratio is being determined. 


Summarized financial data 


Matimated Wederal costes: jie) ia et... $21, 700, Ou 
a as cette cise eepssaea niceties ts isseensanons 67, 000 

I ON Th TE on ccaetstateh ie mntid dma cee 0 

i lal tet aihiacdepeien 67, 000 
no wc esesaguneoasenabenianunseenavanmepoasesenes 21, 767, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate_______________._.._____________ 330, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957......-....----....-- 1... 180, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1958__.._.____._._-.-..__________- 150, 000 


Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 
a ditetietes hk to iptocscctdetoncns teh ind dbo cbtescasrieldetn nc eileen ibe boteigres tnapnnsetaishaem cin dhapng 0 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The improvement will provide for economical movement of the increasing 
commerce, eliminating the necessity for partial loading of barges and the re- 
striction on vessel sizes, and will allow interchange of barge services between 
the Ouachita River and the Mississippi, Ohio, and Missouri Rivers and the 
intracoastal canals. 

Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construc- 
tion of the authorized project is estimated at $67,000, broken down as follows: 


PATO. ni ne ea Le IG 1A ee ee ie $47, 000 
PORRIIIOIG oo cicctel eth Am taimchrnpmmasiena bigs tae. oisaetiee WL eosied te 20, 000 
CE ananassae: pan dings dlp Rien es Stepan tania cana 67, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain all bridges and utility crossings. 

Status of local cooperation.—Local interests have indicated that they will com- 
ply with the requirements of local cooperation, which include the furnishing 
of necessary lands and adequate terminal facilities. It is considered that local 
interests are legally and financially able to comply with these requirements. 

There is no agency with overall legal authority to grant assurances. The 
agencies with authority to furnish assurances are the parish police juries and 
the Tensas Basin Levee District in Louisiana, and the counties in Arkansas. 
The Ouachita River Valley Association has been acting as coordinating agency 
on the project. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$21,700,000 (July 1956 prices) is an increase of $1,600,000 over the latest esti- 
mate submitted to Congress, $20,100,000 (July 1955 prices), due to the rise in 
price levels and a reanalysis of engineering and design and supervision and 
administration costs. 

Mr. Rapavrt. The operation and maintenance request for this proj- 
ect for fiscal year 1958 is $425,000. On page 550 of last year’s hear- 
ing you showed prior funds as $50,000, 1957 funds as $130,000, and a 
balance to complete of $70,000, or a total cost of $200,000 to complete 
after fiscal year 1956. Now, you show 1957 funds up to $180,000, and 
you ask $150,000 to complete, for a total of $330,000, as compared to 
the $250,000 of last year. Why is that? 

Major General Harprn. Mr. Chairman, I will answer this question. 
It falls in my division. I am General Hardin. 

Mr. Rapaut. Yes, General, I remember you. 

Major General Harprn. This is an old project which was author- 
ized in 1950 to be modernized. The funds that we received last year 
were devoted to reviewing the project as authorized. We soon found 
that the element of time made it necessary to review the economics 
very thoroughly, and we had to conduct a traffic study to obtain the 
necessary data for computing annual benefits. The principal reason 
for that increase is the necessity for undertaking this traffic study. 
On the other hand, we also found that the engineering costs were going 
to be increased over that which we had previously contemplated, as 
we explored the foundation of these old locks and found that possibly 
we would have to relocate one lock and make provisions for adoptin 
different treatment than just simply deepening the sill of the lock, al 
of which resulted in an upping of the estimate for preconstruction 
planning, so that we could present a well-developed figure on cost and 
benefits before we entered into the construction stage. 

Mr. Ragavt. All right. 

Mr. Kirwan. Where is Hot Springs? There is a Blakely Moun- 
tain Dam on the Ouachita River that I am interested in. How far 
is that from Camden ? 

Major General Harprn. About 150 miles, sir. 
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Mr. Kirwan. The water from the Blakely Mountain Dam goes 
down to Camden, doesn’t it ? 

Major General Harprn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. You get that water now going to Camden? 

Major General Harprn. Also from Narrows Reservoir , which is in 
operation. Those are two operating projects. 

Mr. Krrwan. Yes, but you get the water from those two operating 
projects to go through what you are planning now? 

Major General Harprn. The third reservoir is DeGray, which is 
also in the planning stage. 

Mr. Kirwan. Those reservoirs already in operation are furnishing 
some of that water. In other words, this is similar to the Columbia 
Basin and the other basin, the Missouri Valley ? 

Major General Harptn. In that sense, yes, sir; the reservoir is to 
help equalize the flow during low periods. 

Mr. Kirwan. The planning is similar or the same as it was on the 
other two, the Columbia Basin and the Missouri Valley. 

Major General Harpry. We certainly expect to take advantage of 
the navigation potential. 

Mr. Kirwan. Of everything. They were taking advantage of flood 
control and power, and you are taking advantage of navigation, but 
in other words, the planning i is for the 1 whole thing. 

Major General Harprn. ‘Compr ehensive planning. 

Mr. Kirwan. The same as the other two basins. 

Mr. Taser. I had a question on this Ouachita that I would like to 
ask. How much traffic have you got on that now ? 

Major General Harpry. In 1956 the total was about 212,000 tons. 
The project is limited to a 614-foot draft under the present size of 
the locks. 

Mr. Taper. What kind of traffic did you have? 

Major General Harpry. Industrial chemicals. That was the major 
portion of the traffic. Construction machinery, fuel oil, rolled fin 
ished steel mill products, some sand and gravel, and a considerable 
amount of wood. That is a timber-growing area and hardwood area, 
where sawmills are frequent along the banks of the river. There are 
big timber mills in that area. 

Mr. Taper. You have a lot of timber. 

Major General Harprn. Yes, sir; we had 42,000 tons of hardwood 
logs in 1955. 

Mr. Taser. How much is the cost for maintenance? 

Major General Harpry. It is estimated to be $500,000 annually. 

Mr. Taser. Is that just the maintenance of the setup ¢ 

Major General Harptrn. The maintenance and operation of the six 
locks, and channel dredging as is required. 

Mr. Fenton. What is the mileage from the source of the mouth’ 

Major General Harovrn. 350 miles from the mouth of the Ouachita 
to Camden. 

Mr. Fenton. Are there any railroads in that vicinity ? 

Major General Harprn. Oh, ves, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. Do they have to be changed ? 

Major General Harpry. No, sir, the railroads are all well-estab- 
lished lines. There is no change involved in the railroad locations. 
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Mr. Fenton. Do you know how much tonnage the railroads haul? 
Major General Harprx. Dr. Fenton, T don’t know. It is a whole 
lot more than the waterway traffic. 


COUNCIL GROVE RESERVOIR, KANS. 


Mr. Rasavt. Council Grave Reservoir. $125,000. 
Put in pages 11 and 12 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 


FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS 
CounciL GRovE RESERVOIR 
(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—The project is located on Grand (Neosho) River, a 
tributary of the Arkansas River in Morris County, Kans., about 27 miles north- 
west of Emporia. The plan of improvement provides for the construction of an 
earth-fill dam with the outlet works combined in a gated concrete spillway 
section, and for the necessary alterations to railroad and highway facilities. 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.32 to 1 (for the system of four authorized reservoirs in 
the upper Grand (Neosho) River Basin). 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost——__-_- iti tae Mati eet Z ___. $12, 100, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost__—-- : a : 0 


Cash contribution ; i areal Melia hain Ca ipnadicmsaioa 0 

IU a ch as ioabast ein doe eles 0 
Total estimated project cost- ee) eaeked ss Sead eeel 12, 100, 000 
Preconstruction se estimate____-_- at a aa a —_ 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957 a ai ed 150, 000 
Planning allocation for os -al year 1958________ ; a 125, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fisc al year 1958__ 0 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Council Grove project is an integral unit in the four-reservoir system 
which will provide much needed flood control on the Grand (Neosho) River and 
also make available a source of water which will be of general benefit to down- 
streanr areas as a result of low-flow regulation. The flood plain along the Grand 
(Neosho) River, above Pensacola Reservoir, consists of 4,000 acres of urban 
area and 336,000 acres of very fertile and highly developed agricultural lands. 
About 14,600 persons reside within the flood plain, of which 11,400 reside in the 
area downstream from Council Grove Dam site. Residential, commercial and 
industrial units and other urban properties located within the 21 municipalities 
and unincorporated villages suffered damages estimated at over $9 million during 
the June-July 1951 flood with damages in the rural areas estimated at over $21 
million to crops and physical property, including railroads and highways. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal estimate of $12,- 
100,000 reflects an increase of $700,000 over the latest estimate submitted to the 
Congress of $11,400,000; $300,000 of this increase is due to higher price levels. 
The remainder is due to reanalysis of requirements for engineering and design. 


Mr. Rasaurt. The benefit-cost ratio is for a four-dam system. What 
is it for this project alone? 

Brigadier General Sreman. Sir, we don’t have an individual one for 
this project alone because these four dams are so intimately related 
in the upper reaches and the benefits extend downstream so that it 
would be most difficult to equitably divide the benefits. 
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Mr. Rasavt. The reason for the question would be if the benefit of 
this dam to the overall cost ratio would be very slight, then we would 
ae to know roughly the cost and so on. Perhaps you could supply 
it for us. 

Brigadier General Seeman. It would be going backward, sir, and 
dividing up the benefits according to the amount of flood control stor- 
age in each individual reservoir, so we would come out with about 
the same benefit-cost ratio for the individual one as well as for the 
— They are very intimately connected in the upper Grand 

iver. 

Mr. Razsavt. Is the impounded water about the same acreage foot? 

Brigadier General Seeman. No, they all vary slightly. 

Mr. Rapavut. Well, I don’t mean to the acre or to a few acres, but 
I mean are they about equal in the volume of water impounded? 

Brigadier General Srerman. That depends upon the size of the 
reservoir. This one has approximately 85,000 acre-feet. 

Mr. Ranaut. What have the others got then? 

Brigadier General Srrman. I have those in the individual folders 
if you want them, but they are not put together. 

Mr. Razsavt. At this point in the record, suppose you supply them. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


Reservoir Capacities—Upper Grand (Neosho) River Basin 


Storage capacities in acre-feet 











Reservoir ad iiaiecatiie el Dicccoems 

Flood control| Construction| Sediment Total 
Council’Grove Reservoir... ..-- call 60, 000 14, 600 10, 400 85, 000 
Marion Reservoir. _-_.......--- : ar 60, 000 25, 300 4, 700 90, 000 
Cedar Point Reservoir-.-....-.-- es DSL 36, 200 15, 800 3, 000 55, 000 





Sewn Reservoll.........2.....ccn0- ; 320, 600 17, 300 | 50, 000 387, 900 
' ' | 


Mr. Rapact. According to the planning report the cost of relocations 
alone exceeds the cost of the dam. Does the incremental advantage of 
a project with such economic imbalance warrant its construction ¢ 

Brigadier General Seeman. Yes; our benefit-cost ratio on this justi- 
fies the entire project. It is true that the relocations are large, how- 
ever, and in fact, are larger than the construction cost of the dam. 

Mr. Rapavut. The cost of relocations alone exceed the cost of the 
dam; is that right? 

Brigadier General Seeman. Exceed the construction cost: yes, sir. 
If you add the cost of lands, they do not equal that total cost. 

Mr. Rasavut. What would be the benefit-cost ratio of the three-dam 
system if Council Grove is not included ? 

Brigadier General Seeman. We don’t have it separately, sir. 

Mr. Ragavt. Supply it for the record. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 

The benefit-to-cost ratio for the three-dam system for the Grand Neosho River 
Basin excluding Council Grove is estimated to be 1.40 to 1. It is to be noted, 
however, that the authorized four-dam plan is designed to operate under a 
coordinated plan for water use. They are functionally interrelated with par- 
ticular respect to providing adequate flood protection for property in areas subject 
to overflow. The design of the system is based upon obtaining specific mihimum 


stage reductions at principal damage areas downstream. Provision of these 
reductions has been determined to be best and most economically afforded by 
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means of the designed system providing for construction of the reservoirs at 
strategic locations within the basin. Elimination of one or more of the reservoirs 
from the system means loss of full and effective control in time of flooding. The 
functional interrelationship also exists in providing supplemental water supply 
and pollution-abatement control. 

Mr. Razavr. Was this project authorized specifically on the basis of 
a, joint benefit-cost ratio, or was it authorized on a plan which showed 
it to be feasible standing alone ? ; 

Brigadier General Sreman. The authorizing document included the 
whole system, sir, the four-reservoir system, and they are very intl- 
mately related. The other three projects are Marion, Cedar Point, 
and Strawn. 

Mr. Rapaut. Are there any questions now ? 

Mr. Kirwan. On the Council Grove Reservoir the planning money 
you have asked for 1958 is $125,000; is that correct ? 

Brigadier General Sreman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. You need that the same as you did the other project 
that we just went over? 

Brigadier General Seeman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. If one moves they all move. 

Brigadier General Seeman. Yes, this is part of the Grand River 
system. 

Mr. Taser. Really you haven’t got much reason for this job, have 

ou? 

Brigadier General Sreman. Yes, sir, it is needed for flood control. 

Mr. Taper. What is the relative flood-control contribution of each 
of these projects ? 

Brigadier General Seeman. The flood-control storage in this one 
we have before us at this time is 60,000 acre-feet out of the total capacity 
of the reservoir of 85,000. 

Mr. Taser. What is it, a dry dam? 

Brigadier General Seeman. No, sir: it has a small amount of con- 
servation, low-flow-regulation water, and sedimentation storage to 
take care of its useful life of 50 years. 

Mr. Taser. It costs $12 million to build or is that just a starter? 

Brigadier General Seeman. That is the approved estimate as of this 
date. 

Mr. Taser. How much storage have we got? 

Brigadier General Seeman. Eighty-five thousand acre-feet total. 

Mr. Taser. How wide is the dam and how high is it? 

Brigadier General Seeman. The height above the streambed is 73 
feet. The length of the dam, including the spillway, is 4,120 feet. 

Mr. Taper. 4,120 feet ? 

Brigadier General Sreman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taper. You have got a lot of relocations there. 

Brigadier General Sreman. Yes, sir. 

Mr, Taser. They will run in your estimate as much as the cost of 
the dam; is that right, or probably more than that ? 

Brigadier General Seeman. Yes; that is true here. 

Mr. Taper. You will probably run into $40 million before you get 
through with that. 
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Brigadier General Seeman, Our total estimated cost of this Council 
Grove Dam and Reservoir is about $12 million which includes the cost 
of relocations. 

Mr. Taser. Thiat is all I have. 

Mr. Frnvon. Is there water for municipal use? 

Brigadier General Seeman. Not directly. Of course, landowners 
and municipalities below the dam have the availability of the flowing 
river. 

Mr. Fenron. There is no drinking water involved? 

Brigadier General Sreman. There is no water supply specifically 
involved here. 


ELK CLYTY (TABLE MOUND) RESERVOIR, KANS. 


Mr. Rasavur. Elk City Reservoir, $85,000. 
Put pages 14 and 15 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS 
Ev.«x Crirvy (TABLE MouNnp) Reservoir 


(Continuation of planning ) 


Location and description.—The project is located on Elk River, tributary of the 
Verdigris River (Arkansas River Basin) in Montgomery County, Kans., about 3 
miles west of Independence. The plan of improvement provides for the con- 
struction of an earth-fill dam with a spillway and control works combined in 
concrete structure and for the necessary alterations to railroad and highway 
facilities. 

Authorization.—1941 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.29 to 1 (for system of 6 authorized reservoirs in the 
Verdigris River Basin). 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost__-- $22, GOO, OOO 
Estimated non-Federal cost 0 

Cash contribution____~~- ~ ee 0 

ae Cone... ; ; 0 
Total estimated project cost E 2) 600, OOO 
Preconstruction planning estimate 250, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957_~~- 165, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1958 85, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 195s 0 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project is an integral unit in the six-reservoir system in the Verdigris 
River Basin consisting of authorized Elk City and Neodesha Reservoirs, con 
pleted Fall River and Hulah Reservoirs, and Toronto and Oologah Reservoirs 
now under construction. Completion of the system will provide urgently needed 
flood protection for farmlands and urban areas in both the Verdigris and Arkansas 
fiver flood plains, containing 244,000 and 835,000 acres of land, respectively 
Operation of the Elk City project in conjunction with the completed and under 
construction reservoirs would also make available a source of water which will 
be of general benefit to downstream areas as a result of low-flow regulation. 

Von-F ederat costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal estimate of $22. 
600.000 reflects an increase of $500,000 over the latest estimate submitted to the 
Congress of $22,100,000. The increase is based on the price level rise. 
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Mr. Rasavur. What is the benefit-cost ratio of this project alone 
and what is the ratio for the remaining five projects without this one? 

Brigadier General Sreman, This is a similar system to the last one 
we just talked about, Mr. Chairman. It is a six-reservoir system. 
They are all very intimately related. 

Mr. Razavr. Supply that for the record. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


The flood-control plan for the Verdigris River Basin as developed from survey 
studies was designed to operate on a coordinated basis for water use. The six 
authorized reservoirs are functionally interrelated with particular respect to 
providing adequate flood protection for property in areas subject to overflow. 
The design of the system is based upon obtaining specific minimum stage reduc- 
tions at principal damage areas downstream. Provision of these reductions 
was determined to be best and most economically afforded by means of the de- 
signed system providing for construction of the reservoirs at strategic locations 
within the basin. Elimination of one or more of the reservoirs from the system 
would mean loss of full and effective control in time of flooding. The func- 
tional interrelationship also exists in providing supplemental water supply and 
pollution abatement control. Because of the closeness with which these projects 
operate in regulating floods and downstream flow, there is no precise formula 
for apportioning the group benefit to the individual reservoirs. For these 
reasons, the group was considered as a single project for purposes of economic 
analysis. However, to comply with the desire of the committee, benefit-cost 
ratios for individual projects have been determined on the basis of a rough 
approximation as to their individual contribution to the overall plan. The 
benefit-cost ratios are as follows: 


Reservoir Benefit-to-cost ratio 
Fall River Reservoir (completed)... -_- Pm SS a 
Hulah Reservoir (completed) _—_- seiiekstdiidinanuais cies se as ann, ee 
Toronto Reservoir alte Fe en eee 1.51 to 1 
Oologah Reservoir (initial development a ae nas oe 
Elk City Reservoir____- Cetin dle Abb eietnate dt as cub ialeaals 1.01 to 1 
Neodesha Reservoir (deferred for ‘restudy) - SE eT ee a 
Greservoir SsSyStell.............-4Ge tid ocean eee 1. 29.to 1 


It is to be noted that the Neodesha Reservoir is carried in a “deferred for re- 
study” category. Project planning studies on this project undertaken subse- 
quent to authorization indicated a much higher construction cost than that 
originally contemplated at the time of authorization. Because of this increase in 
estimated project cost, rough approximations as to this project’s incremental 
value to the plan raised serious. doubt as to whether it should be constructed as 
part of the system. In view of this, the Neodesha Reservoir was placed in a 
“deferred” category several years ago. However, on the basis of recent favor- 
able unit prices received on the Toronto project, the present estimate of cost 
might be considerably reduced. Based on this possible cost estimate reduction 
and in consideration of the need of the project for efficient hydraulic operation 
of the reservoir system, further detailed study of preject costs and benefits in 
the light of current conditions is considered warranted before reaching a de- 
cision to eliminate it from the basin plan. 

Mr. Rapavt. Are there any questions on Elk City ? 

Mr. Krrwan. I have none. 

Mr. Taper. You won't have any need for this after the Toronto and 
Oologah Reservoirs are completed, will you? 

Brigadier General SremMAn. Yes, sir, this has 263,000 acre-feet of 
flood control stor age out of its total capacity of 289,000. It is on a 
tributary of the main river above Oologah. Toronto and Oologah 
will help control floods below them but not above them. 

Mr. Taper. You haven't got much flood history up above that, 
have you? 

Brigadier General SeEeEMAN. Well, this is in the area where they had 
the oreatest flood of record in 1951. 
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Mr. Taper. You have got 289,000 acre-feet for storage and the 
area there is less than 4 times that amount. It just sounds rather 
far-fetched. 

Brigadier General Srmman. Those are not comparable, sir. 

Mr. Taser. This is almost $300 an acre on an acreage basis. Are 
the farmlands of that territory worth any such amount? 

Brigadier General Seeman. The agricultural land in our estimate 
is around $130 to $140 an acre. 

Mr. Taper. So you would be spending 50 percent—no, 100 per- 
cent—more than the land is worth. You have got to increase the value 
of the land to $260 or $270 an acre in order to have it a successful 
project. 

Brigadier General Szeman. I believe our arithmetic is a little bit 
faulty. The estimated cost of this dam is $22.6 million and the 
flood plains have 244,000 and_835,000 acres which amounts to over 
a ee acres, so that the unit cost is not quite as high as you had 
said. 

Mr. Taser. It is pretty high for that kind of a venture. 

Brigadier General Seeman. It is in the neighborhood of $20 an 
acre. It is characteristic of this area that good dam sites are very 
rare. It is flat area. There are not a great number of dam sites. 
The utilities and roads follow the river valley. 

Mr. Rasavt. Have you quite a few relocations ? 

Brigadier General Seeman. In this particular one the relocations 
are approximately $7 million out of $22 million total cost. 

Mr. Rasavut. Are there any more questions ? 


STRAWN RESERVOIR, KANS. 


Mr. Rapavut. Strawn Reservoir, $125,000. 
Put pages 17 and 18 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS 
STRAWN RESERVOIR, KANS. 
(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—The project is located on Grand (Neosho) River, 
a tributary of the Arkansas River in Coffey County, Kans., about 30 miles 
southeast of Emporia. The plan of improvement provides for the construction 
of an earth-fill dam with the outlet works combined in a gated concrete spillway 
and the necessary alterations to railroad and highway facilities. 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benejfit-cost ratio.—1.32 to 1 (For the system of four authorized reservoirs 
in the upper Grand (Neosho) River Basin). 


Summarized financial data 


Br rT il i craic anaes _... $31, 000, 000 
LI EOE CO og ci i rte mtcicn mina inie a eae 0 

One comfribution... 2... Wide Ag LR a oe) baci aia 0 

pee ite Coe eNO i Ue ee 0 
ORR GR AO TSE WOE... 5 aes he et i 31, 000, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate__.-...--.-._----__-_._-_ £3 465, 000 
Oy CN RE fd oe eLaeesameen—ne 340, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1958______--___-_____.._______ 125, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1958_ 0 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The Strawn Reservoir will provide 67 percent of the total flood-control storage 
in the four-reservoir system of the upper Grand (Neosho) River. This system 
will also make available a source of water which will be of general benefit to 
downstream areas as a result of low-flow regulation. The flood plain along the 
Cottonwood and Grand (Neosho) Rivers, above Pensacola Reservoir, consists 
of 4,000 acres of urban area and 336,000 acres of very fertile and highly de- 
veloped agricultural lands. About 14,600 persons reside within the flood plain, 
of whom 9,200 persons reside in the area downstream from Strawn Dam site. 
Residential, commercial, and industrial units and other urban properties located 
within the 21 municipalities and unincorporated villages and other urban prop- 
erty suffered damages estimated at over $9 million during the June-July 1951 
flood with damages in the rural areas estimated at over $21 million to crops 
and physical property, including railroads and highways. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—No change from the latest estimate 
($31,000,000) submitted to Congress. 


COOPER RESERVOIR AND CHANNELS, TEX. 


Mr. Razsavur. Cooper Reservoir, $275,000. 
Put pages 20 through 22 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
CoorerR RESERVOIR AND CHANNELS, TEx. 


(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—The project is located on Sulphur River in eastern 
Texas, upstream from the Texarkana Reservoir. The plan of improvement pro- 
vides for: (a) Construction of Cooper Reservoir on South Sulphur River; and 
(b) channel clearing, enlargement and realinement, and levee enlargement and 
extension along the main stem of Sulphur River above mile 126; on Cuthand 
Creek below mile 24, on South Sulphur River below mile 70, except in the 
Cooper Reservoir, miles 29 to 42, and on Middle Sulphur River below mile 8; 
on Brushy Creek below mile 5; and on North Sulphur River between miles 1 
and 5. 

Authorization.—Act approved August 3, 1955. (Public Law 218, 84th Cong., 
1st sess.). 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.13 to 1. 


Summarized PReHetnE data 





Cooper Levees and Total 
Reservoir channels 


$9, 350, 000 $3, 150, 000 $12, 500, 090 
1 











A I ich scr ncaiebdsimaa a esaitin 


a 











Estimated non-Federal cost..............-..-.-.-.-------- i , 200, 000 102, 000 1, 302, 000 
Estimated cash contribution................-.----------- Gh, SDB, COO has 5 isons 3. heesnesiansn 
I a siiininsitieecadste Meh chanced » wtih bination See ineiblegilien aiid CE GEE iv ewincccmsienas 

Total estimated project cost........-.-.....-.-...---... 10, 550, 000 3, 252, 000 13, 802, 000 

Preconstruction planning estimate _ - a peeesenbarthee lt . $400, 000 

Appropriations to June 30, 1957_. ; ; 8 ts _ 125, 000 

Planning allocation for fiscal year 1958 _. 275, 000 

Balance to complete preconstruction pl: anning : ifter fiscal year 19% 58 0 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Flood control benefits will be provided to approximately 50,000 acres of crop- 
land above Texarkana Reservoir. Collateral benefits will be realized from the 
conversion of 120,000 acre-feet of flood control storage in Texarkana Reservoir 
to other uses. Water supply from Cooper Reservoir will be utilized by the towns 
in the vicinity of the reservoir and provide greater inducement to industrial 
expansion in the area. The estimated average annual benefits are evaluated 
at $700,100. 

Von-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $1,802,000, broken down as follows: 


Cooper Res- | Levees and Total 
ervoir channels 
—_—_—_—-_-——_-—-__- _— j —_ —_——— 
Lands... hi a $71, 400 $71, 400 
Relocatiens, roads and bridges as - 30, 600 30. 600 
Cash contribution $1, 200, 000 1, 200, 000 
Total. én 1, 200, 000 102, 000 1, 302, 00 


Local interests are required to contribute toward the operation of Cooper 
Reservoir a pro rata share of the cost now estimated at $4,400 annually. Local 
interests are also required to maintain and operate the other features of the 
project (levees and channels) after completion, estimated at $59,200 annually. 

Not included in the above but necessary for local interests to derive maximum 
value from the improvement are the construction of drainage improvements by 
local and private interests at an estimated first cost of $212,000 and annual 
maintenance cost of $7,500. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Red River Valley Association, an active 
sponsor of the project, has been furnished blank forms and project document 
maps to be used in obtaining assurances from the seven counties (Delta, Franklin, 
Hopkins, Hunt, Lamar, Red River, and Titus) involved. Resolutions have: been 
passed by the commissioners courts of Delta, Hopkins, and Lamar Counties, each 
authorizing the respective county judge to furnish assurances of local coopera- 
tion on the project. The Sulphur River Municipal Water District, domiciled 
in Cooper, Tex., has been created by the State of Texas to furnish the assurances 
required for water supply incorporated in Cooper Reservoir. The water district 
has requested that consideration be given to increasing the water supply from 
10,000 to 50,000 acre-feet if the cost is not prohibitive. This request will be 
considered in design studies and a determination on the quantity of water supply 
will be made when cost data are available. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal estimate of 
$12,500,000 (July 1956 prices) reflects a price-level increase of $700,000 over the 
latest estimate submitted to the Congress of $11,800,000 (July 1955). 


Mr. Ranaut. Apparently the authorization legislation of this proj 
ect requires certain specific contributions by loc al interest. What are 
these in detail and what is being done about it? 

Major General Harpin. Mr. Chairman, the cash contribution that 
is required of local interests in connection with this project are 
presently estimated at this stage of the planning to be $1,200,000. The 
reason for their contribution is that they have requested as municipal 
and possibly industrial water supplies be provided in the pool that was 
originally contemplated as being a flood-control pool. In addition, 
they are required to participate in the building of levees and channels 
in conjunction with this project to the extent of about $102,000 in costs 
because they will have to contribute the lands and make certain relo- 
cations of roads and bridges. So their participation in this project 
is estimated to be $1,302,000. At the present time the counties in 
volved are being authorized to serve as local interests in the legislative 
sense. There have been some enabling acts passed in the water dis- 
trict by the authority of the State of Texas, and they went along to 
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constituting themselves as authorized agencies for participating in 
this project. We have not yet put any demand upon them except to 
keep them informed of what their requirements will likely be. Until 
we get the project designed it will be impossible to give them exact 
figures. 

“Mr. Ragavt. The benefit cost ratio here is 1.13 to 1. 


BEAVER RESERVOIR, ARK. 


Beaver Reservoir, $250,000. 
Put pages 24 and 25 into the record. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 


MULTIPLE-PURPOSE PROJECTS INCLUDING POWER 
BEAVER ReserRvoIR, Wuire River BASIN, ARK. 


(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—The dam is located on the White River in Carroll 
County, Ark., about 30 miles upstream from the Table Rock Dam and 48 miles 
northwest of Harrison, Ark. The reservoir will extend into Benton and Wash- 
ington Counties. The dam will be a concrete gravity-type structure across the 
main part of the valley with an earth section on the left abutment. The power- 
house at the base of the dam will contain two 32,000-kilowatt generating units 

{uthorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—Not determined (see justification paragraph). 


Summarized financial data 


Listimated Federal cost = = ; _ $46. 700, 000 


Estimated non-Federal cost nb lheatee sh ass 0 
Cash contributions : 0 
Other costs () 

Total estimated project cost : 16, 700, 000 

Preconstruction planning estimate 775, OOO 

Appropriations to June 30, 1957_ y — 275, OOO 

Planning allocation for fiscal year 1958 250, 000 

Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 

hos 250, 000 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Beaver Reseryoir is the upstream unit in the authorized system of 9 
reservoirs in the White River Basin, and will regulate flow from about 1,186 
square miles of the 27,765 square-mile drainage area. The project, together 
with Table Rock, will afford a substantial degree of flood protection to the 
towns of Branson and Hollister, Mo., and the recreational facilities along Lake 
Taneyeomo. Flood-control benefits will accrue to about 1,064,100 acres of land 
along the White River downstream from Bull Shoals Dam and about 64 miles 
of Federal highways and 152 miles of railroad. 

Benefits will also accrue to the lower Mississippi River Valley. The project. 
as contemplated in the survey report, will make available 64,000 kilowatts of 
dependable capacity at the site, and will firm up 58,000 kilowatts of capacity 
at the downstream Table Rock and Bull Shoals plants. However, the final size 
of the power installation is currently under consideration. Although studies 
made thus far show economic justification, a benefit-to-cost ratio for this proj 
ect is not now available pending final determination of the optimum power 
installation. 

Von-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—-The current Federal cost estimate of 
$46,700,000 (July 1956 prices) is the same as the latest estimate submitted to 
Congress. 
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Mr. Razsavrt. There appears to be no benefit-cost ratio on this proj- 
ect even at this late date. Is there any reason why it cannot be estab- 
lished with the money already appropriated ¢ 

Brigadier General Seeman. Sir, we are right in the middle of the 
preconstruction ae phase and that is part of our objective at 
the present time to develop a firm benefit-cost ratio. It looks as if it 
will be somewhat above unity, but we can’t definitely tell yet. 

Mr. Razavt. What ratio is Oologah project ? 

Brigadier General Seeman. For the initial development it is 1.37. 
ie ana. Now, you had preconstruction planning estimated here 
at $775,000, and for this year you had $275,000. 

Brigadier General Sreman. We have had $275,000 to date, sir. 

Mr. Rapavur. Through 1957. You are asking for $250,000. 

Brigadier General Seeman. In fiscal 1958; yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavt. How much of the $275,000 have you expended to date / 

Brigadier General Seeman. At the end of fiscal 1956 our unex- 
pended balance was $1,300. At the end of this fiscal year we expect 
to have an unexpended balance of $60,000. 

Mr. Rasavut. Now, are there any questions before I ask about the 
Arkansas River and tributaries emergency bank stabiliation and chan- 
nel rectification work ¢ 

Mr. Evins. This generally is considered one of the important proj- 
ects in the upper reaches of the White River Basin, is it not? 

Brigadier Generel SreMan. Yes, sir; Beaver is the upstream proj- 
ect. 

Mr. Evins. How much did the corps ask of the Bureau of the 
Budget for this project for 1958 ? 

Brigadier General Seeman. This same amount, $250,000, sir. 

Mr. Evins. How much could the corps reasonably and efficiently 
expend in this work next year, this amount or more? 

rigadier General Seeman. We would have no additional capabil- 
ities on this project, sir. 

Mr. Evrns. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


COOPER RESERVOIR AND CHANNELS, TEX. 


Mr. Botanp. On the Cooper Reservoir we are taking either one of 
these now, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Rapavt. Yes, those 3 or 4 there. 

Mr. Botanp. On the Cooper Reservoir, this is really a water reser- 
voir, isn’t it? Aren’t you providing the water facilities for partic- 
ular communities in that area ? 

Major General Harnrn. Yes, sir; that was the value that I was 
discussing. 

Mr. Botanp. That ran to about $1,300,000, somewhere around that 

ure. 

_* General Harprn. $1,200,000 for their share of the water 
supply feature of that project. 

Mr. Botanp. And how was that figure, their share of the water sup- 
ply feature, figured ? 

Major General Harprn. Well, they will pay the part of the cost. of 
the comprehensive project that is attributable to water supply. In 
other words, the height of the dam, the size of the area inundated, and 
other features to provide for that water supply are computed separ 
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ately and the cost figure allocated to water supply. Flood control is 
always computed separately so that they are not benefiting by reason 
of the flood-control impoundment. 

Mr. Boranp. Was this project budgeted last year in fiscal 1957 % 

Major General Harpin. No, sir. However, Congress provided the 
first allocation of design money for that project. 

Mr. Botanp. Last year of $125,000. 

Major General Harpr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. That was the first moneys that were appropriated 
for this project; is that right? 

Major General Harpin. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. How about the flood 1 i bit in this area on the 
Sulphur River ¢ 

Major General Harprn. The flood damage was of considerable ex- 
tent, and it is upstream and downstream of the present reservoir site. 
This is an area of very flat terrain and also subject to rainfalls of 
great intensity. The Sulphur River has for a long time been an area 
that. has been frequently flooded by extremely heavy rainfalls. The 
local people built a levee system in that area of the Sulphur River, 
which is slant the reservoir, and for years have been struggling to 
maintain it. Emergency funds have been applied by the ‘Federal 
Government from time to time to rehabilitate the levees under the 
laws which permit us to do that where areas are subject to damage 
from extreme floods. 

Mr. Botanp. When was the last flood? 

Major General Harpry. The last big flood on this whole basin was 
in 1945, and I think since then there have been a number of smaller 
ones, but I do not have that information at hand, Mr. Boland. I can 
insert it in the record. 

Mr. Botanv. This has been a constant problem apparently over the 
years. 

Major General Harprin. For some time; yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp, The only thing that bothers me is the fact that the 
authorization act only passed i in 1955, a few years ago. 

Major General Harpry. That is true. This project was not in the 
original number of reservoirs which formed the system in the head- 
waters of the Red River Basin. After Texarkana was built or under- 
way it was, of course, a very pressing thing in this whole basin to 
find water for people to use for municipal ‘and industrial purposes. 
It has been getting worse. Attention was focused upon that great 
need for water just a few years ago during this drought period. I 
think that was the reason why the upper Sulphur was later con- 
sidered for an additional reservoir, not only to alleviate this recurring 
flooding of the many tributaries, but also to assist in providing water 
for consumption purposes. 

Mr. Boranp. Well, that explanation leads me to believe that ac- 
tually these projects are more important from tbe point of view 
of providing proper water or sufficient water for the communities 
that surround these projects rather than flood control. 

Major General Harpry. Well, the major benefits for this project are 
in flood control. 

Mr. Botanp. I note that, because about 90 percent of the cost is 
flood control. I don’t want to see a community getting a water reser- 
voir built for nothing when these reservoirs had to be built around 
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the United States by the local communities. I think there is a danger 
here of allocating too much of the cost for flood control when the 
greater use of the water is for municipal or industrial services; is that 
so here ? 

Major General Harpin. The greater benefits are on the side of flood 
control, but it is a comprehensive project in the sense that other uses 
of water can be properly allocated. 

Mr. Botanv. That is fine; I think it ought to be allocated. I would 
like to make sure, and I am sure the corps is making sure, that the 
allocation is a proper and a fair one. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Busn. Mr. Boland, the large major floods occurred in June of 
1941 and in February and May of 1945, 

Mr. Taner. What would be the flood storage capacity on this 
Cooper ? 

Major General Harprx. The flood-control pool is 130,000 acre-feet. 

Mr. Taner. What do you figure it is going to cost ? 

Major General Harpry. For flood control, $9,350,000. 

Mr. Taser. How big a dam is it going to be ? 

Major General Harpry. It is os ately 65 feet, the maximum 
height. The average height is 27 feet. It is 17,000 feet long. 

Mr. Taser. Quite a lot of ilételiion ? 

Major General Harpix. Not too many. There are some, but 
largely in the road category. There is a railroad. 

Mr. Taser. Now, the Texarkana Reservoir, why do we need this 
if we have the Texarkana Reservoir? 

Major General Harpryn. It works as a system, Mr. Taber. The 
Texarkana Reservoir will operate in conjunction with this reservoir, 
as a matter of fact. 

Mr. Taper. The flood damage would all be below the Texarkana 
job; wouldn’t it ? 

Major General Harpin. No, sir, there are 50,000 acres above Tex 
arkana in between Texarkana and Cooper that will receive benefits 
from the improvement of water in Cooper as well. Of course, you 
are going to build some levees and make some channel improvements 
in that flat area between ( ooper and Texarkana. You will note the 
description of the project, that this is not just a reservoir project 
alone, but it also involves some channel improvements and levee 
construction. 

Mr. Taper. Channel improvement. Does that mean navigation ? 

Major General Harpin. No, sir, straightening to improve the 
hydraulic efficiency. 

Mr. Taser. Now, you have had pretty hard work getting up the 
benefit-cost ratio; did you ? 

Major General Harptn. The benefit-cost ratio is 1.13 to 1. 


BEAVER RESERVOIR, ARK. 


Mr. Taper. Now, this other one, this Beaver deal, you have got $46 
million project and no benefit ratio, but a request for $250,000 in the 
budget year. How much of the $275,000 has been spent ? 

Brigadier General Seeman. At the end of the current fiscal year 
most of it will be spent. Expenditures through March 31 on Beaver 
Reservoir were $155,000. 
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Mr. Taser. Now, what about the downstream plants below this ¢ 
They will be pretty well covered by existing reservoirs, will they not, 
as far as flood control goes ? 

Brigadier General Seeman. Yes, below Beaver there is Table 
Roek under construction and Bull Shoals is completed and in opera- 
tion. 

Mr. JensEN. Why don’t you go up to the map and show us. 

Mr. Taser. How far above Bull Shoals and Table Rock is this? 

Brigadier General Seeman. It is about a hundred miles upstream 
from Bull Shoals. 

Mr. Taser. A hundred miles upstream. There is not much be- 
tween this spot and Bull Shoals, is there ? 

Brigadier General Seeman. The Table Rock Reservoir is under 
construction in between. 

Mr. Taner. How far up is that ? 

Brigadier General Seeman. That is a little more than halfway. 
probably 70 or 75 miles. 

Mr. Taser. There isn’t much between this project and the Beaver 
project and the other one, and Table Rock, is there? They are prac- 
tically contiguous. Then why do you need this one / 

Brigadier General Sreman. It provides additional flood-control 
benefits and there is an element of power in it. 

Mr. Taper. The Bull Shoals job, has that got water in the dam? 

Brigadier General Seeman. Yes, sir, that has been operating since 
about 1952. 

Mr. Taper. It wasn’t operating a year ago. 

Brigadier General Skeman. I believe it was, sir. 

Table Rock is under construction. 

Mr. Taser. But it wasn’t enough water to operate Bull Shoals only 
once in a while. 

brigadier General Seeman. No, sir, Bull Shoals has been fairly 
consistent. This drainage comes out of the Ozarks in the eastern 
area of our division. There was a short period in the fall of 1954 
when there was insufficient water but since then it has been operating 
consistently. 

Mr. Taper. It would seem almost as if you had this Table Rock you 
wouldn’t need Beaver. 

Brigadier General SkreMan. A part of the benefits of the Beaver 
Reservoir are tentatively involved in firming up more of the power at 
the lower downstream plants. 

Mr. Taper. I guess that is all I have. 


COOPER RESERVOIR AND CHANNELS, TEX. 


Mr. Fenton. On the Cooper project, I notice some of that is for 
municipal water. 

Major General Harpix. Beg pardon. 

Mr. Fenton. The Cooper project, some of that is for municipal 
water. 

Major General Harpin. Yes, sir, municipal and industrial. 
Mr. Fenron. And it is figured on 10,000 acre-feet at the present 
time. 
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Major General Harprin. Well, that is true, but the local interests 
have indicated that they would like to have as much water as we can 
economically incorporate into this project, and they have asked for as 
much as 50,000 acre-feet if we can find ways to incorporate it. 

Mr. Fenton. That is what I have been leading up to. How are 
they going to pay for that? 

Major General Harprn. Well, the State of Texas has author- 
ized the creation of a water district, and this water district will have 
the power to float bonds and from the sale of the water, well, they 
will pay off the costs of their bond issue. 

Mr. Fenton. How are they going to pay for the 10,000 acre-feet 
which is already planned for ? 

Major General Harprn. By the same means, by charging for the 
water that they get from this project. 

Mr. Fenron. Has it been decided on what the price is/ 

Major General Harpin. No, sir; we haven’t reached that stage of our 
design yet to be able to tell them definitely whether we can provide for 
more than the 10,000 acre-feet without running the economics up to a 
point where the project would not support it. 

Mr. Fenton. Now, what is the size of this project in acre-feet ? 

Major General Harpin. The flood control storage is 130,000 acre- 
feet. The water supply minimum is 10,000 acre-feet, and the con- 
servation pool is 5,000. The total at our first design effort was 145,000 
acre-feet. 

Mr. Rapavr. Are there any further questions? 


“ Y ‘ 
ConsTRUCTION, GENERAL Corps OF ENGINEERS 


ARKANSAS RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES EMERGENCY BANK STABILIZATION AND 
CHANNEL RECTIFICATION 


Mr. Rasaut. We will insert pages 27 through 31 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 


ARKANSAS RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, ARK. AND OKLA.—BANK STABILIZATION AND 
CHANNEL RECTIFICATION (EMERGENCY CONSTRUCTION ) 


(Continuing) 


Location—Emergency bank stabilization and channel rectification construc- 
tion at specific critical localities along 353.0 miles of the main channel between 
mile 376.5 and mile 23.5 where project levees, bridge, and utility crossings and 
other improvements of national importance are endangered by bank caving and 
migrating bends. The Arkansas River is a major tributary of the Mississippi 
River and enters the Mississippi at a point about 575 miles above the Head of 
Passes, La. 

Authorization.—1950 and prior River and Harbor and Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio—Not applicable to emergency construction. 
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Summarized financial data 


| Accumulated 
Amount | percent of 
estimated 
| Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost_- ‘ | $25, 286, 000 | 
Estimated non-Federal cost ‘ de 0 | 

Cash contribution | 0 | 

Other costs : | 0 | ‘ 
Total estimated project cost raid i ca |} 25,286,000 |...-- 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 wen iesin 20, 335, 000 |---------- 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 3, 000, 000 |_._- ee 
Appropriations to date ; a | 23,335, 000 | 92 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958_-. 1, 300, 000 | 97 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 > 651, 000 | 


Physical data (bank stabilization and channel rectification (emergency construction)) 


Revetment | Excavation 
Reach and dikes | for pilot 
channels 


Feet Cubic yards 
Wilsons Rock, Okla., to Fort Smith, Ark 7 90, 000 | 1, 990, 000 
Fort Smith to Mill Creek Mountain__-- 23, 400 346, 200 
Mill Creek Mountain to Morrisons Bluff. ae : 24, 300 592, 700 
Dardanelle Rock to Morrilton Bridge --.-.-.....------ natok 81, 600 677, 900 
Morrilton Bridge to Fourche La Fava_.....---...--- enn ee 14, 700 327, 400 
Little Rock to Jefferson County Free Bridge. -___---- boiskea 96, 600 2, 789, 700 
Jefferson County Free Bridge to Rob Roy Bridge--- ‘ pakdciguacaiet BT, COD Bissccidsinicase 
Rob Roy Bridge to Arkansas Post Canal____.....--- ME eae 
Arkansas Post Canal to Yancopin Bridge_...-...---- sipicheniaas ieeuieeeiaceel 12, 000 | deed abdemenseieted 
Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 
Percent | Completion 


schedule 


Wilsons Rock, Okla., to Fort Smith, Ark 95 June 1958. 
Fort Smith to Mill Creek Mountain | 76 | June 1959. 
Mill Creek Mountain to Morrisons Bluff 75 | June 1959. 





Dardanelle Rock to Morrilton Bridge 82 | June 1958. 

Morrilton Bridge to Fourche La Fave ‘ | 77 | June 1959. 

Little Rock to Jefferson County Free Bridge 81 | June 1958. 

Jefferson County Free Bridge to Rob Roy Bridge » | 100 | 

Rob Roy Bridge to Arkansas Post Canal ; =}) 92 | June 1957. 

Arkansas Post Canal to Yancopin Bridge-_- ; wa ; j ; 74 | May 1957. 
Justification 


Bank stabilization and channel rectification is an integral feature of the 
approved multiple-purpose plan of development of the Arkansas River. The 
Arkansas River is subject to unusually severe shifting of alinement, migra- 
tion of bends, and caving banks. Each major deviation from its course if 
left uncontrolled produces great economic loss to vital communication facili- 
ties, transportation routes, power and fuel transmission lines, and results in 
the irreplaceable loss of fertile agricultural lands. The present program of 
emergency bank stabilization and channel rectification is limited to specific 
critical localities where project levees, bridge, and utility crossings, and other 
improvements of importance are threatened with damage or destruction by 
eaving banks and migrating mends. 

The Federal Government together with local improvement districts have 
invested more than $37 million in the construction of levees to protect more 
than 2% million acres of agricultural and urban lands within the flood plain 
of the river between Tulsa and the mouth. Also, there are 117 crossings of 
the Arkansas River between Tulsa and the mouth. These crossings consist 
of highways, railways, pipelines, waterlines, and transmission lines. Many 
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of the pipeline crossings carry petroleum products, including natural gas, to 
large industrial centers in the Northern and Eastern States. The loss of these 
crossings would have a far-reaching effect on a wide area of the Nation, and 
an immediate impact on military installations nd defense industries. 


Fiscal year 1958 


Reach and feature item Reach total 
Complete stabilization from Wilsons Rock, Okla., to Fort Smith, Ark__ $164, 000 
Fort Smith to Mill Creek Mountain: Continue acquisition of lands 

for Trustee Bend Cutoff control structures___._._._..----_---~- aati 4, 600 
Mill Creek Mountain to Morrisons Bluff: Continue McLean Bottom 
IN ccc enmientenmaner 2 “< a 103, 700 
Dardanelle Rock to Morrilton Bridge: 
Complete Holla Bend cutoff... __-_- : 63, 400 
Complete Dowdle Bend revetment____- — ‘ 5 149, 600 
Little Rock to Jefferson County Free Bridge: 
Complete Browns Bend revetment and dike___ 176, 200 
Complete Brodie Bend cutoff Sulicaindiciahialasedteaeatcs tactpeoagien thie 504, 000 
Complete Adamsburg Chute closure__ aw acareck 36, 100 
Complete Hensley Bar cutoff ...______- eS 98, 400 
Total fiscal year request__.___----_-_- ae 1, 300, 000 


The funds requested for the Wilsons Rock, Okla., to Fort Smith, Ark., reach 
are needed to complete construction in this reach. The work provides protec 
tion from destruction by caving banks of a rich agricultural area, major trans- 
portation arteries, and the town of Moffett, Okla. In addition to other aspects, 
it is important that the considerable investment now in place be protected by 
completion of the work, as the partially completed facilities are extremely vul- 
nerable to damage from high flows. 

The funds requested for the Fort Smith to Mill Creek Mountain reach will be 
used to complete the acquisition of lands necessary for construction of the re 
maining control structures for the Trustee Bend cutoff. 

In the Mill Creek Mountain to Morrisons Bluff reach the request represents 
the minimum funds needed to continue emergency construction at this locality 
were actively caving banks are threatening the safety of the McLean Bottom 
project levee. The completion of the bank-stabilization and channel-rectifica- 
tion works is justified because active caving in recent years has become a very 
real and definite threat to the safety of the McLean Bottom project levee. Con- 
trol of the McLean Bottom cutoff will also relieve the continued destruction of 
the Hartman Bottoms located along the north or left bank and at the same 
time relieve the attack on the McLean Bottom project levee at mile 293.9. Fail 
ure to impede the caving will require the construction in a few years of a set- 
back levee at an estimated cost of $150,000. 

In the Dardanelle Rock to Morrilton Bridge reach, the request represents 
the minimum funds needed to complete construction of the Holla Bend cutoff and 
Dowdle Bend revetment. Because of continued slow development of the cutoff 
at Holla Bend certain work scheduled for fiscal year 1957 had to be delayed and 
changed river conditions necessitated the initiation of revetment work at Dowdle 
Bend at the earliest practicable date, using available fiscal year 1957 funds. 
Initiation of Dowdle Bend revetment in fiscal year 1957 and completion in fiscal 
year 1958 is necessary not only because of the protection afforded the west of 
Morrilton project levee and several interior drainage structures, but also because 
of the desirability for maintaining the left bank in its present location in order 
to retain favorable entrance conditions for the Willow Bend dikes located imme- 
diately downstream at mile 227.5. It is expected that the Holla Bend cutoff will 
have developed sufficiently by fiscal year 1958 to permit completion of the down- 
stream control structures. 

Funds are required to complete construction on the locks proper under a con 
tinuing contract awarded in September 1955, to complete construction of the 
No. 1 cofferdam for dam construction under a continuing contract to be 
awarded in May 1957, to initiate construction of the dam and lock guard walls, 
dredge locks approaches, and to permit the project to proceed on an economical 
schedule. Acquisition of lands should continue as rapidly as practicable because 
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of the large number of tracts to be negotiated for prior to raising the pool, and 
the extensive relocation program should be continued as rapidly as practicable 
in order not to extend the final completion date for the entire project. 

Von-Federal costs.—-Local interests will incur no costs for direct local par- 
ticipation. However, the new project will affect and require modification of 
certain eXisting facilities, such as terminal piers and docks, water intakes, sub- 
merged utility lines, and similar structures and facilities which were con- 
structed under permit within the purview of section 10 of the River and Harbor 
Act approved March 3, 1899. It will be the responsibility of the owners to 
adapt those facilities to new project conditions without cost to the United 
States. It is anticipated that costs will be relatively small to individual owners. 

Status of local coopcration.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—Current project estimate ($60,900,000) 
is the same as last presented to Congress. Changes involved for individual 
features were a price level increase of $770,000 and an increase of $500,000 for 
construction and for lands and damages based on more detailed studies. These 
increases were offset by decrease of $640,000 in relocations reflecting consumma- 
tion of un agreement with the N. & W. Railroad Co., and reevaluation of Govern- 
ment costs for supervision and administration which resulted in a further 
decrease of $630,000. 

In the Little Rock to Jefferson County Free Bridge reach, the request for 
Brodie Bend Cutoff represents the minimum funds needed to continue and com- 
plete the constrol structures for the cutoff. Excavation of the pilot channel and 
revetment of the cutoff was completed with fiscal year 1956 funds. Control 
structures at Brodie Bend were originally scheduled for construction during 
fiscal year 1957, but because of continued low flow conditions the cutoff has 
not been placed in operation. Control structures should be initiated subsequent 
to the 1957 high water season to control development of the cutoff. The request 
for the Adamsburg chute closure will complete that feature by providing for the 
extension of the existing chute closure dike at mile 126.6. Complete closure of 
the right bank chute will maintain the usefulness and integrity of the completed 
Adamsburg Landing revetment and dikes. The Browns Bend revetment and 
dike work is required to control the downstream crossing during low and medium 
flows, thereby reducing the attack on the existing dikes at Estes Place. At the 
Hensley Bar Cutoff, work cannot be completed prior to completion of the up- 
stream closure dikes and until sufficient deposition in the old river channel has 
occurred. It is now expected that this work can be accomplished during fiseal 
year 1958. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required for emergency bank stabilization. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—No change from latest estimate sub- 
mitted te Congress for emergency bank stabilization. However, adjustments 
have been made within the overall estimate to reflect cost experience, contract 
awards, and changes due to final design and river conditions. 


CALION, ARK. 
Mr. Ranaut. We will insert pages 35 through 36 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 
LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECT (FLOOD CONTROL) 
CALION, ARK. 


(Continuing ) 


Location.—Miles 305 to 308 on Ouachita River, Ark. 
juthorization.— Flood Control Acts of August 18, 1941 and May 17, 1950 
Benefit-cost ratio.—133 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 








Amount percent of 
estimated 
| Federal cost 
— - - - = ——EEEeEEe — | — - - 
EOE Oy a a, ee ‘smth unset eben $650, 000 bor 
Estimated Non-Federal cost...........-...--.--------- Faget | 42, 000 5 
Cash contributions. -_-.........-.--- nc ; 0 ; 
Other costs...___- Jhddedsde elds ML da « OL EREAL oe Si aaser 42, 000 ‘ 
Total estimated project cost_ ae See — 692, 000 | is 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956_______ eae de ao es 40,000 |_- as 
Appropriations for Fiscal Year 1957_. : s 400,000 |_... on 
Appropriations to date_-___- bien . i os 440, 000 | 68 
Appropriations requested for fiscal yes ar 1958______- ae ees 210, 000 | 100 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958___........-- : Cite a 


PHYSICAL DATA 

Levees : 

Average height : 10-19 feet. 

Length: 2.9 miles. 
Pumping plant: One, 200 cubic feet per second. 
Status (January 1, 1957) : Construction not started. 
Completion schedule: 

Levees : September 1957. 

Pumping plant: April 1958. 

Entire project: April 1958. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The town of Calion is subject to flooding from high water on the Ouachita 
River on an average of once every 2 years. These floods with an average dura- 
tion of 14 days (a maximum of 29 days in 1945) disrupt the activities of the 
entire town. The residents of the town are forced to evacuate their homes and 
places of business, and experience severe damages to property and various types 
of merchandise. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $210,000 will be applied to com- 
pletion of the continuing contracts for construction of the levees and the pumping 
plant. This will complete the entire project. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests is $42,000 
for acquisition of necessary rights-of-way. 

Local interests are also required to maintain and operate the project upon 
completion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at 
$11,400. 

Status of local cooperation.—Union County, Ark., adopted a resolution on 
March 24, 1951, assuring the United States that the requirements of local co- 
operation would be met. Local interests have advised that all rights-of-way are 
being donated except two tracts, and, while some difficulty is being experienced 
in the acquisition of these two tracts, it is expected that all rights-of-way will 
be available in sufficient time to permit the work to proceed as presently 
scheduled. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$650,000 is an increase of $50,000 over the latest estimate ($600,000) submitted 
to Congress. This increase is attributable to minor revision in pumping plant 
design as a result of more detailed surveys and studies. 


Mr. Rapavrt. On page 4 of the planning report you state that con- 
struction will start in February 1957. Has it started? 

Major General Harpin. We opened bids on the 4th of April, Mr. 
Chairman. The contract has not been awarded. 

Mr. Razsavt. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Rasavr. You say that you didn’t get active on this in Feb- 
ruary, but you awarded the bids when? 
— General Harprn. No, sir, we opened the bids on the 4th of 

pril. 

Mr. Rapavr, You opened the bids on the 4th of April. 
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Now, were you pleased with the bids or disappointed with them? 

Major General Harprn. Well, I am pleased with them. They are 
within the zone upon which we can take favorable action. 

Mr. Rasaut. When are you going to let the contract? 

Major General Harprn. Well, I hope within a week. 

Mr. Rasavt. All right. 

What about the problem of right-of-way acquisition ? 

Major General Harpry. It has all been resolved. All right-of- 
way has been furnished. 

Mr. Rapavt. Are you satisfied with the situation ? 

Major General Harpry. Yes. 


RED RIVER LEVEES AND BANK STABILIZATION BELOW DENISON DAM 


Mr. Rasaur. We will insert pages 39 through 41. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECT (FLOOD CONTROL) 


Rep River LEVEES AND BANK STABILIZATION Betow Denison Dam, Tex., ARK., 
AND LA. 


(Continuing) 


Location.—Along the main stem of Red River from the vicinity of Index, 


Tex. (mile 485), to Boyce, La. (mile 143), and passing through the southwest 
corner of Arkansas. 


Authorization.—Flood Control Act of July 24, 1246. 
Benefit cost ratio.—1.36 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 








Amount | _ percent of 
| estimated 
| Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost- ; aoe | $9, 530, 000 | eeananeen 
Estimated non-Federal costs: | 
Cash contributions. a ace O hisect 
Other costs_. ; cased 200, 000 |__- 

Total estimated project costs. 9, 730, 000 | manne 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 ‘a | $5, 680,000 |____- 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957__. ; ins dadeeiemail 1 605,000 |._.._- aio 
Appropriations to date__. : a al 6, 285, 000 66 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 , 300, 000 | 69 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958__ -- ‘ | 2, 945, 000 | i 


j 
| ' 


1 Includes permanent transfer to project of $30,000, 





PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees : 

Average height: 10 feet. 

Total length (both banks) : 393 miles. 
Bank protection : Total length (both banks), 17.6 miles. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 





; | 
| Percent | Completion 
schedule 
enlists anil inal a ; ——_——— | aipnty 
Levees S iiamiib ; ihheneceeiceteale 83 | June 1960. 


Bank stabilization __- ‘ 


‘nti i 43 | June 1963. 
Entire project _. 


59 | June 1963. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


This project is an integral part of the authorized “reservoir-levee” plan for 
the alleviation of floods in the Red River Basin below Denison Dam, Tex. 
Between 1843 and 1900, the Red River was subjected to six great floods. Since 
1900, great floods downstream from Denison, in descending order of magnitude, 
occurred in 1945, 1908, and 1938. The floods resulted in crop damages, loss of 
livestock, and physical damage to levees, railroads, highways, industries and 
other urban and rural developments. The flood of 1945 caused damages esti- 
mated at $16 million including $6,500,000 in crop losses. For the 39-year period 
1908-46, 45 lives have been lost and flood damage has amounted to $113,700,000. 
Protection is needed for urban industrial areas and the excellent farming areas 
which have been subjected to recurring floods. Bank protection works will 
stabilize the banks and channel, and prevent or serve in lieu of expensive levee 
setbacks and relocation of highways and railroads, in highly developed areas. 
Annual flood control benefits from the levee and bank stabilization features to 
the project are estimated at $805,000. 

Due to the great transportation network in the Red River Basin, together 
with industrial plants large food and fiber production areas, and such important 
installations as Lone Star and Red River Ordnance Works near Texarkana, 
and Barksdale Air Force Base and Louisiana Ordnance Works near Shreveport, 
it is considered that proper flood protection of the Red River Basin is important 
from a standpoint of national defense and essential domestic commerce. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $300,000 will be applied to: 
Initiate and complete an extension to bank stabilization work at: 


I all careless sionisciniiaeamasemnasil $200, OOO 
Upstream extension, Eagle Bend revetment___._____.__.___----~-~- 68, 000 

NN IN I oi ios cs Sed ds plead bataksiih mdm ndindéinndamenwinbe 10, 000 
eee DOO oj no cen nmin cnn nnnntiemeeehd 22, 000 
CN a ok Sarl 300, 000 


The extension of the bank stabilization at Eagle Bend and Lucas Bend is 
required to prevent further bank caving and flanking of the existing revetment. 

Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $200,000 broken down as 
follows: 


nN reso nace teditntahind aie neds main dalias Whach'ok nibs pcarahiin $40, 000 
I ocala sen mieten nibeiuncce calcein das decom eo ena 160, 000 
I ia an neal sla i a OB ee 2 EO 200, OOO 


Local interests are required to maintain the structures upon completion. 
The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $168,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—Assurances of local cooperation have been fur- 
nished by the Commissioners of 12 of the levee districts affected. One levee 
district, McKinney Bayou Drainage District of Arkansas, is unable to furnish 
assurances. 

Rights-of-way are being furnished by each local cooperating agency on a 
job basis as requested by the Corps of Engineers. All rights-of-way requested 
to date have been made available, except for one levee job in Red River Levee 
District No. 1, where, due to local opposition to the project, the local agency 
is unable to acquire the rights-of-way. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.-—No change from latest estimate sub- 
mitted to Congress. 


Mr. Ragact. It is noted that one levee district is unable to furnish 
local cooperation assurances and one is unable to acquire rights-of-way 
because of local opposition. Locate these spots on the map, please, and 
explain what effect failure to levee these sections will have on the 
project. 
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Major General Harpty. Mr. Chairman, with regard to the inability 
of local interest to furnish rights-of-way for the levee, it is of no real 
concern insofar as those partic cular incomplete levee items are involved. 
One of them is in the McKinney Drainage District of Arkansas, and 
in that particular area it is a very small le vee and there is difficulty in 
getting the local interests to provide the right-of-way for the reason 
that some of the landowners feel as though the y would rather not give 
up the right-of-way and take the risk on the wetting that might be 
the result. 

Mr. Rapavr. Well, what effect would that have on the project ? 
I mean, how much of a flood condition do you have? 

Major General Harpin. Up on that area that levee was a small 
one and it wouldn’t have any substantial effect on the overall project. 

Mr. Rapavt. I always thought these levees were something like a 
chain, if you had a weak link there. 

Major General Harprx. That is true on the Mississippi, but that 
isn’t necessarily true up here in the headwaters on the Red River. 

Mr. Ranaut. There is another one. 

Major General Harpix. Red River Levee District No. 1, which is 
also up there just below Fulton, near Texarkana. 

Mr. Ranaut. Will any of the funds requested here be used on these 
sections ¢ 

Major General Harprx. No, sir, as a matter of fact, the levee portion 
of this project has been inactive for about + years. I don’t think 
we have spent any money on the levee side of this project for that 
length of time. 

Mr. Ranaut. Have you got any money left in the levee section ? 
Major General Harpix. No, sir, we just haven't asked for any money 
because the right-of-way wasn’t forthcoming. You notice we carried 
the levee project 83 percent complete, and if the right-of-w ay is not 
forthcoming at some time in the near future, why we could readily 

say that the levee project is complete. 

Mr. Rasavur. Excuse me for a minute there. I thought you had 
a bright idea and we were going to recapture some money. 


TORONTO RESERVOIR, KANS. 


Insert pages 44 through 47 of the justification into the record. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 
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RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
TORONTO RESERVOIR, KANSAS 
(Continuing) 
Location.—On the Verdigris River, 271.5 miles above the mouth, about 4 miles 
southeast of Toronto, Kans. 


Authorization.—1941 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.29 to 1 (for the six-reservoir system). 





Summarized financial data 


| Accumulated 

Amount | percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost ___-- wicacoale kite $15, 600, 000 |. . 

TEGUACOG DR -FOCRTS! COME. 5 Sk ois nsec ninspnwemeensstnwdwecnecsoce= bi bch nauptanlase gat. 
soot Joh ob cnidestabdineegsabaresensubosa’ Wiahcn chsiehigaaad tikes 
RI aR 8. 808 hd ate tebnannaneatenassodderaftus Catena onl | 


Rie | 15, 600, 000 | 


Sn. ian enundedeciaseieessbeebecsacchsst SOG Teneboesaséanance 
oc id ca bcine ihn bdseentandteeeungnuned 3, 646, 000 |--- ee pe ee 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957............-.--.-..--.---..--- poh ddmaitlek | 4. Ug Eee eee 
nn cupeesnigebnkboanqes | 8, 146, 000 | 52 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958__...............-..----------- 4, 700, 000 | 82 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958__...--- ‘i -| 2, 754, 000 | aia aeinemqain aii 
PHYSICAL DATA 

Dam: 

Type: Earthfill. 

Height: 90 feet. 

Length: 4,583 feet (including gated spillway). 
Spillway: 

Type: Gate controlled, ogee weir with stilling basin (8 25 by 40 foot taintor 

gates). 


Capacity (maximum pool) : 263,000 cubic feet per second (including sluices). 


Reservoir capacity : 
Flood control 


Relocations: 
Missouri Pacific Railroad: 5 miles. 
United States Highway 54: 1.6 miles. 
State highway 105: 0.6 miles. 
County roads: 17.8 miles. 
Utility lines: 47.8 miles. 
Cemeteries: 500 graves. 


Status (Jan. 


Entire project 
Acquisition of reservoir area 
Relocations 


Excavation for spillway and construction of first stage embank- | 


ment including clearing of dam site. 
Clearing reservoir area. 


Completion of embankment, construction of spillway and appur- 


tenances. 
Operating buildings and management facilities 
Recreation facilities 
Permanent operating equipment 


1, 1956) 


| complete 
} 95 


50 


1 


_ 


| 66 


| 
2 


Percent | 


100 


0} 


Acre-feet 
171, 000 

24, 000 
195, 000 


Completion schedule 


| June 1959. 
October 1958. 
June 1958. 
October 1955. 


November 1958. 

| (Closure of dam, August 1958 
};Completion of dam, June 
| 1959. 

April 1959. 

March 1959. 

August 1958. 





JUSTIFICATION 


The Toronto Reservoir project is a unit of the six-reservoir system in the 
Verdigris River Basin in Kansas and Oklahoma. Construction of this project 
is the next logical step in the orderly completion of the authorized System. 
Operation of this project in conjunction with the completed Fall River Reser- 
voir, located on a major upstream tributary of the Verdigris River, and the 
completed Hulah Reservoir, located on a major lower-basin tributary, will pro- 
vide urgently needed flood protection for fertile farmland and for communities 
in the Verdigris River and Arkansas River (mouth of Verdigris to Mississippi 
River backwater limits at Pine Bluff, Ark.) flood plains, containing 244,000 
and 835,000 acres of land, respectively. Major areas in the Verdigris River flood 
plain have been abandoned or cropping practices changed to lower-value crops 
due to high frequency and severity of flooding. 

A total of 69 floods has occurred on the Verdigris River at Independence, 
Kans., during the 34-year period from January 1922 through January 1956. <A 
total of S ma or floods have been experienced in the past 14-year period since 
1948. Damages from these 8 major floods are estimated to total $22,609,000 
on the main stem below Toronto Dam site. Operation of the 6-reservoir system 
of which Toronto is an integral unit would have prevented about 90 percent 
of these damages. The flood of June-July 1951 exceeded the prior maximum 
flood of record in the upper Verdigris River Valley and was a major flood in 
the lower portion of the valley. It is estimated that flood damages, considering 
the completed Fall River and Hulah Reservoirs not in operation, would have 
totaled $9,026,000 in Verdigris and tributaries flood plan areas below the 6 
authorized reservoirs. Operation studies show that the authorized Toronto 
and Oologah Reservoirs and the completed Fall River and Hulah Reservoirs 
would have prevented $5,130,000 of these damages. The principal losses in 
the valley were sustained by agricultural improvements and crops, urban devel- 
opment in Neodesha, Independence, and Coffeyville, Kans., the petroleum indus- 
try, and by major railway and highway crossings in the valley. Interruptions 
to the normal movement of traffic on railroads and highways, as a result of 
floods, cause large indirect losses to business and industries. 

During prolonged drought periods, water shortages are critical, particularly 
because sewage effluent and industrial wastes discharged into the river make 
water treatment difficult. The authorized reservoirs, including Toronto, have 
specific allocations of storage to augment low-stream flows to provide minimum 
flows recommended by United States Public Health Service and operation of 
Toronto Reservoir in conjunction with Oologah, Fall River, and Hulah Reser- 
voirs will be of general benefit of downstreim areas as a result of regulating 
flows during these low-water periods. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $4,700,000 will be applied to— 


Continue acquisition of lands in the reservoir area_____--_--_~_~-~- _ $319, 900 


Complete relocations—_~~- wi sie i dele Dacia hacen conn _. 2, 603, 900 
Continue construction of the dam and spillway__---_--------_--_--_ 1, 192, 700 
Initiate clearing of reservoir_._........__....-._- siti SSbs alee 84, 100 
Initiate recreation facilities______-_- ponaiedits sisicaedsaetmalaans 37, 000 
Initiate and complete operators quarters ei said es ct henci 51, 200 
Engineering and design ________-___-~- : beinainieci ea =: 74, 100 
Supervision and aidministlation.......asucsee. see ee ees 337, 100 

OG nor a cts rec cesses eden abedianes bo eaten ae ena ee <a) 38 4, 700, 000 


The amount of funds requested for fiscal year 1958 is required to continue 
construction at an orderly and economical rate of progress. Acquisition of lands, 
us scheduled, will be necessary to permit continuation of planned construction 
without costly delay. 

Von-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$15,600,000 is a decrease of $4,100,000 from the last estimate ($19,700,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. In general, this change is due to reductions in estimates 
based on contracts awarded since the last estimate submission. Construction 
cost estimates have been decreased $3,120,000 due to contract bids received 
for completion of the main dam embankment and construction of spillway. Re- 


91488—57 67 
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location cost estimates have been reduced $1,180,000 based on relocation con 
tracts awarded and on latest negotiations with owners. These savings in esti 
mates have been offset in part by a $200,000 increase in the estimate for lands 
and damages based on detailed appraisals and planning studies. 


WICHITA AND VALLEY CENTER, KANS. 


Mr. Raxzavrt. Insert pages 51 through 54 of the justifications in the 
record. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 

LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
WICHITA AND VALLEY CENTER, KANS. 
(Continuing ) 

Location.—Local protection for Wichita, Kans., including urban and rural! 
areas, located in Sedgwick County, Kans., along the Arkansas River and its tribu 
taries in that immediate vicinity. 


Authorization.—1936 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.46 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumu! 1 
Amount pereent of 
estimated 
Feder il 
Estimated Federal cost $11, 900, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 6, 580, 000 
Cash contributions 0 
Other costs 6, 580, 000 
Total estimated project cost ; 18, 480, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 9, 753, 000 : 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 1, 163, 000 
Appropriations to date | 10, 916, 000 | 92 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 | 830, 000 99 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 154, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Average height: 7.5 feet. 
Length: 91.23 miles. 
Crown width: S feet or more. 
Flood walls: 
Average height: 25 feet. 
Length: 400 feet. 
Channels; diversion canals and tlhoodways: 
Length: 31.53 miles. 
Width: 600 feet to 2,600 feet. 
Control structures: Five structures. 
Relocations.—Alteration and reconstruction of railroad bridges and approaches 
crossing the floodway: 
Midland Valley Railroad: 1.53 miles. 
Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railway: 1.68 miles. 
Missouri Pacific Railroad: 5.62 miles. 
Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway: 6.63 miles. 
St. Louis-San Francisco Railway: 2.11 miles. 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent | Completion 
complete | schedule 
Entire project } 72 | June 1958, 
Railroad relocations: | i 
Midland Valley- -. 7 100 | 
Chieayvo, Rock Island & Pacific 100 
Missouri Paeifie 100 
Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe } 
Big Slough-Cowskin Crossing ; 99 | January 1957. 
Little Arkansas River and Chisholm Creek Crossings | 43 | February 1958. 
St. Louis-San Francisco: Little Arkansas River and Chisholm Creek 25 | February 1958 
Crossings } 
Channels and canals } 
East Branch and Wichita drainage canal } 100 
Arkansas River training levee | 100 | 
Big Slough-Cowskin Floodway 94 | June 1957. 


Chisholm Creek diversion canal 
Little Arkansas River Floodway 
Channel stabilization 

Levees and floodwalls 
Arkansas River training levee 100 
Riverside levee 100 | 
Big Slough-Cowskin Floodway 82 | June 1957 


February 1958 
September 1987, 
June 1958. 


on 
na S 


Chisholm Creek diversion canal 1 | April 1958. 

Little Arkansas River Floodway | 55 Do. 
Floodway control and diversion structures | 

Big Slough-Cowskin Floodway 100 

Chisholm Creek diversion canal 0 | December 1957, 


Little Arkansas River Floodway 0 | August 1957. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will protect about 47.000 acres of highly developed urban and 
rural land on Chisholm Creek, Litthe Arkansas River, Arkansas River, Big 
Slough, and Cowskin Creek from floods greater than the maximum flood of 
record. In addition, a large part of the industrial, commercial, residential, and 
transportation properties in the city of Wichita will be protected by the project. 
Included in these are numerous small machine shops which do subcontract work 
for Boeing, Beach, and Cessna Aircraft Cos. Average annual flood damages 
prevented by the project are estimated at about $911,000. This annual damage 
is the average of losses ranging from a few thousand dollars up to $5,980,000. 
Major flood losses in 1944, 1945, and 1951 amply illustrates the need for protec 
tion, which cannot be given by the project in its present incomplete form. 
Local interests have expended in excess of $544 million for lands, easements, 
and rights-of-way, and for relocation and alterations of roads, streets, high- 
Ways, and utilities. Land acquisition is essentially complete and relocations by 
local interests are approximately 85 percent complete. Local interests have 
indicated they will continue their share of required cooperation in advance of 
scheduled construction requirements. 

Fiseal year 1958.—The reqnested amount of $830,000 will be applied to 


Complete alteration and relocation of railroads hes ibite See 

Complete construction of channels and canals sasha de <amcwaeaenny | Cpa a 

Complete construction of levees and floodwalls__ ae smear 

Complete floodway and diversion structures Silas oul -bleck hha on ae 68, 700 

Engineering and design_ ee ee : petit ss ectapiod 30, OOO 

Supervision and administration gic’ 0, 200 
Total__ 


S50, OOO 


The amount requested for fiscal year 1958 will complete the project for bene- 
ficial use. The $154,000 balance shown after fiscal year 1958 is for possible 
deferred maintenance work on railroad relocations to correct track settling if 
required, in accordance with the terms stipulated in the relocation agreements. 

Von-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interest in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $6,580,000 broken down as 
follows: 


Lands and damages . “aia elects ...... $1, 970,000 
Relocation of utilities and roads . 4,610, 000 
Total ‘ oes : __.. 6, 580, 000 
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Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $51,000. 
Status of local cooperation.—The Board of Commissioners of the city of Wichita 
on August 14, 1945, adopted a resolution assuring the United States that require- 
iments of local cooperation would be supplied. Local interests have acquired 
essentially all land required for construction of the project and have completed 
approximately 85 percent of the relocation of roads, streets, highways and utilities. 
Approximately $514 million have been expended to date by local interests in con- 
nection with the project. Local interests have indicated that required cooperation 
will be continued in advance of scheduled construction requirements. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$11,900,000 is a decrease of $1,100,000 from the last estimate ($13 million) sub- 
mitted vo Consress. Atl of tuis decrease is due to savings in estimates based on 
contract amounts and is summarized as follows: 

Rauroud reiveution costs estimates have decreased $1 million of which $600,000 
is based on contracts recently awarded and $400,000 is due to reduction of estimate 
based on finalizing cost on a contract for a railroad relocation. Channel and levee 
cost estimates have decreased $100,000 based primarily on recently awarded 
contracts, 

Mr. Ranaut. What contingency are you carrying on this project ? 

Brigadier General SEEMAN. There are contingencies for the re- 
maining work of only about 9 percent; $322,000 1s the figure. ‘This 

s in the last sté ges of completion, 

Mr. Razaur. The : appropriations to date are about $10,916,000 and 
you are asking for $830,000. 

Brigadier General Seeman. That is right, su 

Mr. Rasvaur. To bring it up to 99 percent complete. Don’t you 
think you could finish it on this money 4 

Brigadier General Seeman. There is a possibility, sir. The re- 
mainder that is left over is for a liability of the Government up until 
1962, in case there is unusual settlement of the relocated railroad em- 
bankment. We had to have an agreement that that would be our 
liability. There is a possibility that it may never be needed. 

Mr. Rasaut. What happens to that money that is set aside for 
liability? It just remains in the Treasury ¢ 

Brigadier General Seeman. That is not appropriated as yet but 
we have to keep the estimate open to take care of that contingency. 

Mr. Rasautr. This $830,000 would probably finish it up? 

Brigadier General Seeman. It may, sir. 

Mr. Rasavut. You don’t think you will be able to return any to the 
Treasury, do you? 

Brigadier General Seeman. There are still some contingencies in 
our estimate. If we finish it for less than our estimate, the excess 
funds will not be used. There is $322,000 for contingencies in our 
estimate. 

Mr. Ravaur. What about the $830,000 ? 

Brigadier General Seeman. The $322,000 of that $830,000 also 
covers contingencies on the contracts presently in force. 

Mr. Rasautr. You don’t think we can take this down to $500,000. 

Brigadier General Sreman. Not at this time, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. Do you have a suggestion ¢ 

Brigadier General Seeman. W ell, the only suggestion that I have 
is that we never 





Mr. Raxzavut. I will let you make it off the record. 

Brigadier General Seeman. We may never use the $154,000 sched- 
uled after next year. 

Mr. Ranaut. How about $600,000 for 1958 ? 
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Brigadier General Seeman. I believe the Chief of Engineers in his 
opening statement covered all of the possibilities where reductions 
could be made. 

Mr. Razaut. Well, you can’t say I didn’t try. In view of your 
transfer authority up to 15 percent and the contingency, couldn’t you 
complete this project with the 1958 appropriations? The answer is 
“Yes.” All right. 

KEYSTONE RESERVOIR, OKLA. 


Mr. Rapavut. Insert pages 57 through 61 into the record. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 


FLOOD-CONTROL PROJECTS (RESERVOIR) 
KEYSTONE RESERVOIR, ARKANSAS RIVER, OKLA. 
(Continuing ) 


Location.—On the Arkansas River, 539 miles above the mouth, about 15 miles 
west of Tulsa, Okla. 
Authorization.—19!6 River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.19 to 1.0 (multiple-purpose plan for lower Arkansas River 
Basin). 
Summarized financial data 


Accumulatec 
Amount percent of 
estimated 


Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost $137, 000, 000 

Estimated non-Federal cost a) 

Total estimated preject cost 137, 000, 000 

Estimated Federal cost for ultimate installation is 152, 000, 000 

Appropriations to June 39, 1956 737, 000 

Apprr priation for fiscal year 1957 1, 500, 000 

Appre priations to date 2, 237, 000 

Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1958 4, 000, 000 

Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 e 130, 763, 000 |. 

1 Local interests will be required to reimburse the Federal Government for any surplus storage made 


available for water supply. 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Earth fill with concrete spillway. 
Height: 121 feet. 
Length: 4,570 feet (including gated spillway). 
Spillway: 
Type: Gate-controlled (ogee-weir with 18—40 feet by 35 feet gates with stil! 
ing basin). 
Capacity (maximum pool) : 910,000 cubic feet per second (including sluices). 


Reservoir capacity (initial development) : Acre-feet 
er: ae ; __ 1,414, 000 
PU BN go siccisa de cetaciecscey trie causes Se ae eae ice te 50, 000} 
Navigation and other conservation purposes__________-_-_____ 415, 006 

CIID gibi Boing casas li ate eRe eS a ee oe eae 1, 879, 000 
Reservoir capacity (ultimate development) : 
BN a a a i i ___ 1, 216, 004) 
NN, WONG sie cess as cos sacs cto ce Scand an dean sess icipasian abana 50, 000 
Power a ee ee ern re oa ee eee oa ee 198, 000 
Navigation and other conservation purposes_.........._________ 415, 000 


Total____- Sh akin ta a its lec tn he ial _ 1, 879, 006 
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Status (January 1, 1957) 


Percent Completion 

complete schedule 
Entire project 1 | June 1965. 
Acquisition of reservoir area 0 | December 1964. 
Relocations ‘ | 0 | March 1965. 
Reservoir clearing 0 | July 1963. 
Embankment, spillway, and power intake structure | } 

Closure of dam_- August 1962, 
Completion of dam March 1964. 
Roads, access and service 0 | December 1964, 

Recreation facilities 0 | June 1965. 
Administration and maintenance building 0 | December 1957 
Operators quarters and other management facilities 0 | March 1964 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Keystone Reservoir is a key unit in the comprehensive plan for flood control 
in the Arkansas Rivey Valley. The project will provide essentially complete 
protection to the overflow areas in the Arkansas River Valley from the dam 
site to the mouth of the Verdigris River and a lesser degree of protection to areas 
downstream from this reach. These areas total over 868,000 acres and are 
highly developed for agricultural purposes including the production of special- 
ized truck crops in large areas near the populated centers of Tulsa and Muskogee, 
Okla, and Fort Smith and Van Buren, Ark. Flood damages resulting from the 
maximum flood of May 1948 totaled nearly $20 million in the Arkansas River 
Valley. Estimated losses from a repetition of that flood, under present-day 
prices, would be well over twice that amount. The city of Tulsa, Okla. and other 
local communities have requested that an allocation of approximately 50,000 acre 
feet of water supply storage be made in the reservoir. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $4 million will be applied as 
follows: 


Continue acquisition of land in the reservoir area_____- ey . $700, 000 
Continue relocations —_~-_- : “ esictainl geastaaets ag asm aoe, 000 
Continue construction of dam__-_________---_- cere 224, 000 
Continue access and service roads eae sain aia 59, 000 
Complete administration and maintenance building__- 101, 900 
Engineering and design__—-~- bis Nin hints dancin aneiaean tahoe 360, 000 
Supervision and administration niiidarh aaa iad : wil 235, 100 

Es eset eh nachedchatacokabi ace eras : 4, 000, 000 


Von-Federal cost.—Local interests will be required to reimburse the Federal 
Government for any surplus storage made available for water supply. 

Status of local cooperation.—City of Tulsa as well as other local communities 
have tentatively recommended a reservation of approximately 50,000 acre-feet 
for municipal and industrial water supply storage. Such storage is presently 
estimated to provide $200,000 annual payment by these communities. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—No change from the latest estimate 
submitted to Congress. However, feature estimate details making up estimates 
for dam; engineering and design; supervision and administration, have been 
refined. 
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RESERVOIR (FLOOD CONTROL) 
KEYSTONE RESERVOIR, ARKANSAS River, OKLA. 


Summary construction program (PB-1) fiscal years 1957 and 1958 


Balance to 


Feature Project cost Totalto |Current fiscal) Budget, fiscal; complete 

estimate Fume 30, 1956 year 1957 year 1958 | after fiscal 

year 1958 

(1) (2 (3 (4 (5) (6) 
Lands and damages 10, 794, 000 400, 000 700, 000 9, 694, 000 
Relocations 75, 765, 500 205, 000 2, 420, 000 73, 140, 500 
Reservoir 903, 400 903, 400 
Dam +5, O45, 300 215, 000 250, 000 | 34, 580, 300 
Fish and ldlife facilities 5, 700 5, 700 
Roads, railroads and bridges 1, 095, 000 115, 000 74, 300 905, 700 
Recreation facilities 271, 000 271, 000 
Buildings, grounds and utilities 274, 800 100, 700 101, 900 72, 200 
Permanent operating equipment 179, 500 17, 000 3, 000 159, 500 
Engineering and design 5, 424, 000 636, 800 258, 500 360, 000 4, 168, 700 
Supervision and administration 7, 241. 800 52, 400 42, 600 235, 100 6, 911, 700 
l'emporary facilities 50, 000 | — 50, 000 
Total project cost 137, 000, 000 689, 200 1, 403, 800 4, 144, 300 | 130, 762, 700 
Unliquidated obligations 144, 300 144, 300 | 

Total obligations 689, 200 1, 548, 100 4, 000, 000 130, 762, 700 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


\ppropriation 737, 300 1, 500, OOO 
Borrowed or loaned 
Unobligated carryover — prior 

veal 48, 100 


Total funds available for 
obligations 1, 548, 100 
(Appropriation required 4, 000, 000 130, 762, 700 


Mr. Rawaut. I understand this $4 million revised figure is down 
to $3,100,000; is that right ¢ 

Brigadier General SkEMAN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. Well, that is something which ought to make the com- 
mittee pick up their ears a little bit. 

Now I notice that the cost-benefit ratio here is 1.19 and appropria- 
tions to date have only 2 percent of the project completed or will 
at the end of this fiscal year. The request for this new money will 
bring it up to 5 percent. Is the $3.1 million going to take it to 5 
percent or does it take the $4 million ? 

srigadier General Seeman. Well, the $4 million would take it up 
to 5 and the $3 million will take it about to 4. 

Mr. Raspaur. The reservoir will take out of production 54,670 acres 
of agricultural land. What is the gross annual value of production 
on these lands? 

You can supply that for the record. 

srigadier General Seeman. Well, actually the production, the figure 
I don’t have, but the land value on those river valleys 

Mr. Rasaur. You have a value set up here in the justification for 
about $85 an acre; is that right ? 

Brigadier General Seeman. Yes, according to our cost estimates the 
average value of the wooded land is $85 to $90 an acre and agricultural! 
land gets up to $100 an acre. It will depend upon the location, of 
course, 
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Mr. Rapavt. Have you got any cushion inthere? Will you get that 
down a little bit? You have it up above $85 now. You can put the 
answer in the record. 

Brigadier General Sreman. The average annual value of the pro- 
duction 2 

Mr. Rasavut. Yes. You can put that in the record. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 

The estimate of 54,670 acres of rural lands to be acquired by construction of 
Keystone Reservoir includes 17,210 acres devoted to crop production the re 
mainder being woodland, pasture, and river channel lands. The gross average 
annual value of crop production from the 17,210 acres is estimated at about $47 


per acre. The gross average annual value of production from the entire 54,670 
acres amounts to about $16 per acre. 


Mr. Rasavt. Is the production loss on acres in the reservoir in 
cluded as a cost figure on furnishing the benefit-cost ratio on the 
system ? 

Brigadier General Person. Yes, sir; the value of the land is in 
cluded as a cost and the market value of the land is felt to reflect the 
productive value. In other words, in purchasing the lands we con- 
sider that the price paid for the lands reflects the ‘production value. 

Mr. Rapsavr. On page 5 of the planning report you show annual 
benefits of $40,470,000 as savings in transportation charges based on 
an assumption that there will be nevigation on the river and all other 
benefits seem to be somewhat minor. What is the total of the Federal 
Government, the total it will have to invest in the Arkansas River 
development program before these benefits can actually be realized ? 

Brigadier General Sreman. Well, Mr. Chairman, this is the same 
comprehensive development of the Arkansas we discussed before. 
The total estimate cost of this is $1,100 million, and before the navi- 
gation benefits would begin to accrue you would have to have naviga- 
tion over substantial reaches of the river. 

Mr. Raravr. And is that included in this $1,100 million? 

Brigadier General Seeman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. And that is predicated on this benefit-cost ratio of 
1.19 to 14 

srigadier General Seeman. Yes, sir. That covers the comprehen- 
sive project. 

Mr. Ranaut. It appears from the planning reports on overall plan- 
ning on this project that it will be only 5 percent completed on June 

30 of the next year. How reliable is the cost estimate on this project 
nowt 

Brigadier General Sreman. Well, our cost. estimate is right up to 
the latest figure that we have. It is one of the problems on the major 
projects, that as you go and develop more information on your founda- 
tions and relocations that the change—— 

Mr. Raravut. Well, if the cost goes up considerably, it is going to 
give you a great change in the benefit-cost ratio. 

Brigadier General Sreman. That is right. On the Toronto project, 
which we just passed over, there was a . substantial reduction of the 
overall cost estimate from about $19 million to about $15 million this 
year. 

Mr. Rapaut. Well, we started off with an estimate of cost of $137 
million. 

Brigadier General Seeman. Yes, sir, that is the current total esti- 
mate. 
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Mr. Ranaut. Now we have an estimated Federal cost of ultimate 
installation of $152 million. 

Brigadier General SreMAN. Yes, for the ultimate project. That is 
not being considered now because that includes power, which is not 
economically justified at the present time. 

Mr. Rapaur. What contract commitments in dollars are there on 
this project to date 4 

Brigadier General Seeman. At the present time, sir, we only have 
two small contracts in force; one for clearing and one for an access 
road and a project building. The initial excavation, the first large 
contract is due to be advertised in the next quarter. 

Mr. Rapnaur. 1 want to ask you a question as to why this project 
is way down on the percentage basis of progress. W hat will be the 
loss to the Government: at this time if this project isn’t completed 
or is set aside for completion. 

Brigadier General Seeman. The loss in dollars, of course, would be 
the total amount of money spent on planning so far and these first 
small construction contracts. The main thing would be the phasing 
with regard to the whole program. This is one of the upstream ones 
that impounds the sediment and water for flood control, water supply 
und né en and possibly later for power. 

Mr. Ranaur. That is the answer we want. Whzy is the power fea- 
tyre of this aceite being deferred ? 

Brigadier General Sreman. According to our latest studies it ean- 
not be economically justified. 

Mr. Ranaut. Are the power benefits from this project included in 
your calculations on the benefit-cost ratio ? 

Brigadier General Seeman. Not on this overall benefit-cost ratio. 

Mr. Ranavr. In other words, your benefit-cost ratio is predicated 
upon the $137 million and not the $152 million ¢ 

Brigadier General Seeman. Yes, sir, this particular part. 


NECESSITY FOR COMPREHENSIVE ARKANSAS RIVER DEVELOPMENT 


Mr. Ranaut. Is it a correct statement to say that the economics of 
this entire comprehensive river development are subject to consider- 
able adjustment / 

Brigadier General Seeman. The economics of the entire plan de- 
pends upon the overall development of the basin. 

Mr. Ranaut. I said entire. Are they subject now, would you say, 
to considerable adjustment ¢ 

Brigadier General SeeEMAN. Based on our planning to date we have 
no reason to make any great adjustment. 

Mr. Rapavut. There appear to be numerous railroads operating 
throughout the area of the comprehensive river development. Can 
you tell us how many there are and if there is any evidence that trans- 
portation requirements in the area are not being met ? 

Brigadier General Seeman. How many there are? 

Mr. Ranaut. You can supply that. 

Brigadier General Serman. There is the Santa Fe, MKT, the St. 
Louis-San Francisco, the Missouri Pacific, and the Rock Island. All 
are in this area, but it is a very large area. 
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Now I have no indications whatsoever that transportation needs of 
the current date are not being met. 

Mr. Ranaut. Would there be considerable savings / 

Brigadier General SremMan. The savings, in our estimate for the 
comprehensive plan, have been based upon a deve ‘lopment of 15 million 
tons of traffic per year and roughly a savings of $3 a ton. 

Mr. Razavt. Do you feel tha at the gener: ‘al purpose of the civil-func- 
tions program should be prince ipally” to meet the needs of expanding 
economic development or to create economic development for the 
principal benefit of selected localities throughout the country ¢ 

Brigadier General SkeMAN, That is a national policy question that 
is beyond my sphere of responsibility. 

Mr. Ranaut. What do you think about the item, General ? 

Major General Harprn. Mr. Chairman, I feel that there is a place 
for not only providing for— 

Mr. Rapaut. We just want your own opinion. 

Major General Harptn. This is my opinion. It doesn’t reflect the 
views of the Chief of Engineers, necessarily, but I have my own views 
about it, and I feel that there is definitely a place for planning for the 
utilization of our natural resources and water transportation, and I am 
convinced—I have been in this business a long time and this is my last 
vear—— 

Mr. Rapavt. That is too bad. 

Major General Harpy. If we do not take advantage of the oppor 
tunity to plan and make useful plans for these developments it will 
soon be too late and we encounter from time to time even now, and I 
have had that experience in the Red River Basin, that the expansion 
of this area is so rapid, with its great natural resources and other 
attractions to industry, that if we do not take advantage of it while it 
is still in the undeveloped state, this Nation will be deprived of the 
opportunity of developing these God-given resources which great 
rivers like the Arkansas and the Red offer us at this time. So I feel, 
to answer the question directly, we should take steps now in our 

capital investments, and that is what I think they are, to not only 
satisfy current needs but to provide for the needs of generations in 
the future. 

Mr. Ranaut. Gene nee Hardin, [ want to say Iam sorry to hear that 
this is your last yea I have always regarded you as very devoted to 
your duties. 

Major General Harpin. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Rasavr. And with a good knowledge of your subjects. It is 
too bad to see people moving just when they are so completely in 
control. 

OOLOGATE RESERVOIR, OKLA. 


Mr. Ranaut. Put pages 63 through 66 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


RESERVOIR (FLOOD CONTROL ) 


OOLOGAH RESERVOIR, OKTA. 
(Continuing) 


Location.—On the Verdigris River, 90 miles above the mouth, about 2 miles 
southeast of Oologah, Rogers County, Okla. 

Authorization.—1938 Flood Control Act, modified by 1946 River and Harbor 
Act 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.387 (for initial development). 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost (initial deve lopment) $31, 400, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost } () 
Cash contributions 
Other cost 


Estimated project cost 31, 400, 000 
Estimated Federal cost of ultimate development 36, 100, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 1, 397, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 4, 000, 000 
Appropriations to date 5, 397, 000 17 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 6, 800, 000 39 
Balance to complete alter fiscal year 1958 19, 203, 000 


1 Local interests will be required to reimburse the Federal Government for any surplus storage made 
available for Water supply 
PILYSICAL DATA 

foam: 

Type: Earth fill. 

Height: 129 feet. 

Length: 4,100 feet. 
Npillway (initial development) : 

Type: Uncontrolled off-channel saddle spillway 340 feet wide. 

Capacity (Inaximum pool): 3 3.000 cubie feet per second. 


Reservoir capacity (initial development) : lere-feet 
Flood control int get ate Re 950, 000 
Conservation siinehatee 71, 000 

Total _ 1, 621, 000 


Reservoir capacity (ultimate development) : 


Flood control ‘ 950, OOO 
Navigation, municipal and industrial water supply storage _-_- 570, OOO 
Total . 1, 520, OOO 


Ntatus of initial deve lopme nt (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent Complet on 
complete schedu 
Entire project 7 | June 1960 
Acquisition of reservol: ea 7 Do 
Relocations 0 Septem be r 1959 
Reservoir clearing 0 | June 1959 
Clearing dam sit« 100 
Excavation for outlet work i first stage embankment 61 | September 1957 
Exeavation for spillway 0 Do 
Completion of embankment outlet works and spillw 
Closure of dam June 1959 
Completion of dan December 1959 
Roads (access and servic 17 May 1960 
Administration and maintenance building 92 | January 1957 
Operators’ Quart ind other management facilities 0 | April 1960 


JUSTIFICATION 


Oologah Reservoir is an integral unit in the six-reservoir system in the Ver 
digris River Basin, consisting of authorized Toronto, Neodesha, Elk City (Table 
Mound), and Oologah, and completed Fall River and Hulah Reservoirs. Opera 
tion of Oologah Reservoir in conjunction with the completed Fall River and 
Hulah projects will provide urgently needed flood protection for farmland and 
communities in the Verdigris and Arkansas River flood plains. Further, during 
prolonged drought periods, water shortages are critical, particularly because 
sewage effluent and industrial wastes discharged into the river make water treat- 
ment difficult. The authorized reservoirs have specific allocations of storage to 
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augment low streamflows to provide minimum flows recommended by United 
States Public Health Service. Operation of Oologah Reservoir in conjunction 
with Toronto, Fall River, and Hulah Reservoirs would provide the major portion 
of pollution abatement and water supply benefits attributable to the six-reservoir 
system. 

A total of 69 floods has occurred on the Verdigris River at Independence, Kans., 
during the 34-year period from January 1922 through January 1956. In the 
11-year period since 19438, a total of 8 major floods has been experienced. Dam- 
uges from these 8 major floods on the main stem below Toronto Dam site are 
estimated to total $22,609,000, which includes damages in the amount of $5,750,000 
downstream from Oologah Dam site. Operation of the 6-reservoir system in 
the Verdigris Basin would have prevented about 90 percent of these damages. 
The flood of June-July 1951 exceeded the prior maximum flood of record in the 
upper Verdigris River Valley and was a major flood in the lower portion of the 
valley. It is estimated that flood damages, considering the completed Fall River 
and Hulah Reservoirs not in operation, would have totaled $9,026,000 in the flood 
plain areas below the 6 authorized reservoirs. Operation studies show that the 
authorized Oologah and Toronto Reservoirs and completed Fall River and Hulah 
Reservoirs would have prevented $5,130,000 of these damages. The principal 
losses in the valley were sustained by agricultural improvements and crops, 
urban development in Neodesha, Independence, Coffeyville, Kans., the petroleum 
industry, and by major railway and highway crossings in the valley. Interrup- 
tions to the normal movement of traffic on railroads and highways as a result 
of thoods, cause large indirect losses to businesses and industries. 


Fiseal year 1958.—The requested amount of $6,800,000 will be applied to 


Continue acquisition of lands in the reservoir area________--___-__~ $1, 600, 000 
Continue relocation of highways, railroads, and utilities__._...._._._.. 38, 508, 600 
Continue embankment, outlet works, and spillway__-------------~- 856, 300 


Continue construction of access roads._.........--._-.......-_-.. 90, 000 
I a rn aa as as eae eT 300, 000 
Supervision and administration = 445, 100 


citmimciem Oy Oy Cae 


IN i a sal site alent inv eax 


The funds requested for fiscal year 1958 are considered to be the minimum 
required to continue construction at an orderly and economical rate of progress. 
Acquisition of lands, as scheduled, will be necessary to permit construction 
without delay of relocations and main dam embankment. 

Non-Federal costs.—Loeal interests will be required to reimburse the Federal 
Government for any surplus storage made available for water supply. 

Status of local cooperation.—Negotiations have been completed with the city 
of Tulsa, Okla., for the use of storage for water supply. Final contract is 
expected to be approved by the city in the near future, and will provide for use 
of 40,000 acre-feet for municipal and industrial water supply, with estimated 
minimum yield of 46 million gallons per day, for an annual payment of $50,000 
by the city including their proportionate share of annual operation and mainte- 
nance costs. Other towns in the area have also expressed a need for supple- 
mental water supply. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—No change from the latest estimate 
submitted to Congress. However, feature estimate details making up that esti- 
mate have been refined. Estimates for relocations have been increased $382,000 
due to reexamination of requirements based on present developments and 
conditions. Estimates for the dam have been decreased $1,079,000 based on 
unit prices experienced for this type of work in the locality and upon award of 
contracts for the initial embankment. Other refinements have been made in 
reservoir clearing, roads, engineering and design, and supervision and adminis 
tration. 


Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $7 million will be applied to— 


Continue acquisition of lands in the reservoir area_________-__-__-~~~- $1, S00, 000 
Continue relocation of highways, railrouds, and utilities... _- _. 8,508, 600 
“ontinue embankment, outlet works, and spillway_---.-_____-_-_~- 856, 300 
Continue construction of access roads__._..-._---___.__________-__- 90, 000 
Ir aah ates  cecime based alae 300, 000 
OS nnn RII NIUE iit attic ecemsbincebemienion 445, 100 


an ie a 7, 000, 000 
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The funds requested for fiscal year 1958 are considered to be the minimum re- 
quired to continue construction at an orderly and economical rate of progress. 
Acquisition of lands, as scheduled, will be necessary to permit construction with- 
out delay of relocations and main dam embankment. 

Non-Federal costs.—Local interests will be required to reimburse the Federa} 
Government for any surplus storage made available for water supply. 

Status of local cooperation.—Negotiations have been completed with the city 
of Tulsa, Okla., for the use of storage for water supply. Final contract is ex- 
pected to be approved by the city in the near future, and will provide for use 
of 40,000 acre-feet for municipal aid industrial water supply, with estimated mini- 
mum yield of 46 million gallons per day, for an annual payment of $50,000 by the 
city including their proportionate share of annual operation and maintenance 
costs. Other towns in the area have also expressed a need for supplementa! 
water supply. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—No change from the latest estimate sub- 
mitted to Congress. However, feature estimate details making up that estimate 
have been refined. Estimates for relocations have been increased $382,000 dune 
to reexamination of requirements based on present developments and conditions 
Estimates for the dam have been decreased $1,079,000 based on unit prices experi 
enced for this type of work in the locality and upon award of contracts for the 
initial embankment. Other requirements have been made in reservoir Clearing 
roads, engineering and design, and supervision and administration. 





Mr. Ranaut. You seem to be able to promote a separate benefit-cost 
ratio on this project but others in the so-called 6-reservoir system 
such as Toronto and Elk City have to be justified on a joint benefit-cost 
ratio for the system. ILow do you decide which to justify on their 
own merits and which to provide with props in the economic analysis / 

Brigadier General SkEeman. This gets back into my division again. 
sir, and that is a pertinent question. The Oologah Reservoir was 
authorized in the 1938 Flood Control Act and modified by the 1946 
act. The Toronto and Elk City projects and others in that her 
were authorized by the act of 1941. The act of 1946 authorized : 
modification of the Oologah project, to include power, but the power 
is not economically justified and it is not being considered under the 
present plan. 

Mr. Ranavr. So this results from the studies you made on the 
OQologah, not only for the purposes for which we are considering it 
now. but for other purposes, vou have found not to be feasible ? 

Brigadier General SermMan. It is a transition project in between thi 
Arkansas plan downstream and the Verdigris upstream. 

Mr. Ranaut. Well, now, is it just because this happens to have 
study that you can give a benefit-cost ratio on this? In a way, I just 

can't fathom why you can’t give us a benefit-cost ratio on these. 

Brigadier General Sreman. On the upper units ? 

Mr. Ranactr. Sure. I think it ts a little diiferent, too, than am 
thing that you usually encounter. We usually get a benefit-cost rat ie 
on everything. 

Brigadier General Person, We frequently, sir, have basin plan: 
which are so interconnected and intertwined that the various units of 
the plan are dependent on the shen: and not uncommonly we find that 
we can’t take one particular project out and give it a benefit-cost rati: 
of itsown. Wedo wherever we can, of course. 

Ranaut. Well, we won't mention any particular part of the 
country. but there are places, you know, which say this ts a picture 
of what we are like over here. so when we have these pictures, they 
have to include everything to get a benefit-cost ratio and it gives ns 
little different. taste—— 
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Brigadier General Seeman. On this particular one we had the 
power feature to consider. 

Mr. Rapavut. | understand this one, but what about the rest of them. 
We didn’t get the benefit-cost ratio on these others. They have to have 
somebody holding them up. You see from that we get an idea, not 
as engineers but as laymen, just what relationship the individual proj- 
ect has to the picture of the six projects. In other words, here is one 
here, we will say, and well, that won't justify itself. It doesn’t add 
enough to the scheme and then it will be up to us to decide from the 
engineer’s advice maybe we will have to do it or maybe we ought to 
try to get along without this part or that part. In other words, we 
have a hard position, too, you see. We sit here spending other people’s 
money—it happens to belong to John Doe, the taxpayer, and every- 
thing is O. K. until something goes wrong and then we are in the 
middle, so we like to be as safe as we can. = It isn’t to ride the Depart- 
ment, but it is just our duty. 

Brigadier General Seeman. It is a problem we are up against in 
many river basins. There are many tributaries and, depending upon 
the contributions of the tributaries to floods, there has to be control on 
the individual tributaries. Now you can drop one out and say that 
is a loss, but—— 

Mr. Rapsavt. I know, but I think in justice to the committee that 
with the great many projects that we have all over the country, as 
well; and this bill is in the neighborhood of $3 billion or so, we ought 
to have the benefit-to-cost ratios. If some of them show up bad, * we 
have to figure them in conjunction with the others that enter into the 
same picture on the same basin or whatever you want to call them, 
but it doesn’t seem right to me for you to come in here without a 
benefit-cost ratio and just say these are all figures in mass or en bloc. 
That is too much of a catchall deal. So I think for the record you had 
better look up those projects and give us some benefit-cost ratios. 

Brigadier General Skreman. We can break them down according to 
the amount of flood-control storage in there. 

Mr. Rarwavt. You fixthem up. Make a study of it and put that in 
the record at this point or at each one of them, whichever way you 
wish to do it. You can say in reply to this question, this project has 
this benefit-cost ratio by itself and then you can give the whole picture 
right under it so as to keep it together, but we ought to break these 
individual projects down. 

(The benefit-to-cost ratios for the individual projects in the six 
reservoir system in the Verdigris River Basin are furnished on p. 
1037.) 

Apparently there is no firm contract with Tulsa for municipal water. 
Why don’t we get that settled ? 

Brigadier General Seeman. The contract has been signed and it. is 
being processed through the Chief's office for approval by the Secretary 
of the Army now. 

Mr. Rarwavr. Isita pretty fair contract ? 

Brigadier General SkemMan. It is completely satisfactory to pay for 
the 40,000 acre-feet of water supply storage. 

Mr. Rapavt. Power installation is authorized for this project. 
What is the story on it ? 

Brigadier General Seeman. The power, of course, is deferred here 
and there is no allowance in there for power in the construction of the 
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dam, except that we are planning that one of the conduits could be 
used for the installation of a penstock at a later date. 

Mr. Ranaur. And it is not figured in the benefit-cost ratio? 

Brigadie a neral SEEMAN. Not as given here; no, sir. 

Mr. Ranavr. What is the status of relocation work and is it likely 
that there se ‘be a further upward cost revision on that? 

Brigadier General Seeman. There has been some slippage in 
progress on our relocations in this area. However, we are expecting 
to make an award in the last quarter of this year of ? major relocation 
of the State Highway 60, and on two pipelines, 1 don’t expect any 
increase in the cost estimates from these items. There is a slight 
increase in the relocations this year. 

Mr. Ranaut. Now with the 1957 appropriations, this project is up 
to 17 percent of comple ‘tion: is that right? 

Brigadier General Seeman. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. Now the request for 1958 is $6,800,000 to bring it up 
to 59 percent. 

Brigadier General SeEEMAN. Correct, sil 

Mr. Rapaur. Don’t you think this is a project that you can take 
a little less money on this year? 

Brigadier General Sreman. No, sir. We have studied that 
thoroughly. 

Mr. Ranaucr. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Rasavcr. You figure this is one then that can’t be cut ? 

Brigadier General SEEMAN. Yes, sir. 


FERRELS BRIDGE RESERVOIR, TEX. 


Mr. Rasaur. Insert pages 70 through 73 into the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
FERRELLS BripGe ResSERvoTR, TEX. 
(Continuing) 
Location.—On Cypress Creek, Tex., approximately 8 miles west of Jefferson, 
Tex., and 70 miles northwest of Shreveport, La. Cypress Creek is a 
of Red River at mile 288 (1946). 


luthorigation. Flood Control Act of July 24, 1946. 
Benesfit-cost ratio. LOS to 1. 


tributary 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal eost 


Kstimated Federal cost 11, 800, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 1, 800, 000 
Cash contribution l 


1, 800, 000 
Other costs 0 


rotal estimated project cost 13, 600, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 3, 697, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 41, 809, 000 
Appropriations to dats 8, 506, 000 72 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 3, 294, 000 100 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 0 


1 Includes $509,000 permanent transfer to project 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Rolled-earth fill. 
Height: 77 feet (maximum above streambed). 
Length: 10,600 feet. 
Crest elevation : 277 feet mean sea level. 


iere-feet 

iis Slt ha oo he he ik hkikéceckswdntxcnete “OO 
Water-supply storage__--~- ieaiecienn. ted ch hex eee 3 | 
EE | eS een mee eee ial te Nett Sil ____ 587, 000 
Pee ol ee ee oe eer eS sr ocgatlah wikccaniiten atari, Ce 


Spillway: 
Type: 200 feet wide concrete chute-type; crest elevation 249.5 feet mean 
sea level. 
Capacity: With tailwater elevation at 214.4 feet mean sea level, maximum 
discharge capacity is 68,200 cubic feet per second. 
Outlet structure: 
Type: Gated structure combining 2 controlled discharge conduits each 10 
feet in diameter. 
Capacity: 3,000 cubic feet per second regulated flow, maximum discharge 
of 8,000 cubie feet per second for pool elevation at spillway crest of 249.5 
feet mean sea level. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


| | 

| Percent Completion 

| schedulk 

| 
Entire project 60 | June 195 
Lands and damages 13 une 1959 
Relocations i) une 1957 
Dam (all features) 59 | June 1958 
Reservoir clearing 6 | June 1958 
Publie use facilities 0 | June 19 
Operational buildings, grounds, and utilities 52 | June 1958 


JUSTIFICATION 


Ferrells Bridge Reservoir is an essential Component of the authorized “rese) 
voir-levee” plan for the alleviation of floods in the Red River Basin belo 
Denison Dam, Tex. Between 18438 and 1900, the Red River has been subjected to 
G great floods, and since 1900 serious floods downstream froin Denison, in the 
order of decreasing magnitude, occurred in 1945, 1908, and 1938. The floods 
resulted in crop damage, loss of livestock, physical damage to levees, railroads, 
highways, industries, and other rural and urban development. The flood of 145 
caused damages estimated at $16 million, including $6,500,000 for crop losses 
In the 39-year period 1908—46, 45 lives have been lost and property damage has 
amounted to $113,700,000 due to major floods. A comparison of stage relations 
discloses that operation of the reservoir-levee plan, assuming recurrence of 
experienced flood cycles, would eliminate more than 90 percent of flooding inci 
dent to Red River headwater floods, with resulting benefits from prevented 
damages to crops estimated at $1,400,000. On the same basis, flood damuges 
other than the crops would be reduced from $460,000 to $58,000. Due to the creat 
transportation network in the Red River Basin, together with industrial plunts 
(many of primary importance to the national economy), large food and fibe 
production areas, the important steel-producing installation of the Lone St: 
Co., and such important military installations as Red River Ordnance Works 
near Texarkana, and Barksdale Air Force Base and Louisiana Ordnance Works 
near Shreveport, it is considered that proper flood protection of the Red River 
Basin is important to national defense and essential domestic Commerce. 

Ferrells Bridge Reservoir is a key reservoir for furnishing water supply to a 
series of towns in the Shreveport-Daingerfield-Jefferson area, where industria! 
expansion of great magnitude is occurring. Water from the reservoir will alse 
be utilized by the Lone Star Steel Corp. plant (located on the north shore of 
the reservoir), currently undergoing a multimillion dollar expansion which will 
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require 50,000 acre-feet. The State of Texas created the Northeast Texas 
Municipal Water District to utilize 250,000 acre-feet for water supply of the 
surrounding towns and cities, including the storage requirements of the Lone 
Star Steel Corp. As the area possesses great natural resources, including oil, gas, 
iron, coal, sulfur, salt, ete., it is expected that industrial expansion will continue 
at an accelerated pace for some time to come, thus increasing the water needs 
cited above. 
Fiseal year 1958.—The requested amount of $3,294 000 will be applied to: 


Continue: Lands and damages___-__._______-___~- 
Complete : 
een ee es usteiaecownanum eek 550, 000 
Dam, spiliway, and control structure... ~~... 2, 140, 000 


acca aii eared es $604, 000 


Total as ak ck Galaeas cnceah sail tatitaceges aaa es ss casalga aac ter piaae 3, 294, 000 


The contractor has made excellent progress on construction of the dam and 
appurtenant structures and will finish this phase of the project in fiscal year 
1958, so it is essential that the clearing be completed and the procurement of 
lands be expedited in order that water may be impounded at the earliest possible 
date and benefits derived from the project. The amount requested will provide 
all necessary Federal funds to complete the project. 

Von-Federal costs.—The present estimate of cost to local interest (Northeast 
Texas Municipal Water District) for the water supply feature of the project 
is $1,800,000, which is the present estimate of the increased cost of the project 
attributable to the water supply feature. Upon completion of the project, actual 
costs will be determined and their contribution revised accordingly. 

Local interests will also be required to contribute approximately $12,000 
annually as their proportional share of annual maintenance costs. 

Status of local cooperation.—A contract has been entered into with the North 
east Texas Municipal Water District dated December 1, 1954, as amended by 
supplemental agreement, in which the water district agrees to contribute the 
estimated cost of providing the storage space to be utilized by the water dis 
trict. Under the terms of the contract, it is anticipated that the water district 
will contribute $1,800,000, plus compounded interest, on January 1, 1958. The 
United States is required to convey the necessary easements to the water dis- 
trict for maintenance of the necessary facilities for withdrawal of water under 
the provisions of the contract. This easement will be conveyed when required 
by the water district. 

Comparison of Federal-cost estimate—The current Federal-cost estimate of 
$11,800,000 is a decrease of $5,900,000 from the latest estimate ($17,700,000 
submitted to Congress. This decrease is due to reduced costs for land acquisi- 
tion; adjustments resulting from contract bid prices; reduction of engineering 
and design and supervision and administration due to reanalysis of require- 
ments ; and reduction of contingencies as the project approaches completion. 

Mr. Ranaut. Last year your justifications as shown on page 585 
of the cada indicated that the added cost of the water supply 
feature of the project is $3,200,000 and that a contract had been exe- 
euted with Northeast Texas Municipal Water District to cover this 
amount. On page 72 of the justification, you now show only $1,800,000 
as the added cost for water supply and apparently have amended the 
water service contract downward. Give us the complete details on 
this change. 

Major General Hlarvix. All right, sir; that is my project. 

Mr. Ranaut. All right, General, we will be glad to hear fron you. 

Major General Harpin. The contract that was made with this 
water district, of course, had to have an initial figure which was based 
upon a pro rata cost of the comprehensive project, the pro rata fea- 
ture being how much is the cost of water supply feature as opposed 
to the total cost of the project. We are very proud to tell you, Mr. 
Chairman, that the cost of this project has been greatly reduced. It 
has been one of the most satisfying experiences I have had in recent 


91488—57 68 
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years to see this project turn out as well as it has by reason of a re- 
duction in cost and therefore—— 

Mr. Ranaut. What I want to know, General, is what causes the 
reduction in cost. We are glad and pleased to hear about it, but what 
causes it ¢ 

Major General Harpin. Well, the reduction in cost is attributable 
to these factors: As we went into the detailed planning of this project, 
we found that the previous estimate could be reduced for lands and 
damages by $600,000 by reason of the fact that the policy of land ac- 
quisition was changed so that we didn’t take it all in fee as has been 
the original plan, but we bought the large part of it in easements. 

Mr. Ranaut. How does that work ? 

Major General Harprx. The land would be subject to inundation 
and the question of either paying for the land, paying the lanwowner 
the damages that ensued as a part of that easement or buying the land 
from him in fee, we would give him the opportunity to express a pref 
erence there. 

Mr. Ranaut. This is reservoir water? 

Major General Harpin. Yes, sir. It will be a lake and it is from 
that lake that we will take the water in certain quantities that local 
interests have said they could pay for and supply them through con- 
duits that they will build themselves to the water district that has 
been authorized by the State of Texas. 

Mr. mene. Now is the land of the reservoir itself taken in 
easements ? 

Major General Harprn. Part of it; yes, sir. Those areas of the 
reservoir itself which are not frequently flooded — 

Mr. Rapaur. Oh, the ones that are only flooded by high water / 

Major General Harpin. Yes. 

Mr. Ranaut. I understand. 

Major General Harpin. So we save $600,000 there. 

Mr. Ranaut. Yes. I understand it now. 

Major General Harpin. Well, we began this project before we got 
the project planning fully ne We had a figure in there, a figure 
in this estimate, as I recall, of something around $5 million for 
contingencies. We didn't hom any surveys of the area and neces- 
sarily had to have a large contingency. We have reduced that con- 
tingency factor to the point where we now only have $180,000 con- 
tingency to support the ¢ eae tion of this project. 

Mr. Ranaut. How much reduction do we get now? 

Major General Harprn. A total reduction from the last estimate 
given to the Congress is $5,900,000, It has been reduced in the total 
cost. That is what causes the non- Federal costs to be reduced so mate- 
rially from the $3.2 million to $1.8 million. 

Mr. Ranaut. Now I can understand the reduction in cost to the 
Federal Government. Now why do you say the local costs are reduced ¢ 

Major General Harprn. Well: 

Mr. Ranaut. The costs of those cooperating in the project. 

Major General Harpin. Yes, sir. The cooperative costs have been 
reduced because in a project of this type the total costs are broken 
down into two parts; (1) that due to flood control and (2) that due to 
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water supply. The entire cost of water supply has to be carried by 
local interests. 

Mr. Rapavt. Yes. 

Major General Harpy. And, therefore, that reflects the cost of the 
water supply, this figure of $1,800,000 under our present estimated 
cost of this project. 

Mr. Rasautr. The estimated cost of the project has a reduction 
now because of the land taken, not in fee but in easements, and that 
is reflected in—— 

Major General Harpin. It is only one element, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rapavr. It is reflected in the cost ? 

Major General Harprn. Relocations are reduced; that is, the cost 
of relocating highways. That is reduced a million and a half and 
construction costs were reduced $3,320,000 due'to very favorable bid 
prices. 

Mr. Rawavr. Isn’t all of your reduction all out of contingencies ? 

Major General Harprn. No, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. What is taken out of contingencies ? 

Mr. Busu. Mr. Chairman, as we get work underway, we either 
take from or add to the contingency figure. We have this dam under- 
way under one large contract, which made a big change in contin- 
gencies at one time. For instance, a reduction in the cost of con- 
struction. It had a contingency figure in it. When we got reduced 
bids on it, we reduced the contingency with it, so part of this redue- 
tion is contingencies. At a certain point in a project, we have as 
much as 15 percent contingencies and as we get it underway, get it 
under contract, we will reduce it down to 5 percent, say. Now we 
have 2 percent. 

Mr. Rapsautr. We will meet tomorrow morning at 10 o’clock. 


Turespay, Apri 16, 1957. 
BULL SHOALS RESERVOIR, ARK.-MO. 


Mr. Raravr. The committee will come to order. 

We have the same personnel as yesterday. 

We will take up Bull Shoals, $110,000. We will put pages 78 and 
79 in the record. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


MULTIPLE-PURPOSE PROJECTS INCLUDING POWER 


BULL SHOALS RESERVOIR, WHITE RiveR BASIN, ARK. AND Mo.—ApDDITION OF 
Units Nos. 5 Ann 6 


(New) 


Location.—On the White River, 418.6 miles above the mouth, about 7 miles 
north of Cotter, Ark., and about 10 miles west of Mountain Home. Ark. 

{uthorization.—1%1 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.79 to 1 (units Nos. 5 and 6). 








1074 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount | percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost. - j $5, 900, 000 | 
Estimated non-Federal cost- _- 0 
Cash contribution. ._.........-. ; ; —s 0} 
Other costs ‘ | 0 | 
Total, estimated project cost. ____- : | 5, 900, 000 | 
Appropriations to June 30, 19565 | 0 | 
Appropriations for fiscal vear 1957__. 0 | 
Appropriations to date. __- | 0} : 
Appropriations requested for fisc: al } year 198 8 ; 110, 000 | 2 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 5, 790, 000 | i 


PHLYSICAL DATA 


Power installation : 
In operation: 4 units at 40,000 kilowatts: 160,000 kilowatts. 
Presently planned: Addition of 2 units at 40,000 kilowatts; 249,000 kilo 
watts (total). 
Ultimate: 8 units at 40,000 kilowatts : 320,000 (total). 
Nominal head: 190 feet. 
Status (January 1, 1957): Not started. 
Completion schedule, power on line: 
5th unit, August 1960. 
6th unit, December 1960. 


JUSTIFICATION 


A survey recently completed by the Southwestern Power Administration indi 
cated that the Marketing Agency could market the additional power generated 
by units 5 and 6 immediately upon its availability. A power shortage is de 
veloping in the marketing area due to new industries being established in the 
region. The addition of units Nos, 5 and 6 will partially relieve this powe1 
shortage. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $110.00 will be applied to 


Initiate preparatory work in powerhouse for units Nos., 5 and 6-----. $5, 000 
Initiate procurement of turbines and generators for units Nos. 5 and 6 37, 000 
Initiate procurement of accessory electrical equipment 4, 500 
Initiate procurement of switchyard equipment_- waked ; 9, 500 
Engineering and design____- Pinstnth kg eeaien . : 17, 000 
Supervision and administration Ds e 7, OOO 

Total... ... ; 110, 000 


Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—An estimate of cost of the addition of 
units 5 and 6 has not previously been submitted to Congress. 

Mr. Ranaut. Operation and maintenance on this project. is 8297 
OOO, 

This is a new item and we would be pleased to have you explain it. 

General Seeman. This is the addition. sir, of the fifth and sixth 
power units at an operating installation which already has four 
power units installed. 

Mr. Ranavr. This would put two more in! 

General en MAN. Yes, sir. An estimate on this has never been 
presented to the Congress before. It is classed as a new start. The 
benefit-to-cost ratio for the addition of these 2 units is 1.79 to 1.0. 
The benefit-to-cost ratio for the completed initial installation is 1.48 
to 1.0. 
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Power is needed in the area. The Federal Power Commission and 
the SPA both have requested that this work go forward. 

Mr. Razavur. This $110,000 for this year will really just initiate 
the project ? 

General Seeman. It initiates the project and the power is con- 
templated for 1960, sir. 

Mr. Rasavt. Since a total of 8 generators are ultimately planned 
for this project, would it not be less expensive to provide all of them 
at this time instead of 2 now and 2 more later? 

General Seeman. In general, that is correct. The more work that 
you do concurrently, up to a certain limit, the more economical it 
will be. However, there has been no decision on that. 

Mr. Rasaur. Did you make a request in your original request to 
the Department? Was it for all 4 or just for these 2? 

General Seeman. No, sir. It was just for the two. 

Mr. Ranaut. Are there any questions on Bull Shoals? 

Mr. Kirwan. No, sir. 


DARDANELLE LOCK AND DAM, ARK. 


Mr. Rapaur. Dardanelle lock and dam: $800,000. 
We will put pages 82 through 84 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 


MULTIPLE-PURPOSE PROJECTS INCLUDING POWER 
DARDANELLE LOCK AND DAM, ARKANSAS RIVER BASIN, ARK. 


(Continuing ) 


Location.—On the Arkansas River in Pope and Yell Counties, Ark., about 2 


~ 


miles upstream from the town of Dardanelle, Ark., and 257.8 miles above the 
mouth. 


Luthorization.—1946 River and Harbor Act. 


Benefit-cost ratio—1.19 to 1 (multiple purpose plan for lower Arkansas River 
Basin). 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost (ultimate installation $94, 600, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 0 
Cash contributions 0 
Other costs__ 0 
Total estimated project cost 94, 600, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 


701, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 650, 000 5 
Appropriations to date 1, 351, 000 1.4 
Appropriations request for fiseal year 1958 800, 000 2.3 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958___ 92, 449, 000 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Concrete gravity. 
Height: 70 feet above stream bed. 
Length : 2,569 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Gate-controlled, concrete ogee weir with stilling basin. 
Design capacity (maximum pool): 1,200,000 cubic feet per second. 
Reservoir capacity : Power and dead storage, 495,000 acre-feet. 
Power installation : 
Presently planned: 4 units at 30,000 kilowatts; 120,000 kilowatts. 
Ultimate: 4 units at 30,000 kilowatts ; 120,000 kilowatts. 
Nominal head: 52 feet. 
Lock: 
Type: Single-chamber, single-lift, with miter gates. 
Size: 110 feet wide by 600 feet long. 
Normal lift: 52 feet. 
Status (January 1, 1957) : Not started. 
Completion schedule : 
Entire project: June 1966. 
Land acquisition: June 1965. 
Relocations: June 1963. 
Dam closure: October 1963. 
Power on line: 
Ist unit: January 1964. 
2d unit: June 1964. 
3d unit: November 1964. 
4th unit: April 1965. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The Dardanelle lock and dam is a unit of the overall comprehensive plan ot 
development of the lower Arkansas River Basin and provides for navigation and 
generation of hydroelectric power. The navigation plan for the Arkansas Rive 
will provide a dependable waterway for transportation of iron and steel prod 
ucts, general commerce, and will open commercial navigation to one of the mos 
important regions in the United States for the production, processing, and ship 
ment of petroleum and its products. Many existing industries are being relo 
eated and numerous new industries are being established in the tributary area 
The power-gener» ting capacity of the Dardanelle lock and dam will total 120,000 
kilowatts, all of which would be installed initially. All of the energy to be 
generated at this project can be economically absorbed by the Southwest power 
pool system and used in this area. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $800,000 will be applied to 


1 


Initiate acquisition of land for reservoir area S265, OOO 
Continue and complete temporary facilities (access road) 1423, TOO 
Engineering and design BAS, TOO 
Supervision and administration 1 HOO 

Total SOW, OOK) 


The funds requested for fiscal year 1958 will permit continuation of enginee) 
ing and design and completion of temporary facilities preparatory to awarding 
a contract for the main dam construction early in fiscal year 1959. In addition, 
acquisition of lands in the reservoir area will be initiated in order that the 
construction features of the project may proceed without delay. 

Von-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate No change from the latest estimate 
presented to Congress. However, adjustments have been made within the over 
all estimate between the estimates for engineering and design and supervision 
and administration. 


Mr. Ranavur. This project, costing $94 million, is also somewhat 
new to the committee. We will have an explanation of this from: vou. 
General Seeman. The Dardanelle project is one of the units of the 
comprehensive development of the Arkansas River which we discussed 
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yesterday. It is a lock and dam with power above Little Rock. It 
is one of the first in the comprehensive plan to be started. 

Mr. Raravr. To date you have had $1,351,000, 

General Seeman. That is true, sir. This is one of the projects that 
was added back in fiseal 1956, and to date the only substantial work 
has been in planning. There are no construction contracts in force. 

Mr. Rasaur. Do you feel pretty certain about this estimated cost 
on this? 

General Seeman. As certain as we can be at this stage of the plan- 
ning. 

Mr. Ranaut. The reason I asked that, this benefit-cost ratio is 1.19 
to Ff. 

General Seeman. Yes, sir: that is true. That is for the entire com- 
prehensive plan. 

Mr. Ranaur. It appears that practically nothing has been done on 
this project as yet. What are your total obligations to date against 
the construction appropriation 4 

General SeemMAN. We have not initiated any construction at all, 
sir. We expect to initiate our first large-scale construction contract 
in the beginning of the next fiscal year. Our first construction con- 
tract will be advertised and awarded in the latter part of this fiseal 
year, but the expenditures will be minor. 

Mr. Ranaut. What contract do you plan to let this year? 

(reneral SEEMAN. The main contract to be let this year will be the 
first cofferdam involving excavation. 

Mr. Rasaur. Have vou used up that $1,351,000 4 

General Seeman. No. sir. We will have an unobligated balance at 
the end of the fiseal year of $125,000. 


COMPREHENSIVE ARKANSAS RIVER DEVELOPMENT 


Mr. Rapavr. In terms of your overall capabilities, will it not de 
velop that you will have to stagger the massive projects in this billion 
dollar program to some extent, instead of taking them all on at one 
time ¢ 

General Seeman. It has to be an orderly and carefully coordinated 
construction schedule. As you know, it would be d: angerous to c lose 
a main-stream dam such as this without prior closure of the up- 
stream dams at Eufaula and Keystone. However, inasmuch as the 
success of the entire project depends upon an operating unit from the 
Mississippi to the head of navigation, if it is embarked upon, it should 
be persistently carried through, because you will not start reaping 
your benefits until all of the main-stream dams and the upstream 
Keystone and Eufaula are complete and operating. 


PRIORITY BETWEEN PROJECTS 


Mr. Ranaut. I have a note here. With respect to the Arkansas 
River system, will you please put into the record a list, putting the 
projects in this system in priority order? In this list, show the 
amounts budgeted and the dates on which the first major contract on 
each project will be let. 1 don’t mean the exact date. 

General Seeman. Mr. Chairman, our overall planning of this proj- 








1078 


0 is not to the State where we can do that. There are 15 or 17 low- 

sad locks and dams that we absolutely have not begun to plan. The 
Se on the overall project is just being initiated; this $50,000 
that we discussed yesterday to start overall planning of the bank- 
stabilization element is the first overall planning funds we have had 
for the project. 

It is impossible at this time, on this billion-dollar project, as the 
planning funds alone are going to be 6 or 7 percent. You are asking 
a question now which is going to take $60 million or $70 million to 
be able to have an answer. 

Mr. Rasavut. We are talking about structures now. We were talk- 
ing about the river a minute ago. We talked about the river yester- 
day. I asked you a similar question yesterday: If part of this bank 
stabilization would not be wasted? You did not think so. 

General Seeman. That is true. 

Mr. Razaut. Can you not give us an idea about the structures ? 

General Sreman. We have the large main structures, like Darda- 
nelle, Ozark, Short Mountain, and Webbers Falls on the main stem 
and Eufaula and Keystone fairly well located. However, Eufaula, 
Keystone, and Dardanelle are the only ones where we have entered 
the preconstruction planning phase. The rest, as far as low-head locks 
and dams, depend on studies of the ground-water levels, agricultural 
developments, levee districts, public-utility crossings, and things like 
that which we have not had any preconstruction planning money on 
at all yet. 

Mr. Ranaut. Which of those are budgeted now ? 

General Sreman. Keystone, Eufaula, and Dardanelle. 

Mr. Rasavut. Put those in a priority list for me. 

General Sreman. All right, sir. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 

The projects in the Arkansas River system included in the fiscal year 195s 
budget are listed below in order of priority, with the amount included in the 
budget and estimated date of award of first major contract. 


Amount 
Project ineluded in Estimated date of award of Ist major contract 
the budget 


Keystone Reservoir $3, 100,900 | Relocation of St. Louis-San Francisco RR 
March 1958 

Eufaula Reservoir 5, 200,000 | Relocation of U. 8S. Highway 69 and Misso 
Kansas-Texas RR., April 1958 

Dardanelle lock and dam 800,000 | First contract on main dam, September 1958 


Mr. Razaut. You have several others that you have planning on. 

General Seeman. No, sir; no planning funds for any of the other 
structures as yet, and the priority of those three that we have budgeted 
now are the upstream ones first, Eufaula and Keystone, which I 
believe, are clear on the record, then to be followed by closure of 
Dardanelle. 

Mr. Rasaut. Dardanelle comes after Keystone? 

General Seeman. It must be closed after Keystone because of the 
sediment and silt problem. 

Mr. Raraut. Why do you want to start down there, then? Are 
you not going to cofferdam Dardanelle? 
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General SreMAN. Yes, sir; but the project of Keystone and Eufaula 
are also in a phase just ahead, so that they will be coming along 
simultaneously, but phased properly. 

Mr. Rapavt. Is that the most practical way to do it ? 

General Seeman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapsavut. You are going to have these three massive projects 
then going along all at once ? 

General Seeman. It is a very closely interrelated thing. If we 
close the two upstream and the rest of the navigation and other flood- 
control projects are not working, then the upstream projects are col- 
lecting sediment and the 50-year period for them to pay out is being 
lost with them. ‘That is why the comprehensive project is a very 
closely interrelated thing. 

Conversely, if Dardanelle is closed first, as I mentioned, without 
the upstream reservoirs, it would collect sediment. 

Mr. Rasavut. The navigation benefit of this project, as shown on 
page 8 of the planning report, includes the same old $40,470,000 for 
navigation that you show on Keystone. 

Would this project also be a white elephant if it had to be justified 
alone ? 

General Seeman. It has no justification alone, except as part of the 
comprehensive project. The benefits of the comprehensive project 
include an operating navigation system. 

Mr. Razavur. Before we go to Greers Ferry, are there any questions ? 


NAVIGATION CHIEF BENEFIT 


Mr. Kirwan. I asked you this question before, General. The whole 
comprehensive plan is for navigation mostly ¢ 

General SeeMAN. $40 million of the benefits out of a total of $64 
million; yes, sir; navigation. 

Mr. Kirwan. I mean of the whole business. 

General SreMan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. That takes in all the dams? 

General Seeman. All the dams from the Mississippi up to the head 
of navigation, plus those two storage and sediment-catching dams in 
the upper reaches. 

Mr. Kirwan. The main thing is the navigation end of it. 

General Seeman. That has the lion’s share of the benefits. 

Mr. Kirwan. The money the Government is going to spend is for 
navigation. We will move along together for these huge dams. Dar- 
danelle and Keystone and the other have to go together or pretty 
near together. 

General SreMAN. Plus the low head dams, because there can be 
no navigation without these. 

Mr. Kirwan. It is navigation that is wanted. They all have to 
move at the same time. ‘There is no need to move one and not the 
other. You have to carry them all together if you get this water for 
navigation. 

General Seeman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. It is not flood control, but it is navigation that is 
the main thing. 

General Seeman. The flood-control benefits were estimated at 
roughly about $6.7 million dollars, or 10 percent. 
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Mr. Kirwan. The main thing is navigation. 

General SEEMAN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. I think that is fertile country down through Arkan- 
sas. Ihave made this statement before. 

General Seeman. It is a relatively undeveloped area. The rest of 
the country has progressed much more rapidly in recent years in this 
area. 

Mr. Kirwan. I have said this many times at this committee table: 
Some day you are going to find that ‘lost colony. They told them in 
Virginia, “When we come back, have a lot of corn r: vised.” That is 
what they left Europe for, to get away from that, and they went into 
the wilderness. Some d: ay, in ‘Ar kansas, which is not developed, they 
are going to come across evidence that that is where they went to. 
This is part of developing Arkansas. 

General Seeman. It has a relatively favorable climate. There are 
problems of unemployment in the area. It is secondary at the present 
time. There isa wealth of natural resources. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is the point. They have got the coal there. 
They have coal and oil and like you said yesterday, timber. They 
have sand and gravel. They have half a dozen things in abundance. 
It is locked up for want of transportation. It is all bulk material 
coal, timber, sand, and gravel, It is all bulky and heavy material. 
The only way they can get it out of Arkansas and Okl: thoma.and 
those places is by water. It is too expensive to get it into the cities 
by rails or by truck; is that correct ? 

General Seeman. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you. That is all. 


IMPORTANCE OF CONSERVING WATER 


Mr. JENSEN. I have just this observation, Mr. Chairman: In look 
ing at this project as a whole, and knowing of the benefit-cost ratio 
on this project, it naturally comes to one’s mind that this is a very 
expensive project for the benefits which will be derived from flood 
control, transportation, and power. 

Were it not for the fact that in the development of this project we 
will be conserving the most priceless thing we have, next to Mother 
Karth—and that is water—this project could be looked on as being not 
worth the expenditure of the taxpayers’ money. 

[ personally feel, as I have felt for many, many years, that we 
should not let one drop of water get away from our land and wasted 
into the sea so long as we have an acre of land that needs water 

While there is at this time very little, if any, irrigation asked for 
on this project, the fact remains ‘that by the storing of water, I am 
sure the day will come when this water will be used for irrigation 
purposes. 

Because of my feeling that we should not waste water, I put greater 
emphasis on that as the benefit, not only to this area but to the entire 
Nation, than has been placed on this project, or in an attempt to 
justify this project from the standpoint of power, navigation, and 
Hood control. 

I must Say this: That I have alw: avs felt as to some of these projec ts 
that are so low in B-C ratio, the justification for some of these projects 
should be based on the simple conservation of liquid gold—water. 





1081 


That is why I have always been such a great advocate of soil 
conservation, which is flood prevention. I do not only carry that 
feeling for soil conservation. TI hold that feeling for the work that 
the Army engineers do in holding the water after it gets to main 
stems of the river. 

In the past few years, we have really learned the value of water. 
Many sections of this country did not realize the value of water until 
these last few drought years. I must say many of my people in the 
Seventh Iowa District have realized, I am sure, the value of water 
and just what it meant if not enough water was kept on the land, or 
if not enough water fell from the heavens. 

Now, we know—I know myself, more than ever—the value of water. 
and believe vou me, I am going to lean over pretty far backward in 
seeing to it that our natural resource, water, is conserved for the peo- 
ple to the greatest degree possible, commensurate with the amount of 
money that we can safely spend for the conservation of our water and 
soil resources. 

I do not know whether that clears up in your minds just what my 
position will be on this subject, but that is neither here nor there. 
I feel what I have just said comes from the very depths of my heart, 
and I feel it more now than I ever did before the time I went to the 
have-not nations of this world and saw their land that a few hundred 
years ago was rich and productive. Now the people starve, and they 
are in turmoil and strife, at each other's throats. 

I never want that to happen in America. I shall not have it on 
my conscience, that I had anything to do with letting this precious 
resource, Water and soil, be depleted in America. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

General Seeman. Mr. Chairman, for the record, I would like to cor- 
rect. a misstatement. I stated we would start our first large-scale 
cofferdam next year. Our plan is not to do that. It will be used on 

Mr. Rasaur. Do you need all the money in the current budget? 

General Seeman. Yes, sir. It will be used for planning, land 
acquisition, and completion of the first contract. 

Mr. Fenvron. Gener: al, will somebody go to the map and point out 
these P laces to me’ Bull Shoals that is an alre: ady existing reser- 
voir, is it not / 

General SEEMAN. These are on the White River, Doctor. Darda 
nelle is on the Arkansas River. 

Mr. Fenron. I am taking the projects as they come up today. 
That. is an already existing reservoir ? 

CGreneral SkeeEMAN. Yes, sir. That is the one we are adding the fifth 
and sixth power units to. 

Mr. Fenton. That will be added to in this program of power / 

General SEEMAN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. Dardanelle lock and dam—that is on the Arkansas 
River. 

NAVIGATION BENEFITS 


I notice in your jus stifications you have, or are atte mpting to justify 
a lot of navigation for this particul: ir project. 

General SkeMAN. It is one unit in the comprehensive Arkansas plan. 

Mr. Fenton. It is for the transportation of steel and iron / 
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General Seeman. That is one of the commodities that were con- 
sidered as potential traffic. 

Mr. Fenton. Just what kind of navigation do you propose for 
iron and steel ? 

General Seeman. The project that is authorized is a 9-foot navi- 
gation channel, which is for barge traffic. The main iron and steel 
in this area are structural shapes, heavy members for construction, 
and oilfield pipe and oilfield equipment. 

Mr. Fenron. Not for steel ? 

General Seeman. Steel of many kinds—reinforcing bars for rein- 
forced concrete, which are very heavy, and bulk commodities. 

Mr. Fenton. I am trying to establish a comparison between navi 
gation on this river and navigation on the Delaware River, which is 
supposed to take care of a lot of iron and steel. 

General Seeman. The Delaware is the deep-water channel. 

Mr. Fenton. I have been told that they have to have 35 or 40 feet 
in the Delaware, on account of the large vessels that traverse that river. 
You do not contemplate anything of that sort here? 

General Seeman. No, i This is a connection with the inland 
waterway system. It is a 9-foot authorization. 

Mr. Fenton. How far from the mouth of the Mississippi River is 
this project ? 

General Seeman. It connects with the Mississippi at the mouth of 
the Arkansas. 

Mr. Fenton. How far away is that ? 

General Seeman. From Dardanelle, it is 258 miles above the mouth. 
The entire navigation plan is about 500 miles, that we mentioned 
yesterday. 

STATUS OF ENGINEERING PLANNING 


Mr. Fenton. I noticed that you say in your justification that the 
request for 1958 will permit continuation of engineering and design 
and completion of temporary facilities. Does that mean that you 
have not completed the engineering yet for this particular project ? 

General Seeman. No, sir. These are extensive projects. First 
there are hydrology studies, and then determinations of the character 
istics of the dam, investigation of foundation, which is engineering, 
boring, sounding, and possibly in this one, which is a very large one, 
we will consider some model tests, as to where is the best location for 
the spillway and the lock and the various dam elements; what is the 
best type of structure for the gates and things like that. 

Then, in the final stages, the plans and specifications for the actual 
advertising. 

Mr. Fenton. I was always under the impression—probably incor 
rect—that most of the planning and engineering was done under the 
items that we considered for advance engineering. 

‘Do you wish to continue engineering “plans along with the construe- 
tion? 

General SEEMAN. Yes, sir; that is true. The advance engineering 
design funds provide sufficient planning to complete the preconstruc- 
tion planning. In other words, you are ready to go with a portion 
of the project with your advance engineering and design money, but 
engineering continues throughout the whole life of the project, and 
in this instance, we will use, in fiscal year 1958, about half a million 
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dollars of money appropriated for all of the three structures, Key- 
stone, Eufula, and Dardanelle, for general studies of the overall 
Arkansas plan, so there will be engineering continuously, sir, through- 
out the course of the project. 

Mr. Fenton. I wanted that straightened out in my mind. There 
is a considerable amount of money already expended. 

General Person. That is true, Dr. Fenton. We use design money 
up to the point where construction funds are appropriated. In other 
words, we get our plans to the point where construction can be started 
on a feature of the project and at the time that Congress appropriates 
construction funds, we complete our engineering and design with the 
construction money, instead of having a separate request for advance 
engineering and design. 

Mr. Fenton. Does that go all the way through the construction 
stage ¢ 

General Person. Yes, sir. Of course, the amount tapers off as you 
get into construction of the major features, but there will be some 
engineering throughout the entire project. 

Mr. Frenron. I realize that. I saw that at the Davis Dam. There 
would be engineering planning in the beginning or it would develop 
as you went on. 

General SreEmMAN. The total amount which will be finally a part of 
engineering and design of this project will be in the neighborhood 
of $4 million, so you can see, we are just well started. 

Mr. Fenron. As a matter of fact, this whole comprehensive plan 
is mostly for flood control; is that right ? 

General Seeman. No. Flood control is only one of the benefits. 

Mr. Fenton. Flood control and power? 

General Person. It is mostly navigation, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. How about power? 

General Seeman. There is a $9.5 million benefit to power, but 
power stands on its own feet. It must be justified incrementally. 


ESTIMATED TONNAGE ON ARKANSAS RIVER 


Mr. Fenron. Will you furnish for the record a breakdown of the 
expected tonnage on this waterway by major products? 

General SkEeMAN. We will furnish the estimate that was made when 
we studied the project. 


(The matter referred to follows:) 


Estimated tonnage on Arkansas River by major products 


{In millions of tons] 


Petroleum products____--.-----. 3.8 Flour and feed_____---~- icttatacmaa 
Iron and steel products____--~- 3.7 Less-than-barge lots_......_____- 2. 6 
CN ae es et oancd kite ate soecsicn: UY ONIN ioc iise caustic clara 28 
ro ores ae aa air .6 


ALLOCATION OF COST OF VARIOUS PROJECTS 


Mr. Fenton. Will you also furnish for the record the allocation of 
cost to the various purposes of the main multipurpose project in the 
comprehensive plan under discussion ? 

General SeeMAN. Yes, sir. 

(The information requested follows :) 
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Preliminary studies indicate that the first cost of the reservoir components 
of the Arkansas River multiple-purpose project will be distributed among func- 
tions approximately as follows: 


Allocation to 


Project | ise | | | Total cost 
| Navigation Power Flood | Water | Public use 
control supply 
_ - — — + | 
| 
Dardanelle $44, 070, 000 $50, 530, 000 $94, 600, 000 
Ozark !__ M 31, 300, 000 | 31, 300, 000 
Short Mountain 52, 285, 000 42, 848, 000 $367, 000 95, 500, 000 
Eufaula 51, 804, 000 42, 096, 500 $58, 659, 500 440, 000 153, 000, 000 
Keystone ! 78, 260, 400 53, 622, 900 | $4,840, 000 276, 700 137, 000, 009 
Webbers Falls ! 56, 180, 000 120. 000 36, 300, 000 
Oologah 2 29, 950,000 | 1, 450, 000 31, 400, 000 
Total 313, 899, 400 135, 474, 500 142 


, 232, 400 6, 290, 000 1, 203, 700 599, 100, 000 


1 Based on project with power deferred. 

2 Allocation shown is based on the initial development of Oologah project which is now under construc 
tion. At such time as Oologah is modified to obtain the ultimate capacity, a reallocation of cost will be 
required. 


POWER VALUES 


Mr. Fenton. Will you also furnish for the record for each project 
in these river basins the at-market power value used in the benefit- 
cost ratio and how this value compares with the present Southwestern 
Power Administration rate for the same type and amount of power / 
You have no idea at the present time of the power rates ? 

General Seeman. We will furnish those. I have some reservation 
with regard to what the Southwestern Power Administration charges, 
because they have many and manifold contracts which do not come 
under our cognizance. 

Mr. Fenron. Thank you; that is all. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 

The unit power values per kilowatt of dependable capacity and per kilowatt 
hour of generation furnished by the Federal Power Commission for use in 
determining the power benefits are applicable to the power at the sites. These 
values are based on the cost of the most likely alternative source of power at 
the time the hydro development is constructed. The unit power values for vari 
ous projects in the Southwest are as follows: 





Unit power values Unit power value 
Project Capacity Energy Project Capacity “nerg) 
(per kilo- (mills per (per kilo- mills per 
watt kilowatt watt kilowatt 
hour hour 
Fort Gibson $19. 90 1.15 | Table Rock $20. 00 2. 1 
Tenkiller Ferry 19. 90 1.15 Bull Shoals 
Eufaula 20. 00 2. 10 Units 1 to 4 15. 00 1. 60 
Dardanelle 20. 00 2.10 Units 5 to 6 20. 00 2 10 
Beaver 1). OO 2 10 Norfork 17. 96 1. &F 
Greers Ferry 2. O00 2.10 Denison 22. 60 1. 3 


Power is evaluated at the cost of producing equivalent power by alternative 
means while power rates are established on the basis of the recovery of project 
costs allocated to power, including the cost of marketing. Being determined on 
different bases, power benefits and market rates are not directly comparable. 

The rates at which the power is sold vary according to the arrangements with 
different customers. The basic schedule of the Southwestern Power Adminis 
tration, however, is rate schedule A. This schedule provides a monthly demand 
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charge of $1.35 per kilowatt of billing demand, which charge includes the use of 
200 kilowatt-hours for each kilowatt, and an energy charge of 4 mills per kilo- 
watt-hour for additional energy. An increase in this rate is under consideration. 


GREERS FERRY RESERVOIR, ARK. 


Mr. Rasavur. Greers Ferry, $1,700,000. 
Put.pages 55. and 90 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 


MULTIPLE PURPOSE PROJECTS INCLUDING POWER 
GREERS FERRY RESERVOIR, WHITE RIVER BASIN, ARK. 
(Continuing ) 


Location.—The dam is located on the Little Red River, 79 miles above the 
mouth, in Cleburne County, Ark., 8 miles northeast of Heber Springs, Ark., and 
5> miles north of Little Rock, Ark. The reservoir will extend into Van Buren 
County, Ark. 

Authorization.—1988 and 194 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio 1.11 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Fede ral cost 


Estimated Federal cost (ultimate installation initially $52, 100, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 0 
Cash 0 
Other costs 0 
Total estimated project cost 52, 100, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 395, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1057 750, 000 
Appropriations to date 1, 145, 000 2 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 1, 700, 000 5 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 49, 255, 800 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam : 
Type: Concrete gravity. 
Height : 242 feet above streambed. 
Length ; 1,627 feet. 


Reservoir capacity : icre-feet 
Power 7 716, 000 
Flood control ; : 934, 000 
Dead storage ‘ Pree _ 1, 194,000 

Total_ - ‘ " 2, 844, 000 


Spillway : 
Type: Gate controlled, concrete ogee weir with stilling basin. 
Capacity (maximum pool) : 265,000 cubie feet per second. 

Power installation : 
Initial : 8 units at 32,000 kilowatts ; 96,000 kilowatts. 
Ultimate: 3 units at 32,000 kilowatts : 96,000 kilowatts. 
Presently planned: 38 units at 32,000 kilowatts ; 96,000 kilowatts. 
Nominal head: 186 feet. 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent Completion schedule 
Entire project... ...-..---...........-.- des 2 | Entire project June 1963 
Acquisition of dam site and reservoir area. --- 0 | Land acquisition June 1962, 
Temporary facilities. -_.-.--.-- cancun 0 | Relocations March 1961, 


Dam closure July 1961. 

Power on line: 
Ist unit, 32,000 kilowatts, April 1962. 
2d unit, 32,000 kilowatts, August’1962, 
3d unit, 32,000 kilowatts, December 1962 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Greers Ferry Reservoir is the downstream unit in the approvel plan of 
development for flood control and other purposes in the White River Basin. The 
hasin plan provides for construction of 5 multiple-purpose projects including 
power, of which Greers Ferry is one, and 4 flood-control reservoirs. Greers Ferry 
Reservoir, upon completion, will provide 934,000 acre-feet of flood-control storage 
and 96,000 kilowatts of generating capacity. The project will regulate flows from 
1,146 square miles of the drainage area of Little Red River which is one of the 
larger contributors of flood flow to the White River. Reculation of flows from 
this area will benefit the 79-mile agricultural reach along Little Red River down- 
stream from the dam and in coniunction with the other authorized reservoirs will 
modify floods in the 182-mile reach of White River downstream from the junction 
of Little Red River. It is estimated that about 26,000 people reside in the tlood 
plains of the 2 streams downstream from the Greers Ferry dam site. About 
886,000 acres of lands and improvements, valued at more than $68 million, along 
the Little Red River and lower White River, 28 miles of Federal highways and 
18 miles of railroad will be benefited by the flood-control features of the project. 
Approximately 18 percent of the flood losses prevented by the reservoir system 
on the Lower White River downstream from the mouth of Little Red River will 
be attributable to the Greers Ferry project. The demand for power in the area 
which will be served by the Greers Ferry project is increasing rapidly due to 
normal load growth and industrial expansion. The Federal Power Commission 
has indicated that the entire power output of the project, if available, could be 
absorbed into the area load during the period 1955-60 or several years before the 
first unit can be placed on the line. The release of water incidental to power 
generation at Greers Ferry will improve flows during the dry season in Little 
Red River downstream from the dam site and in the White River. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The request of $1,700,000 will be applied to— 


Continue acquisition of lands in the reservoir area alana _... $800, 000 

Complete construction of access road, office, and service building : 822, 000 

EE ee a eee ree brides 490, 000 

Supervision and administration______ : Be 88, 000 
Total 


ee . 1, 700, 000 
The funds requested for fiscal year 1958 are required to continue the land- 
acquisition program, continue engineering and design, and complete the construc- 
tion facilities. This schedule would permit the three units to be placed on the 
line in April, Aucust, and December 1962. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$52,100.000 represents an increase of $3,400,000 over the previous estimate 
($48,700,000) submitted to the Congress. Detailed design studies recently 
completed have resulted in a concrete dam being adopted as the tvpe of structure 
best suited for this particular site. As a result, the estimate for construction 
of dam, powerplant, and related facilities has increased by $2,940,000 and the 
estimate for relocations has decreased by $375,000. Recent detailed field ap- 
praisals increased the estimate for land by $320,000. The estimates for engineer- 
ing and design and supervision and administration have increased by $515,000 
based on a reanalysis of requirements. 
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Mr. Ranaut. This project has a very low benefit-cost ratio—1.11 to 
1, and the cost estimate has been increased by $3,400,000 in the past 
year. 

Has your planning advanced far enough for you to assure the com- 
mittee that estimates on this project are even now firm? 

General Sreman. I certainly think that they are a great deal firmer 
than last year, because we have progressed further. 

Mr. Rapavt. You do not have much leeway with a benefit-cost ratio 
of 1.11 to 1. 

General Seeman. That is true. 

Mr. Rapzavut. That is the trouble. 

General SeeMAN. Due to our further engineering studies, more 
thorough foundation and site examinations and laboratory tests, we 
have come to the conclusion, on the type of dam and the siting of the 
dam. Right within the area there has been some engineering dis- 
cussions with regard to the actual siting of the dam, and the deter- 
mination as to what type it should be. 

Mr. Ranaut. When will the final plans and specifications for the 

various features be completed ? 

General SreMAN. General Person indicated a few minutes ago that 
is a progressive feature, as the project proceeds. 

Mr. Ranaut. Will you supply the answer to that question for the 
various features in the record ? 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


The scheduled completion dates for final plans and specifications for the major 
features of work on the Greers Ferry Reservoir project are as follows: 
Scheduled completion 
date for plans and 
Major feature: specifications 
I icc ca esis Mcibada sien eaaimicatenied ace May 1959. 
Dam wa ns la aatiare npc atl nace, A 
OCCT a ili i en se wre Pay _....--..-.-.. september 1959. 


Mr. Ranaut. What are your total obligations against the construc- 
tion appropriation to date? 

General Seeman. Our unobligated balance as of the end of the 
year is estimated to be $90,000, which means that all of the remainder 
will have been obligated by the end of the year. 

Mr. Rasavr. What construction contracts have been let so far? 

General Seeman. No construction contracts have been entered into 
so far. 

Mr. Ranaut. When will the first one be let ? 

General SreMan. We will start our access road and service build- 
ing in the next fiscal year. 

Mr. Ranaut. Are there any questions before I go to Table Rock? 

Mr. Kirwan. I have none. 

General Seeman. The major expenditures will be in the next fiscal 
year for the temporary facilities item. It will be started by the end 
of this fiscal year, but expenditures will be very minor this year. 

Mr. Rasavr. Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Riney. No, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. When was the last flood on the Little Red River? 


General Seeman. Our record of the last damaging flood was in 
1948, sir. 


Y14S8—57 69 
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Mr. BoLtanp. What was the total damage estimated / 

General Seeman. For that, the total damage was around $54,000, 
That was a relatively minor flood. In 1946 the damages, without the 
system in operation, were estimated at $1,800,000; in 1945, at roughly 
$9.5 million. 

Mr. Boranp. This is really a power project, is it not, more so than 
anything else? In looking at it from the point of view of flood 
control and power, it is really a power project. 

General Seeman. It has flood-control benefits and power benefits. 

Mr. Botanp. The major benefits are power, is that not right / 

General SEEMAN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. The damages here from flood are relatively small 
compared to other areas where you have flood-control projects, where 
the damages are relatively great. 

General Seeman. The benefits are greater for power. 


BENEFIT-TO-COST RATIO 


Mr. Botanp. What was the B-C ratio submitted to this committee 
in the last session last year 4 

General SEEMAN. It was 1.1 to 1, also, sir. 

Mr. Bouanp. Does the estimated increase of $3,400,000 change the 
B-C ratio at all? 

General Seeman. In bringing our studies up to date, the benefits 
increased somewhat, also. 

Mr. Botanp. What benefits increased in bringing it up to date ‘ 

General Seeman. We got later power values from the Federal 
Power Commission, and then, of coure, for the flood-control benefits 
there is the index increase on values over the past year. 

Mr. Bonanp. So actually the B-C ratio did not change because the 
benefits increased, you say 2 

General Seeman. Yes. Then there is the possibility of develop 
ment within the area that would increase the importance of it. 

Mr. Botanp. This is about the lowest B-C ratio of all the projects 
you have submitted, is it not, for this area / 

General SEEMAN. 1.1 is fairly low, sir. 

Mr. Bontanp. When you changed the estimate from $47,700,000 to 
$52,100,000, there was an increase in benefits, with the result that 
there was no decrease in the benefit-to-cost ratio? 

General Seeman. That is correct. 

Mr. Botanp. I would like to have you outline for the record the 
benefits that resulted from this increase in cost. You can supply it 
for the record. 

Do you understand the question 4 

General SEEMAN. I do not understand, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. I would like to have you supply for the record the 
benefits which you say have now acecrued—the additional benefits 
from the increased cost of this project. 

I am wondering whether or not the increased cost of this project 
brings the benefit-to-cost ratio below unity. 

General Seeman. No, sir. They were figured together. When we 
review the cost estimate, we review also the benefits. The flood-con 
trol benefits over those last previously submitted to the Congress are 
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essentially the same, but it is almost entirely in the power and due 
to the new power values furnished by the F PC. 

Mr. Boranp. What were the benefits? Do you have a specific 
figure relating to power benefits ? 

General SEEMAN. Yes, sir; $2,317,000, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. What was that last year? 

General SEEMAN. Last year it was $1,943,000, 

Mr. Boutanp. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rapavr. Are there any questions? Dr. Fenton? 

Mr. Fenvvon. Is this the farthest downstream project ? 

General Seeman. Yes, sir. This is on a lower tributary of the 
White River. It is called the Little Red River. So far it is an 
uncontrolled tributary of the White River system. 

Mr. Fenron. Am I right in assuming that most of the benefits for 
flood control will occur on the main stem there ? 

General SeeMAN. Of course, this participates in the system, but 
the lower Little Red River is now subject to floods of the uncontrolled 
Little Red River. 

Mr. Fenron. Then the upper reservoirs have nothing to do with 
the controlling of floods ? 

General SrEMAN. On this tributary, no, sir, except so much as they 
may reduce the floods on the main stream that back water up the Lit- 
tle Red River. 

Mr. Fenton. How far from the main stream is this? 

General Seeman. That would not extend more than a few miles. 

Mr. Fenron. How far is this reservoir from the main sten: / 

General SreMAn. It is 79 miles, up the tributary. 

Mr. Fenron. There are no other tributaries in that vicinity ? 

General SEEMAN. No, sir. 

Mr. Rapavr. I thought this question Mr. Boland asked was a very 
good question. Here we have a benefit-cost ratio of 1.11 to 1. We 
have this new increase in cost of $3,400,000, 

Naturally, it would appear to anybody with a ratio as close as this 
to ask what new benefits hold the ratio. You have found them, but 
I think the question is very good. You are going to supply whatever 
information he asked for ¢ 

General Seeman. Sir, I thought we had answered Mr. Boland’s 
question. Actually, the increased cost, when you amortize it over 
the period of years, and reduce it to an annual charge, is not as great 
as the cost alone indicates. 

Mr. Ranaut. You are going to put a breakdown of the benefits in 
the record ¢ 

General Seeman. We have done that in answer to Mr. Boland’s 
question. 

Mr. Rapaur. You want to be sure it is done. Are you satisfied 
with the answers vou have for the whole thing / 

Mr. Botanp. Yes, SID. 

General Seeman. It was entirely power, and the values given to 
us by the Federal Power Commission. 

Mr. Botanp. You supplied it for the record. It is in the record 
how ¢ 

General SeEeMAN. [If the record is not correct, we:will make sure. 








1090 


Mr. Ragsaut. It holds to the very same benefit-cost ratio as to the 
figures we had before ? 

General Seeman. Yes, sir. According to my notes, it was 1.1 to 1 
last year, and now it is 1.11 to 1. That is a minor change. 

Mr. Rasavr. It isa little different, then. 


TABLE ROCK RESERVOIR, MO.-ARK., 


Mr. Rasaut. Table Rock Reservoir, $17 million. 
Put pages 94 to 97 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


MULTIPLE PURPOSE PROJECTS INCLUDING POWER 
TABLE Rock RESERVOIR, WHITE River BASIN, Mo. AND ARK. 


(Continuing ) 


Location.—The dam is located on the White River, 529 miles above the mouth 
in Taney and Stone Counties, 40 miles south of Springfield, Mo., 8 miles up- 
stream from Branson, Mo. The reservoir will extend into Barry County, Mo.; 
and Boone, Carroll, and Benton Counties, Ark. 

{uthorization.—1941 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.38 for ultimate installation. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
mount percent ol 

estimated 

Federal cost 


> 


Estimated Federal cost (ultimate installation) ........... : 3 we $69, 600, OOK 
Estimated non-Federal cost __..........-...--- .e le eins 0 
ee 0 
Other costs 0 


otal estimated SS eee ere (inant " 69, 600, 000 

Appropriations to June 30, 1956_- ie tcmeiteeaisi ; . 18, 651, 000 

“.>propriations for fiscal year 1957. ..........-.--.- tte tuchidd dhiedsds cae 14, 750,000 |. Se 
Appropriations to date -- mee BES Seneead cand 33, 401, 000 418 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958__...........-.-...---.--.---- 17, 000, 000 72 


3alance to complete after fiscal year 1958 _ __- a sie le die ale a 5 19, 199, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 

Dam: 

Type: Concrete gravity and earth embankment. 
Height: 252 feet above stream bed. 
Length: 

1,602 feet (concrete section). 

4821 feet (embankment section). 

Reservoir capacity: {cre-feet 
eke ae OE : whats fe ssc elemental ei aa _. 1, 932, 000 
Flood econtrol______-__-~_ cy Ap cmres at Se ae 760, 000 
Dead storage --_-- oa eS ae ; 770, 000 


Tork... .; 
Spillway : 
Type: Gate controlled, concrete ogee weir with stilling basin. 
Capacity : (maximum pool) 569,000 cubic feet per second, 
Power installation: 
Initial : 4 units at 50,000 kilowatts ; 200,000 kilowatts, 
Ultimate: 4 units at 50,000 kilowatts ; 200,000 kilowatts. 
Presently planned: 4 units at 50,000 kilowatts : 200,000 kilowatts 


Nominal head: 190 feet. 


ssa ge pit aig ictal = ee ia : . 3, 462, 000 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 





Percent | Completion schedule 
Entire project. -- 7 Sais se 38 | Entire project, June 1961. 
Acquisition of dam site and reservoir area _ _- 38 | Land acquisition, June 1959. 
Ist stage construction ineluding construction of Ist 100 | Relocations, June 1959. 
cofferdam on left bank, foundation excavation on Dam closure, December 1956. 
right and left abutments and impervious fill on a Power on line: 
portion of the left abutment Ist unit, 50,000 kilowatts, December 
2d stage construction including excavation for dam 100 1958. 
and powerhouse within the 2d cofferdam and 2d unit, 50,000 kilowatts, March 1959. 
placement of main dam concrete, including stilling | 3d unit, 50,000 kilowatts, August 
basin and left training wall. 1960. 
$d stage construction including installation of power 10 | 4th unit, 50,000 kilowatts, December 1960. 


penstocks and the placement of remaining concrete 
in main dam structure | 

Procurement of 2 68,000-horsepower turbines, | 
50,000-kilowatt generators, main transformer, anc 
associated ac sory electric and miscellaneou 
powerplant equipment 


9 
1 
i 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project is one of a system of nine reservoirs authorized for flood control 
and hydroelectric power production in the White River Basin. The expansion 
of the aluminum industry in Arkansas during the Korean emergency diverted 
150,000 kilowatts of capacity from Bull Shoals which had previously been com- 
mitted to fulfill in part the rapidly growing demands for rural electricity. The 
power needs in the area are expanding at a rapid rate and there will be a need 
for substantially more power by the time the project is completed than the proj- 
ect will make available. The power from the project can be fully integrated into 
the power supply of the area. Installation of the third power unit has been 
requested by the Department of the Interior with the concurrence of the Federal 
Power Commission. The project will provide flood protection to the towns of 
3ranson and Hollister, Mo., and will provide flood-control benefits to about 
1,064,100 acres of land and 25 towns along the White River downstream from 
Bull Shoals Dam. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $17 million will be applied to— 


Continue acquisition of lands in the reservoir area a acta, Ss Oe a 


Continue relocations_. s ‘ : a , 4, 706, TOO 
Initiate reservoir clearing- oes es re ae item mie 395, SOO 
Continue construction of the dam ; Beg is deapiineictis tecthe 5, 333, 600 
Continue construction of powerplant— em 
Continue procurement of turbines, generators, governors, switchyard, 

and accessory powerplant equipment a a sasschiosiuleiusnjsssaheiwisiasiesssiacas,'- Sage 
Initiate construction of operational roads sits sceutechaeameaes 29, 500 
Construction facilities : ~ : aide ahs tage geht eagle ee 5, 300 
Engineering and design paleo 23, 000 


one 
our 
Supervision and administration fccinnicncoceminpinccaiieaocs, ganar 


cian oii ined 17, 000, 000 


The fund requested for fiscal year 1958 are required to continue construction 
of the dam and powerhouse, to continue procurement of turbines, generator, 
governors, transformer, and other machinery and operating equipment, to con- 
tinue the relocations and land-acquisition program, and to initiate construction 
of operational roads. 

Von-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate The current Federal cost estimate of 
$69,600,000 represents an increase of $900,000 over the latest estimate ($68,700,- 
000) submitted to Congress. An increase of $440,000 is due to higher price 
levels. The inclusion of generating units Nos. 2 and 4+ increased the estimate 
$5,900,000. Receipt of bids and further detailed design studies increased the 
relocation estimate by $600,000. Decreases in the estimate amounting to $6,040,- 
000 resulted from savings on bids, savings on work completed to date, and reduc- 
tion in contingency allowance for work yet to be performed. 


Total ate te 
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EUFAULA RESERVOIR, OKLA, 


Mr. Rapautr. Eufaula Reservoir, $5,500,000. 

I have a notation that this has been reduced to $5,200,000. 
General SeeMAN. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Rasaut. We will put pages 101 through 104 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 


MULTIPLE PURPOSE PROJECTS INCLUDING POWER 
EUFAULA RESERVOIR, CANADIAN RIVER, OKLA 


(Continuing ) 


Location.—On the Canadian River, 27 miles above the mouth, about 12 miles 
east of Eufaula, Okla. 

Luthorization.—1$46 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.19 to 1 (multiple-purpose plan for lower Arkansas River 
asin). 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent ol 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost . $153, 000, 000 
Fstimated non-Federal cost peated 0 
Cash contributions , 0 
Other costs : 0 
Potal estimated project cost - 153, 000, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 a 1, 400, 000 
Appropriations for fiseal year 1957 , 250, 000 
Appropriations to date 2, 650, 000 2 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1955 5, 500, 000 5 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 144, 850, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Earth-fill. 
Height: 112 feet (maximum above streambed ). 
Length: 3,180 feet (including spillway and powerhouse intake). 
Reservoir capacity : Acre-feet 
Power. % - s 2, 276, 000 
Flood econtrol____-— ae i suswe 1, 450, 000 


Total 
Spillway: 
Type: Gate controlled, concrete ogee weir with stilling basin (12 40= by 32 
foot tainter gates). 
Design capacity (Maximum pool) : 454,000 cubic feet per second. 
Power installation. 
Initial: 3 units at 30,000 kilowatts ; 90,000 kilowatts. 
Ultimate: 3 units at 30,000 kilowatts ; 90,000 kilowatts. 
Presently planned: 3 units at 30,000 kilowatts ; 90,000 kilowatts 
Nominal head : 110. 


3. 704, 000 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent Completion schedule 
complete 


— nner - a — 


Entire project ‘ l June 1965 
Acquisition 0 Do 
Relocations.-. 0 Do 
Clearing reservoir 0 | Mareh 1963 


fClosure of dam, August 1962 


2 ankment, spillway and power intake structure 0 ° ; = 
Embar I : I L ’ (Completion of dam, February 1963. 


Access and service roads 0 June 1965, 
Administrative building 0 | Deeember 1957 
Recreation facilities 0 | January 1965 
Powerplant and hydroelectric facilities 0 | June 1965, 


Power on line 
Ist unit, 30,000 kilowatts; March 1964 
2d unit, 30,000 kilowatts; December 
1964 
3d unit, 30,000 kilowatts; March 1965. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Eufaula project is a multipurpose reservoir on Canadian River, and is the 
key unit in the multiple-purpose plan for development of the Arkansas River for 
flood control, hydroelectric power, navigation, and other purposes. The bene- 
fited area from flood control consists of the overflow area of the Canadian and 
Arkansas Rivers downstream from the project consisting of 12,000 acres and 
00,000 acres, respectively. The maximum fiood of record in the lower Canadian 
River and Arkansas River occurred in May 1943 and estimated flood damages in 
that area were about $21 million based on price level and conditions at the 
time of the flood. Based on present-day conditions and price levels, a flood of 
equal magnitude would cause damages estimated at 2 to 3 times this amount. 
The reservoir would have completely controlled this flood on the Canadian 
River, thereby greatly reducing the magnitude of the flood on the Arkansas River. 
The increasing need for electric power in the southwestern area will be partially 
satisfied through the installation of the three 30.000-kilowatt units scheduled to 
go into operation in March 1964; December 1964, and March 1965. The project 
will be of incidental value for publie use as a recreational area. Construction 
of the Eufaula Dam and Reservoir is a logical step in the multiple-purpose plan 
for development of the Arkansas River Basin. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $5,500,000 will be applied to: 


Continue acquisition of land in the reservoir area $1, 010, 000 
Initiate relocation 2, 889, 900 
Complete initial foundation excavation for dam 145, 000 
Continue construction of access roads : 688, 400 
Complete construction of administration and maintenance building 90, 100 
Supervision and administration 276, 600 
Engineering and design 400, 000 

Total 5, 500, 000 


The funds requested for fiscal year 1958 are considered to be the minimum re- 


quired to continue construction at an orderly and economical rate of progress 
Acquisition of lands as scheduled will be necessary to permit construction to 
proceed without costly delay 

Von-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—No change from the latest estimate 
submitted to Congress. However, feature estimate details making up that esti 
mate have been revised. Estimates for lands and damages, relocations, and clear- 
ing the reservoir have been increased $510,000, SS1.360,000, and $425,000, respe 
tively, due to reexamination of requirements based on present development and 
conditions. Estimates for the dam, powerplant, and appurtenances have de 
creased $13,200,000 based on reexamination of requirements and unit prices ex- 
perienced in the locality. Estimates for engineering and design and supervision 
and administration have been adjusted based on experienced costs. 
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COST OF RELOCATION 


Mr. Ranaut. Your cost of relocation has been increased by $11,- 
360,000. Why did that happen ¢ 

General Seeman. This is due to getting farther along in the studies 
of this feature. We have had discussions with the r: ailros ids, the State 
highway commission and the county highway commissions. 

With regard to certain State highw: ays, and the crossings and 
changes in “routes, the agreement which is so far in the preliminary 
stages—and it is still not final- “indicates that our estimate on this 
feature should be increased about $3.3 million. 

In the relocation of the Pittsburg County roads, and I believe 
Pittsburg County is shown as the major county in which the reservoir 
lies, in discussing their roads our estimate has had to be increased 
by about $2.2 million. 

This is a tremendous reservoir, and grades and alinements will be 
materially changed. The MKT Railroad, it may be noted from the 
map, traverses the three major arms of the reservoir, and our estimate 
on the cost of that relocation has had to be increased about $3.5 million. 

Then there have been additional increases in the relocation of 
utility facilities for the little towns of Eufaula and Checotah, to the 
extent in the present estimate of $368,000. Those are the major items, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ranaut. These relocations and these allotments to these towns 
bring up an increase, together, of $11,360,000. 

General Seeman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapsavur. How stable are your figures now? Are they going 
to be up again next year? 

General Seeman. I hope not. They are certainly a lot more stable 
now than they were last year. 

Mr. Ranaut. I hope so, to the tune of $11 million. 

General Seeman. There has been a decrease in the estimate due to 
our further engineering studies. There has been a decrease in the 
construction item of $12,700,000, or a little over. In the last estimate 
submitted to the Congress, the estimate for construction was $62,384,- 
000. In our current estimate it is $49,606,000, 

Mr. Ravaur. A decrease of $13.2 million ? 

General Sreman. Well, $12.7, net I believe. $15.2 million indicated 
in the justification was partially offset by an increase in clearing costs. 

Mr. Rarzavt. This project cost $153 million in total, of which $76,- 
133,900 is for relocations. The dam costs $49,606,200, or just a little 
more than half of the cost of relocations. 

Is this not an unusual imbalance? Why are the relocations so high ? 
Is it just characteristic of this particular project ? 

General Srrman. It is just a characteristic of this particular reser- 
voir site and reservoir sites in general in this area. 

Mr. Rarnavt. There was a real search made to see that you had 
the right site here ? 

General Seeman. Yes. Over the years there were alternate sites 
considered. Subsequent to the 1946 act authorizing it, a comparative 
study was made as to the cost of this one dam versus an alternate, 
involving two dams. 

You will notice that the North Canadian and the South Canadian 
join right in the reservoir area and there was a study made as to 
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whether a separate dam on each one of these subsidiary tributaries 
would serve the purpose, but the conclusion was reached that this 
single dam site was more economical than the alternate of two sites. 

Mr. Ranaut. It was really selected because of its economical fea- 
ture ¢ 

General SeeMAN. Yes, sir 

Mr. Rasavutr. You have a similar situation in Keystone? 

General SeeMaAN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Razavr. I suppose this situation is somewhat characteristic 
of this area or these areas. 

General SkeMAN. It appears to be endemic to the area. The doctor 
will understand that. 

SILTING 


Mr. Rapavur. You show a dead storage of 897,000 acre-feet in the 
reservoir. In how many years will this storage be filled with silt ? 

General Seeman. The dead storage in this case covered not only 
the estimated sediment accumulation for 50 years, but also a certain 
amount of asiery storage for the power installation. 

Mr. Ranaut. How long will it take for the silt to fill it up? 

General Sr EMAN. That is a subject of one of our studies, but ac- 
cording to our estimate, it is a 50-year period that we figure for the 
economical life. 

Mr. Rapautr. You have to have a long period if you figure to get 
anything out of it. In 50 years will it fill up ? 

General Seeman. You mean the sediment storage—yes, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. Yes. 

General Seeman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasaur. Has anything ever been designed to remove the silt 
from the storage / 

General Seeman. That is one of the main purposes of this dam, 
as well as Keystone, to trap the silt so that it does not go down into 
the navigation channel and other structures, sir. 

Mr. Ranaur. What will happen to the rest of it after this silt is 
trapped there ? 

General Seeman. After 50 years, you still have the other usable 
storage available for the main purposes of the dam. 

Mr. Rasavr. Then we start putting the silt in the main storage? 

General Seeman. There is no certainty just exactly where it will 
collect. We have studies at Denison Dam, which has been in opera- 
tion a number of years. So far it has not collected in the same places 
or in the amounts that was predicted or studied before the dam was 
built. 

Mr. Ranaut. Now, talking about the silt, after this 50-year period 
the project Ele increasingly useless, which, in turn, reduces the 
effective use of the downstream structures. That is certainly true: 
is it not? 

General] — iN. To a degree; yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapavur. Quite a marked degree if that is what this is for, to 
catch the silt. 

The reason I asked if there had been anything done about recap- 
turing silt, I noted this. Off the record. 

(Diseussion off the record.) 
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Mr. Rapavur. On the record. Mr. Jensen? 

Mr. Jensen. Most of this land in the watersheds that drain into 
these rivers, on which you are going to build these dams, is farmland, 
is it not? 

General SreMAN. I am sorry, s 

Mr. Jensen. Most of the land svelte: these proposed dams is 
farmland; is it not? 

General Sreman. In this area it is not too highly developed agri- 
culturally, but there is a substantial amount. 

Mr. Jensen. Generally speaking, this whole area is an agricultural 
area? 

General SreMAN. Yes, sir: it is rural. 

Mr. Jensen. When you talk about silting up a dam, immediately 
you get into the need for your soil and moisture conservation on your 
small and I: arge tributaries. 

General Srrman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JeEnsEN. It de pe nds toa very V, very great de oree on the soil con- 
servation practices that are queda on by the farmers in a watershed 
whether or not your dam silts up over a period of 30 years, 40 years, 
or 50 years, or 65, 75, or 100 years, to the point where that dam is useless 
as a hydroelectric produci ing dam. 

General Sreman. The programs could be very complementary. 

Mr. Jensen. Absolutely. 

There should be a great educational program carried on in these 
watersheds among the ‘farmers that will benefit from this overall pro 
gram, and they should be urged, and no doubt many of them are, to 
conserve their soil by proper soil conservation me ‘thods. For us to 
go in and build a great dam and spend a lot of money, and then let the 
water pick up the silt and rush into the dam and let that fill up with 
silt just does not make sense, so we have to have some kind of a better 
soil conservation program practiced down in that area than I think 
we have today. 

I hope the Army Engineers will put great emphasis on that program, 
to assist the Soil Conservation Service, the Extension Service and the 
farmers in a program of retaining the soil on the land, rather than let 
it rush off down into the streams and into the dams. 

Any silt that goes into that dam is valuable on the land, but a terrible 
detriment when it gets into the dam. So in working together, you 
folks and the Soil Conservation Service certainly can doa great service 
to any area 

General Person. That is true. 

Mr. Jensen. Iam happy to know that the Army Engineers are work- 
ing with the Soil Conservation Service in a fine, cooperative spirit. 
When you talk about silting up a dam, there is just one fast way to do 
it, and that is just do not have any water conserv: ation on the tribu 
taries that empty intothe dam. That is the way to get a dam silted up 
quickly. The way to stop that siltation and this terrible damage and 
expense to all the taxpayers of America is to do a good job of soil and 
moisture conservation on the watershed that empties into the dam. 

You all agree with that; do you? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. General, what you are asking for here is $5,500,000 / 

General Seeman. Yes, and that has been reduced to $5,200,000, 

Mr. Kirwan. It has been reduced $300,000 ? 
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General SrrMan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. This Eufaula Dam is the main dam, is it not? 

General Sreman. This is the main dam which controls the major 
tributaries of the Canadian River. The Keystone on the upper 
Arkansas above Tulsa is the other main control dam in the upper 
reaches. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is the major dam? 

General Seeman. These are the major dams. 

Mr. Kirwan. And without this Eufaula the comprehensive plan 
would not work ? 

General Srrman. No; that is the key. 


INTANGIBLE BENEFITS 


Mr. Kirwan. | notice a lot of recreation will be included here. 

On the Ouachita project some years ago the Army Engineers were 
setting up 3 sites, 1 « camp site, 1’ for small cabins, and 1 for people 
who had the money. They were three different classes, and I think 
it was a huge success then. Fishing was great. A former Army 
colonel, Colonel Landis, had a lease on it and he said he was doing 
a great business. 

I think in the case of Eufaula and other dams we do not stress op 
good that it does this country. The people of this country spend : 
billion dollars each year going to Canada to catch a few fish. They 
do a good job in Can: ada luring the people from the United States 
np there and we go and spend a billion dollars a year, while here 

a project that has the same pe you might say, clear water, 
momlaie streams, and everything like that. The Army engineers 
do not stress the amount of good that is done, the prosperity these 
proje cts create for this Nation. We have these huge dams and reser- 
voirs all over the country, but the good they do is not taken home to 
John America until they build some little reservoir in a neighborhood. 
Take a small reservoir on a Sunday afternoon and you will find 
thousands of people fishing there. They pay for themselves a 
hundred times. 

The same is true of every project you buil |. I do not know of one 
failure you have in this Nation, whether it is Reclamation or whether 
it is the Army engineers, and you have built thousands of them not 
only for flood control but for the prosperity and benefit of this 
country. 

General Seeman. It might be a matter of interest to you that in the 
Tulsa district in 1956 there were 1614 million visitor days, and 13.7 
million in 1957. We do not take credit for recreation. 

Mr. Kirwan. You do not take credit for the many good things 
you do. 

General Seeman. It is not provided for in our method of figuring. 

Mr. Kirwan. It should be provided. It offsets a lot of propaganda. 
Every dollar that is invested in these projects will come back. 

General Seeman. I have heard Governor Gary mention many times 
that when Denison was first proposed he was one of the strongest 
critics of it because of the land it would take out of taxes and the 
harm it would do to these counties. But he has now gone on record 
many times since then to the effect that the income brought to the 
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counties from this project has been many times more than the loss 
in taxes. 

Mr. Kirwan. The land triples in value, every acre of it, when 
you put a reservoir or dam on it. 

General Seeman. They are incidental and secondary benefits. 

Mr. Kirwan. Yes, they are incidental and secondary benefits, but 
that is what I think about this Eufaula project. If it is the key 
project of this whole system, I am for every dollar you will put in it. 

That is all. 


COMPREHENSIVE ARKANSAS RIVER DEVELOPMENT 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Mr. Raspavut. Do you have any idea how it could be done and how 
much will have to be appropriated after the first 50 years to keep 
this billion-dollar river system operating effectively / 

General Seeman. Well, for the operation and maintenance of 
system like that, I do not know if we have an accurate figure after it 
is in operation. 

Mr. Razavt. Put in an annual cost estimate, supply it for the rec- 
ord, and I think you will have to take into consideration the handling 
of silt after 50 years. 

General Sreman. We will supply that for the record. 

(‘The matter referred to follows:) 


ANNUAL OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE Cost, ARKANSAS RIVER 


The estimated annual cost of operation and maintenance of the Arkansas 
River plan when completed is $10,675,000 based on a 50-year project life. 


SEDIMENT DEPOSITION—EUFAULA RESERVOIR 


In the design of the Eufala Reservoir storage has been provided for sediment 
deposition in addition to that provided for flood control and other purposes. It 
is estimated that the storage provided for sediment will be sufficient for 50 
years, and the sediment will not interfere with the storage provided for flood 
control and other purposes during the 50-year life of the project. A systematic 
survey and other observations are now underway, and will be conducted as part 
of the program of sediment investigations in the Arkansas River Basin. 


EUFAULA RESERVOIR 


Mr. R. ABAUT. When w ill final pl: uns and specifications be completed 

on the various elements of this project 4 

Put that in the record. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 

The plans and specifications for the major features of the Eufaula project are 
scheduled for completion as follows: 
Relocations: Varies from June 1957 to February 1959 for various relocation 

items. 
Main dam, spillway, and appurtenances: February 1959. 
Powerhouse and switchyard: April 1960. 


Mr. Rapsavut. What are your total obligations to date under the 
construction appropriation ? 

General Seeman. The unobligated balance as of the end of this 
fiscal year will be zero or down to practically nothing. Our unex- 
pended balance at the end of the year will be $281,000. 
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Mr. Razaut. What is it now, the latest date you have ‘ 

General Seeman. Well, sir, these reports are just coming in. 

Mr. Rasaut. What date have you got there? 

General Seeman. Our cumul: tive fiscal year 1957 expenditures 
through February are $553,500. Our cumulative obligations are 
$1,189,200. 

Mr. Rapaut. What contracts have been let 4 

General Seeman. A contract for access road, the project service 
buildings, and the initial excavation is in force now. 

Mr. Rasavurt. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Rasavut. Any questions on Eufaula Reservoir ¢ 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman, you have already mentioned the fact 
that this Eufaula Dam was estimated to cost $153 million, and $76 
million of the $153 million is to be spent for relocation of highways, 

‘ailroads, and pipelines; is that right ? 

General SkEEMAN. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. That is an awfully big amount of money to be spent 
for that purpose. I am wondering if there is not some way that fig- 
ure can be reduced’ To spend $76 million on one project to relocate 
highways, railroads, and pipelines, that is a staggering amount, Is 
there not any possible way that could be reduced to make this benefit- 
cost ratio look better on this project ? 

General Sreman. At this stage of the study, sir, we will make 
every effort to. There is an element of 15 percent contingency in 
these relocations as we work out the agreements with the local 
people. They are sovereign bodies in their area, and we cannot run 
over them roughshod. 

Mr. JensEN. When you relocate a railroad, for instance, do the 
taxpayers pay the entire cost of that relocation and give them a 
brand new railroad? And do we build a brand new highway for the 
people in the respective States; and do we build a complete new gas- 
line and just turn it over free gratis to pipeline companies, to gas 
companies? How do we do that? 

General Seeman. The principle is replacement in kind, but of 
course if the project were not constructed there would be no need 
to relocate those facilities. They have what they have and are rea- 
sonably satisfied with it now. 

Mr. Jensen. I know, but you do give them a brand new railroad, 
brand new highway, and brand new pipelines. It just does not look 
quite reasonable that all the taxpayers of America or the power users 
in that area should be called upon to pay the whole bill for a brand 
new highway, a brand new railroad, or a brand new pipeline. 

General Seeman. All the factors are taken into consideration, the 
actual life, the depreciated life, all those things are gone into in the 
discussions we have in arriving at an agreement w ith the local inter 
ests. Any betterment, such as in the building of highways, building 
a wider one, is not an obligation of the Federal Government. 

Mr. JensEN. I should not think it would be. I am trying to find 
out just how you approach this cost when you build every thing brand- 
new and up to date and modern for these different enterprises. 

General Person. Mr. Jensen, in the early days the local interests 
were required to pay for relocations, but Congress apparently found 
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that since the relocated highways were through the reservoir area, 
which gets no direct benefit from the reservoir—in other words, the 
reservoir protects the downstream people—and Congress passed new 
legislation which said that would be a Federal expense. In the 
administration of that we do try to hold it down to a minimum and 
very frequently we will construct a higher type facility with the State 
or local interests paying the difference between replacement in kind 
and the new one. There was one instance in California where the 
State wanted a 40-foot road. We decided the best we could do for 
them was a 24-foot road. They said they would pay the difference 
between 24 and 40 feet, which they will do. Similarly, where a State 
wants a 4-lane highway and have an existing 2-lane highway, we will 
build a 4-lane highway, but they pay the difference between a 4-lane 
and a 2-lane highway. 


RELOCATION COST-—-AWR BASIN 


Mr. JENsEN. On all these projects, what is the total amount that 
is requested for relocation of these facilities? What is the total esti- 
mated cost ? 

General Sreman. We will have to furnish that for the record. 

Mr. Jensen. On this entire Arkansas-White-Red River Basin 
project. 

General Seeman. We will have to furnish that for the record. It 
is in the individual project books but not totaled up anywhere in the 
papers I have with me today. 

Mr. Jensen. It will run into probably $150 million? 

General Person. Easily that. 

General Sreman. Keystone and Eufaula alone will about total that. 

Mr. Jensen. It will? 

General Seeman. Dardanelle, which we have already discussed, 
and all the navigation locks and dams from the stretch up to the head 
of navigation; we probably have nothing but preliminary estimates 
on the navigation dams because we have not had any planning money 
on those structures at all. 

Mr. Jensen. Would you say that probably one-fifth of this project 
will be expended for relocation of facilities ? 

General Seeman. It is possible; yes. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


ESTIMATED Cost OF RELOCATIONS, ARKANSAS-WHITE-RED BASIN 


The estimated cost of relocations of active reservoirs projects, now under 
construction or not started, in the Arkansas-Red-White Basin, with the amount 
requested for relocations in fiscal year 1958, broken down by river basins, are 
as follows: 


Total esti- Amount re- 
mated cost quested fot 
River basin | Ofreloca- | relocations 
tions | in fiseal year 
| 1958 
Arkansas River-...-- a ‘ | $215, 340, 000 $10, 221, 500 
White River_____- ; : F | 11, 672,000 4, 706, 700 
Red River. .:..--. i aa ie me | 23, 852.000 0 


NN ala i 1i6d 65 natin obo Seide~ oak | 250, 864, 000 14, 928, 200 





1101 


General Person. The reloeation problem is a very serious one, as 
you know. Although the people will probably get a long-range bene- 
fit, they see the immediate difficulty of leaving their homes and re- 
settling, and, if we were to attempt to get from those people money 
for the relocation of highways from which they are being driven, 
there would be opposition from the residents. If they were required 
to pay for relocating the roads and railroads in order to protect the 
people downstream from them, it would put a stop to the whole 
program. 

Mr. Jensen. The relocation of railroads, especially: I will never 
forget what it cost to relocate a railroad near Boysen Dam in Wyo- 
ming. Not only was a lot of money requested for the relocation of 
the railroad, but we carried the railroad through the relocated area 
and it was necessary to build a tunnel through a mountain and then, 
lo and behold, we had a mountain slide. 

Before we got through we really spent money to relocate that rail- 
road, to bring it through that tunnel, because the mountain slid part 
way into the tunnel when we had the tunnel about completed. That 
really cost money to take care of that problem. You run into a lot 
of problems when you start relocating, and even your first estimate 
could be double in some instances like this Boysen relocation of that 
railroad situation, which finally ended up in a terrific cost. 

Mr. Ranaur. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Fenton. Will you point out the Eufaula Reservoir? 

(The reservoir was indicated on the map, as requested. ) 

Mr. Fenton. Well, after listening to this colloquy on relocation, 
I believe you said this site was selected after you had considered other 
sites, too. 

Do the local people have any say in locating these reservoirs? 

General Seeman. No, sir; not in the later stages of engineering 
design. The actual final location is determined on the conformation 
of the river valley where you can get the maximum storage for the 
least cost of the dam, and the least cost of the dam is determined on 
the foundation and geology at your actual dam site and the type of 
dam. The local people are generally interested in the initial and final 
results, but, as far as the technical features are concerned, those are 
primarily engineering determinations. 


POWER TO BE GENERATED 


Mr. Fenton. In connection with the request for power facilities, 
will your furnish for the record the average annual kilowatt-hours 
to be generated at each of the multipurpose projects? 

General Seeman. We will furnish that, sir. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 

The average annual kilowatt-hours to be generated at each of the power 
projects in the Arkansas River plan are as follows: 

Kilowatt-hours 
Eufaula Reservoir___-- : Sea __.. 360, 000, 000 


Dardanelle lock and dam __------ bi an waa hsaed masses ____ 6386, 000, 000 
Short Mountain lock and dam ____-~- . ee aa 527, 200, 000 


rst ag ean lly aly eel a 
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DENISON DAM, WILLIS SITE BRIDGE, TEX-OKLA. 


Mr. Ranaut. We will now take Denison Dam—Willis site bridge, 
$1 million. We will insert pages 108 and 109 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 
MULTIPLE-PURPOSE PROJECT INCLUDING POWER 
DENISON Dam (LAKE TEXOMA) TEx. AND OKLA., HIGHWAY BrIDGE AT WILLIS SITE 


(Continuing 


Location.—On the Red River about 5 miles northeast of Denison, Tex 
{uthorization.—Public Law 164, 84th Congress, approved July 15, 1955 
Benefit-cost ratio—Not applicable (authorization was not dependent on 
economic justification). 
Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 


Amount percent o 
estimated 
Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost $6, 090, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 
Cash contributions. 1, 212, 000 
Other costs 
Total estimated project cost 7, 302, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 0 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957__- 800, OOO 
Appropriations to date 800, O00 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 1, 000, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 4, 290, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Bridge at Willis site crossing of the reservoir: 
Design load: H—20. 
Length: 5,046 feet. 
Roadway width: 28 feet. 
Sidewalk (2) width: 3 feet. 


HiGHWAY BrIDGE AT WILLIS SITE, DENISON DAM (LAKE TEXOMA), TEX. AND OKLA 
(Continuing ) 


Status (January 1, 1957): 
Percent complete: 1 percent. 
Completion schedule: June 1959. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Authorization and construction of the bridge at Willis site is warranted only 
by the circumstances resulting from wartime restrictions which prevented con 
struction under conditions anticipated by the States at the time of execution 
of the flowage agreement, and by subsequently changed physical and economic 
conditions. This bridge will replace the previous crossings of Texas State High 
way 91 and Oklahoma State Highway 99. Contributions in connection with con 
struction of the bridge are required in the amount of $1,212,000 by the States 
of Texas and Oklahoma. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $1 million will be applied as 
follows: 


Continue construction of bridge at Willis site STSY, 400 
Engineering and design i ia ithe 50, 000 
Supervision and administration 160, GOO 


Total 3 Pas F 1, 000, 000 
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The amount of funds requested for fiscal year 1958 is required to continue 
construction at an orderly and economical rate of progress. This amount is 
based on utilizing the total non-Federal contributions of $1,212,000 in financing 
the project through that fiscal year. 

Non-Federal cost.—The States of Texas and Oklahoma are each required to 
contribute $606,000 (a total of $1,212,000), for construction of bridge at Willis 
site, which is the amounts paid to the States for flowage easements over high- 
ways crossing the reservoir. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Texas State Highway Commission and the 
Oklahoma State Highway Commission have each advised the district engineer 
that their required contribution is available. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—No change from the latest estimate 
submitted to Congress. 

Mr. Ranaut. The “Operation and maintenance” on this project 
is $478,000. This is a new item inserted by the Senate last vear. Now 
will you give us an explanation of it ¢ 

General Seeman. This is a crossing on the upper reaches of the 
existing Texoma Reservoir or Denison Dam project. It has no benefit- 
cost ratio figure. At the time the reservoir was originally constructed 
there was a crossing here, and the agreement of the States was they 
would accept $1,212,000 for abandonment of the site. 

Mr. Ranaut. What is that / 

General SEEMAN. This was involved in a relocation problem. When 
Denison Dam was built there was a low-water crossing there, but in 
lieu of a relocation at that time the agreement was that the States 
would take a payment and construct their own crossing. Then the 
war came along and they were prevented by steel shortages and pri 
orities. This has been reopened at this time. 

Mr. Ranavr. Apparently the Federal Government has been par 
ing the States of Oklahoma and Texas for flowage easements on high- 
Ways crossing the reservoir, and a cancellation of these payments is 
the only contribution being made by the two States to this project. 
Exactly what is the contribution arrangement and why should it not 
be higher / 

General Seeman. Well, the payment in connection with the original 
construction was for flowage easements over the old low water crossing 
which was abandoned, and the actual payment is now determined by 
the act of Congress approved in 1955, 

Mr. Rasnavur. What were those payments; do you remember? 

General Seeman. They were lump-sum payments to the States of 
Texas and Oklahoma, S606,000 each. 

Mr. Rapaur. Each / 

General Seeman. Yes. This is being returned to the project as the 
local contribution. 

Mr. Rapavr. In other words, we will build this project at an esti- 
mated cost of $6 million 7 

(reneral SEEMAN. $6,090,000. 

Mr. Ranacr. $6,090,000. Then you have cash contributions. What 
is that # 

CONTRIBUTIONS OF STATES OF OKLAHOMA AND TEXAS 

General Seeman. The cash contribution is the contribution by the 
States of Oklahoma and Texas. 

Mr. Ranaut. Each will pay one-half of $1,212,000 ? 

(reneral Seeman. Yes, sir. 


91488—57——_-70 
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Mr. Rapavt. That is what the Government has been paying them 
annually ¢ 

General Seeman. No. This was a lump-sum payment back in 1942, 

Mr. Rapsaut. Do they intend to return it? 

General Seeman. Yes. They have both agreed they are ready to 
comply with the requirements when we start construction. 

Mr. Ragsavt. So that is about one-fifth of the cost ? 

General SkeEMAN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapavut. You state that the contributions of the States are 
available but have not been made ¢ 

General Seeman. That is correct. 

Mr. Razaut. When do they intend to make them / 

General Seeman. It is our intent that we will use these contribu- 
tions in the project, in financing the project, in the next fiscal year. 
They have stated they are re: idy and available and we will not start 
construction until the payments are made. 

Mr. Razaut. Will Federal funds going to these two States through 
the Federal aid to highways program be used to pay their contribu- 
tions on this bridge or to offset them ¢ 

General Seeman. To my knowledge there is no Federal aid in- 
volved in this Willis site bridge. This is not a main highway cross- 
ing. It isa State and county crossing. 

Mr. Evins. What was the original agreement with the States? 
Was it a firm written under rstanding with the States prior to the 
wartime 

General Seeman. Yes. The written agreement was that the Fed- 
eral Government would pay to the States, in consideration of the 
flowage easement over the bridge site, and then the States would rest 
with that commitment. 

Mr. Evins. Why did the States not accept the original agreement ? 

General Seeman. Mr. Evins, that gets into the thinking behind the 
introduction of the act of 1955. They feel now they should have a 
crossing. 

Mr. Evins. I am entirely familiar with the act. Of course it is 
passed and is a commitment, but I was trying to find out what caused 
the States to welsh on their original agreement with the Corps of 
Engineers ? 

General Skeman. During the war they started design and tried to 
get going, but steel shortages existed and other priorities and they 
were unable to do so. 

Mr. Evins. This is another example of the States turning to the 
Federal Government to do the job rather than the States performing 
certain functions after the Corps of Engineers had already made some 
contribution. 

General Seeman. I suppose it is due also to the development in 
the area in the meantime. 

Mr. Evins. Of course if we can pay the railroads for relocating, 
we can certainly pay the States to relocate a bridge. It is a question 
of amount. 

What was the value of the original bridge in that area, the esti 
mated cost value ? 
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General Serman. I do not think there was a bridge there. It was 
just a low water crossing at the upper arm of the reservoir. 

Mr. Evins. | thought it involved the replacement of a bridge which 
the States at one time had constructed. 

General Sreman. The document I have says the basis for the 
payment was estimated cost of constructing a new bridge in 1941. 

Mr. Evins. Of course a new bridge does not imply there was an 
old bridge. 

General Seeman. That is right. 

Mr. Evins. At any rate, legislation was passed setting up the policy 
by which the money would be paid. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rapaut. Was there a commitment to pay for a new bridge? 

(General Seeman. No, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. So that the only amount of money we ever paid to 

the States is this $1,212,000? 

General SEEMAN. With respect to this particular site, yes. 

Mr. Ranaut. I am talking about this site. That is the only money 
we ever gave the States for flowage easements ? 

General SEEMAN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavut. And that is what is being returned ? 

General Seeman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evrns. And this was put in by the Senate after the legisla- 
tion was passed. When was the act passed ? 

General Seeman. July 15,1955, sir. 

Mr. Evrns. And the item was inserted in the bill by the Senate last 
vear? 

General SreMAN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavut. Any further questions? Mr. Jensen? 


NEED FOR BRIDGE 


Mr. JeNseN. What is the particular need for this bridge? 

General Seeman. It is an additional crossing of the reservoir in the 
upper reaches, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Where is the next nearest crossing ? 

General Seeman. The main crossing is at the dam site in the vicin- 
ity of Denison. 

Mr. JENSEN. How far is that away ? 

General Seeman. About 15 miles. 

Mr. JeNsEN. This bridge is made necessary, then, because of the 
fact the reservoir was built which made it impossible for the people 
to get across to the other side conveniently without this bridge; and 
the Army Engineers felt it was the responsibility of the Government 
to provide this passage across the reservoir ? 

General SkEEMAN. We have no choice, sir. The act provides that 
we shall. 

Mr. Jensen. The act definitely specifies a passage shall be provided 
across the reservoir ? 

General SreMAN. It authorizes the construction of the bridge. 

Mr. JENSEN. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 
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OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, Corps OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Rapavt. “Operation and maintenance,” $3,639,400. We will 
put pages 112 through 117 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


1. Navigation 

(a) Channels and harbors.—The budget estimate of $158,000 prevides fo1 
essential maintenance work on 2 channel and harbor projects named in the list 
which follows. The work to be accomplished under this activity consists of 
maintaining the navigation channels by dredging, and the repair of channel 
stabilization works; and periodic inspections and surveys to determine conditions 
of the projects for programing purposes and providing navigation interests with 
adequate information on existing channel conditions; all as authorized in the 
laws adopting river and harbor projects. 


Obligations 


In thousands of dollars] 


Fiscal year 1958 


Fisea estimated 
Fiscal | year recurrin One- | Total, 
Project veal 1957 maintenance time fiscal rk 
105 ti repair veal 
m a 1s 
An Per 
nual xl 
Arkansas: 

Arkansas River and tribu- 98. 6 126, 4 128. 0 128. ( Repairing chann 
taries, Arkansas and Okla- stabilization 
homa (bank stabilization works 

Red River below Fulton 33.5 30.0 30.0 30.0 Dredging 

Other projects, aintenance an 
periodically. 

Total channels and har- 132.0 156. £ L158. 
bors. 

(6) Locks, dams, reservoirs, and canals The budget estimate of $425,000 

provides the minimum amount necessary for annual operational requirements, 
including the essential channel dredging, repairs, and rehabilitation work. The 


estimate includes $10,000 of the $5 million provided in the budget for reduction 
of the backlog of urgently needed maintenance work. The amount requested 
recurring annually is the necessary operation and ordinary maintenance of the 
project facilities; labor, supplies, materials, and parts required for the day-by 
day functioning of the project, One-time requirement is indicated under remarks 


below. 
Obligations 
In thousands of dollars] 
Fiscal year 1958 
Fiscal estimated 
Fiscal vear recurrin On lotal 
Project veal 1957 maintenance tim fiscal k 
16H esti- repairs year 
mated LOSS 
An- Per 
nual odic 
Arkansas: Ouachita and Black 477.2 630. 0 415.0 v0 10. 0 $25.0 Replacement of 
Rivers. obsolete water 
uDI fac 
Total locks, dams _ reser- 477.2 630, 0 £25.0 


voirs, and canals 
Total navigation . 609, 2 786. 5 ; : 5R3. O 





1107 


2 Flood control 


(a) Reservoirs.—The budget estimate of $1,125,200 for the operation and 
maintenance of 15 flood-control reservoirs and scheduling of flood-control reser- 
yoir operations in the basin, provides the minimum amount necessary for opera- 
tional requirements. It includes $153,000 of the $5 million provided for in the 
budget for reduction of the backlog of urgently needed maintenance work. The 
amount requested for maintenance recurring annually is the necessary opera- 
tion and ordinary maintenance of project facilities; labor, supplies, materials, 
and parts required for the day-by-day functioning of the project. Periodic or 
one-time requirement is indicated under remarks below. 


Obligations 


{In thousands of dollars] 


Fiscal year 1958 


Fiscal timated 
Fiscal year recurring One- | Total 
Project year 1957 maintenance time fiscal Remarks 
1956 estl- repairs year 
mated 1958 
An- Peri- 
nual odic 


Arkansas: 
Blue Mountain Reservoir 46. 6 51.0 54.0 2.0 5.0 61.0 | Repair deterio 
rated water tank 
ind road. 


Nimrod Reservoir 57.0 53.0 56.0 2.0 0 58.0 | Sealcoat access 
road. 
Colorado: John Martin Reservoir 117.6 87.0 88.0 5 70.0 163.0 | Recondition access 


roads prior to 
turning over to 
county for future 
maintenance. 
Kansas: Fal) River Reservoir 65. 7 69. 4 71.0 0 ( 74.0 | Clean up debris in 
reservoir. 
Louisian i 


Bayou Bodcau Reservoir 9.6 9.0 9.3 0 5.7 15.0 | Fire fighting 
; equipment 
Wallace Lake Reservoir 4.7 4.7 4. 4.4 0 9.0 | Sedimentation 
survey. 
Missouri: Clearwater Reservoir 52.8 54.0 57.0 20 0 59.0 | Sealeoat access 
road. 
New Mexico: Conchas Reservoir 140. 6 66. 5 69.0 0 0 72.0 | Painting metal 
parts on dam. 
Oklat a 
Canton Heservoin 78.1 78.4 81.0 19.0 17.0 117.0 | Repair riprap of 
construction 
French drains; 
miscellaneous 
painting. 
Tort Supply Reservoir 55. 6 50. 4 92.0 6.0 58.0 | Sedimentation sur- 
F vey. 
Creat Salt Plains Reservoil 12.6 43.7 44.0 10.0 ) 54.0 | Riprap upstream 
slope 
Heyburn Reservoir (Polecat 32.0 34.3 35.0 | 35.0 
Creek). 
Hulah Reservoir. . 55.1 59. 7 61.0 30. 0 91.0 | Sedimentation sur- 


vey; riprap up- 
stream slope. 
Wister Reservoir 65. : 69. 4 71.( 10. ( 81.0 | Construct drainage 
system down- 
|} stream slope 





1 @Xas 
Pexarkana Reservoir 7.7 120.7 134. 0 0) 134. 0 
Ferrels Bridge Reservoir 0 0 38.0 ‘ 38. 0 
scheduling of flood-control 5.9 5. 0 6.2 { 6.2 
reservolr operations 
otal flood-control reser- 926.9 R56. 2 1, 125. 2 
volrs 


(b) Other (including channel improvement projects, miscellaneous items and 
inspections ).—The budget estimate of $17,200 provides for the essential annual 
and periodic maintenance requirement of the local flood protection project and 
inspection of completed works during the budget year. 
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Obligations 


{In thousands of dollars} 


j 
| Fiscal year 1958 


Fiscal (estimated 
Fiscal year recurring One- Total 
Project year | 1957 maintenance time fiscal | Remarks 
1956 (esti- : repair year | 
mated) | 1958 
An Peri- 
nual odic 
LOUISIANA 
Bayou Pierre 7 9.8 20.5 2.0 10.0 12.0 | Channel clearing, 
Inspection of completed works. - - 4.7 5.5 5.2 } 5.2 
Total flood control other 14.5 26.0 ; i. 
Total flood control... 941.4! 882.2 1, 142.4 


3. Multiple-purpose projects including power 

The budget estimate of $1,914,000 for the operation and maintenance of & 
multiple-purpose projects, having a total generation capacity of 471,000 kilowatts 
provides the minimum amount necessary for operational requirements. The 
estimate includes $75,000 of the $5 million provided for in the budget for reduc 
tion of the backlog of urgently needed maintenance work. The amount requested 
for maintenance recurring annually is the necessary operation and ordinary 
maintenance of project facilities; labor, supplies, materials and parts required 
for the day-by-day functioning of the project. Periodic or one-time requirement 
is indicated under remarks below. 


Obligations 


In thousands of dollars 


Fiscal year 1958 


Fiscal (estimated 
Fiscal yeal recurring One Total, 
Project vear 1957 maintenance time fiscal Ren 
1956 (esti- repairs veal 
mated) 1958 
An Peri- 
nual odic 
ARKANSAS 
Blakely Mountain Reservoir 208.6 200.0! 210.0 0 0 210.0 
Bull Shoals Reservoi! 281.4 282. 0 287. ( 10.0 0 297.0 Turbine cavitat 
repau 
Narrows Reservoir 171.1 165. 0 175.0 20.0 0 195.0 | Repainting 
stocks a 
duits 
Norfork Reservoir 205. 0 208. 0 215.0 11.0 0 226.0 | Turbine cavita 
tion repair 
OKLAHOMA 
Denison Reservoir 641.3 418.3 383. 0 0 ( 478.0 Repair upst 
dad 
plac f 
=f) mis 
Fort Gibson Reservoir 244. ¢ 295. 3 03.0 12.0 0 315.0 | Project boundrs 
survey; paint 
power heid 
gates. 
Pensacola Reservoir 6.8 5.4 50 1.0 0 6.0 | Peri die requir 
ment for coo; 
ative streai 
gaging 
Tenkiller Ferry Reservoir 165. 0 171.2 175.0 12.0 0 187.0 | Turbine cavit 


tion rey 


Total multiple-purpose proj- |1, 648.8 |1, 745.2 
ects including power! 

Grand total Arkansas-Red- (3, 199.4 |3, 413.9 3, 639. 4 
White Basin. 


1, 914.0 
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RIO GRANDE AND GULF AREA 
Mr. Ranaut. We will next take up the Rio Grande and Gulf Area. 
(FENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, Corps OF ENGINEERS 


(ieneral investigations, $147,700. We will put pages 3 to 5 in the 
record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


1. Examinations and surveys 

(a) Navigation studies —The amount of $20,000 is requested for proseeution 
of 5 studies during fiscal year 1958. This amount will permit completion of 4 
reports and progress on 1 other. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 


Total esti- Allocation rentative Additional 
Study mated Fed- | prior to fiscal| allocation, to complete 
eral cost year 1058 fiscal year after fiscal 
1958 year 1958 
Louisiana: Freshwater Bayou $43, 900 $11, 500 $15, 000 $17, 400 
Texas 
Brazos Island Harbor 4, 500 0 4, 500 0 
Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, Palacios, Tex 1, 800 1, 700 100 0 
Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, Riviera and 
Kingsville, Tex 600 400 200 0 
Pine Island Bayou 1, 000 R00 200 0 
TN etcedac ahi ett cau 51, 800 14, 400 20, 000 17, 400 


(b) Flood-control studies—The amount of $116,200 is requested for prosecu 
tion of 7 studies during fiscal year 1958. This amount will permit completion 
of 3 reports and progress on 4 others. Tentative allocations by studies follow : 


Total esti- Allocation Tentative Additional 

study mated Fed- | prior to fiscal allocation to complete 

eral cost year 1958 fiscal year after fiscal 

1958 year 195 

Louisiana: Bayou Plaquemine Brule $14, 890 $19, 000 +4, 800 ( 
New Mexico: Middle Rio Grand 85, 000 0 50, 000 $35, OOO 

Texas 

Alice, Tex 200 0 200 
Calhoun-Victoria soil-conservation district 17, MOO 2, 900 20, 000 75, 000 
Colorado River 330, 200 119, 200 25, 000 195, 000 
Pecan Bayou 2, 900 37, 900 5, WOO 0 
rrinity Bay soil-conservation district 59, 700 44, 000 11, 200 4, 54M) 
Total ; 630, 700 205, OOO 116, 200 309, 500 


(c) Beach erosion cooperative studies.—The amount of $11,500 is requested 
for completion of 2 reports during fiscal year 1958. Tentative allocations by 
studies follow: 


Total esti- Allocation Tentative Additional 

Study mated Fed- | prior tofiseal | allocation to complete 

eral cost year 1958 fiscal year after fiscal 

1958 vear 1958 

Texas 

Corpus Christi Pas: $7, 500 0 $7, 500 0 
Rollover Inlet_-- ; 9, 000 $5, 000 4, 000 0 
Total 16, 500 5, 000 11, 500 0 


Grand total... 699, 000 224, 400 147, 700 | $326, 900 
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SOIL CONSERVATION STUDIES 


Mr. Rapavut. This is the second year in succession that you have 
programed funds for soil conservation studies after having reported 
that no more funds would be required. What is the story this time? 

General SEEMAN. This study is for the purpose of deter mining if 
further improvements in the interest of navigation, flood control, and 
related purposes, including channel and drainage improvements, are 
adviseble. It was authorized in 1946. A preliminary report was 
submitted in 1949, and a survey was directed in 1950. It has been de- 
layed due to complex engineering and policy matters and coordina- 
tion with local interests. There is uite a policy matter involving the 
relationship of flood control and drainage which we have not been 
able to make headway on in the past year. 


PROJECTS PREVIOUSLY DISCONTINUED 


Mr. Razavut. What projects listed on pages 3 to 5 for which you are 
requesting funds have heretofore been abandoned or discontinued, and 
for what reason ? 

You can put the answer in the record on that. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


The following studies for which funds are requested in fiscal year 1958 had 
previously been initiated but were subsequently suspended for the reasons indi- 
cated : 

Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, channel to Palacios, Ter.—Processing of this re- 
port was stopped in 1945 at the request of local interests in order to allow them 
time for submission of additional information for consideration in the report. 
No additional information which would change the conclusions in the report has 
been received. Fiscal year 1958 funds are requested in order that the report 
may be completed and submitted to the Congress in response to its request. 

Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, Riviera and Kingsville, Tex——-Work on this 
study was suspended in 1948 after preliminary investigations indicated a lack 
of local interest in improvement at that time. No particular interest has been 
evidenced since that time. Fiscal year 1958 funds are requested in order that 
the report may be completed and submitted to the Congress in response to its 
request. 

Pine Island Bayou, Tex.—A public hearing held in 1945 failed to develop a need 
for improvement. Work was suspended. Fiscal year 1958 funds are requested 
in order that the report may be completed and submitted to Congress in response 
to its request. 

Calhoun-Victoria Soil Conservation District, Tex.—A preliminary examination 
report was completed in 1952. This report was reviewed by the Board of En- 
gineers for Rivers and Harbors and by the Chief of Engineers. It was con 
cluded that further studies of survey scope should be made, However, limita- 
tions on the survey program and the relative importance of other re ports have 
precluded initiation of this study, which involves major drainage improvements 
for a considerable agricultural area. It is believed that the present relative 
importance of this study warrants initiation in fiscal year 1958. 

Colorado River, Tex.—A report on the Colorado River Basin was returned to 
the field officers in 1948 for additional data and studies. Since that time little 
work has been accomplished on the restudy because of limitations on the survey 
program. Important changes in the basin in recent years indicate the desir- 
ability of resumption of work on this study in fiscal year 1958 in order that a 
comprehensive plan of development for the basin can be formulated. 

Pecan Bayou, Ter.—An authorized project provides for enlargement of the 
privately owned Lake Brownwood for flood-control purposes. A report concern- 
ing modification of the authorized project was reviewed by the Bureau of the 

Sudget which raised questions in regard to the costs, benefits, and economic ratio 
of the recommended modification. The report was returned to the field offices 
in 1954 for further study. In view of severe floods in 1956 the restudy has been 
initiated with funds provided in the fiscal year 1957 appropriation. Funds re- 
quested in fiscal year 1958 will permit completion of the restudy. 
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ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND Design, Cores oF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Rapavut. “Advance engineering and design.” We will insert 
pages 7 through 19 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows: ) 


RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


Los ESTEROS RESERVOIR AND MODIFICATION OF ALAMOGORDO DAM, N. MEX. 


(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—The project consists of Los Esteros Dam, located on 
the Pecos River approximately 7 miles north of Santa Rosa, Guadalupe Coun- 
ty, N. Mex., and modification of the existing Alamogordo Dam, which is located 
approximately 55 miles downstream from the Los Esteros Dam site near Fort 
Sumner, De Baca County, N. Mex. Los Esteros Dam will be an earth-fill 
structure with an off-channel, uncontrolled spillway and controlled outlet works. 
Modifications of Alamogordo Dam include increasing the height by 10.5 feet, 
construction of an emergency spillway, raising the crest of the service spillway, 
and removing tainter gates and piers. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.28 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Retimated Faderal coat... occ cwcsneeds eee le ee eee 


Estimated non-Federal cost ee ere jinn te x clcedeas aed 0 
Cash contr.butions a - 2 a bia 0 
Other costs_ dbl sae tals wee a eae 0 


Total estimated project cost Bias r : - ancmeammmme b¢ 610) OOO 
Preconstruction planning estimate___-__- — vine tics tab aoa das se 377, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957_ tai titi cecss see egpientiacaticle de ee 95, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 195 8 120, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiseal } year -1958__ 162, 000 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Los Esteros and Alamogordo Reservoirs are a unit of the comprehensive 
plan for the Pecos River Basin and will be integrally operated for flood control 
with the authorized Two Rivers Reservoir on the Rio Hondo, a tributary of the 
Pecos River, near Roswell, N. Mex. The Los Esteros-Alamogordo Reservoirs 
project will exert a regulatory effect on flood flows of the Pecos River which 
will reduce spills from existing downstream reservoirs, alleviate the hazards of 
inadequate spillways thereon, and provide more dependable stream-flow regula- 
tion now and in the future for irrigation. The project will provide for protec- 
tion of life and property against damages caused by floods on the Pecos River 
and its tributaries in Texas and New Mexico. Under present conditions, the 
storage capacity of the Alamogordo Reservoir is being depleted at a rate which 
will destroy its usefulness within about 40 years. Under the approved plan of 
improvement, the structure will be modified to a structure which will be effective 
for flood control for about 100 years, and adequate irrigation storage will be 
provided in Los Bsteros Reservoir. Major floods occurred on the Pecos River 
in 1941, 1942 and 1954 causing damage estimated at over $4 million of which over 
$1,600,000 would have been prevented with the reservoirs in full operation for 
flood control. Damages which would have been prevented, with the reservoirs 
in full operation as now planned, range from an estimated $279,000 for the 
flood of 1942 to $637,000 for the flood of 1954. In addition to serious property 
damage major floods along the Pecos River have resulted in considerable loss of 
life. 

Non-Federal costs.—The Carlsbad Irrigation District is required to share in 
the operation and maintenance costs for Los Esteros Reservoir to the extent 
which would be equivalent to the present cost that they assume in connection 
with the operation and maintenance of Alamogordo Reservoir, which is esti- 
mated to be $10,000 annually. 








1112 


Status of local cooperation.—The project was authorized subject to the pro- 
vision that “no appropriation shall be made for construction of Los HEsteros 
Reservoir until satisfactory arrangements have been made by the State of New 
Mexico for the transfer of irrigation storage from the Alamogordo Reservoir.” 
The State of New Mexico has asked the engineer advisers to the Pecos River 
Compact Commission to perform water studies to provide a firm basis for transfer 
of irrigation storage. The Corps, United States Bureau of Reclamation, the 
Carlsbad Irrigation District, and engineering advisers to the Texas and New 
Mexico commissioners are participating in these studies. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal estimate of $7.- 
710,000 (July 1956 prices) reflects an increase of $650,000 over the latest estimate 
submitted to the Congress of $7,060,000 (July 1955 prices). The jinerease is 
based on the price level rise. 


PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
Two RIvers RESERVOIR, ROSWELL, N. MEX. 
(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—The project is located about 12 miles southwest of 
Roswell, Chaves County, N. Mex., and consists of two earthfill dams, Diamond 
“A” Dam on Rio Hondo and Rocky Dam on Rocky Arroyo, a tributary of Rio 
Hondo, which will form one reservoir. Natural saddles in limestone on the 
rim of the reservoir will be utilized for spillways. There will be an uncontrolled 
outlet on Rocky Dam and a gated structure on Diamond “A” Dam. 

“lood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.22 to 1. 





Summarized financial data 


Hstimated Federal cost—- ce a sataisecaee Nessie anita eek $6, 280, 000 
Istimated non-Federal cost ______- - sek aati apie ati atch eit 127, 000 
I edie witiusidlae kistiaee ie tics hee 0 
Coner COnthe. 6x Mi a Bin Ba na , 127, 000 
Total estimated project cost ae pedi oa igagincaasseae ase ks 6, 407, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate__ Se AEE cs acinar anima : 220, 000 
ae to June 30, 1957 See ee ea 150, 000 
Planning allocation for fiseal year 1958_ eae 70, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fise ‘al year 1958. 0 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide flood relief at and in the vicinity of Roswell, N. Mex 
prevent flood damages and disruption of operations at Walker Air Force Base, 
and reduce flood damages along the Pecos River downstream from its confluence 
with the Rio Hondo including the cities of Artesia and Carlsbad, N. Mex. Major 
floods inundate all of the business district and the major portion of the industrial 
area and the residential section of the city of Roswell. In addition they cause 
extensive damage to vital transportation lines that traverse the area including 
1 railway, 2 major highways, numerous street bridges, and several country and 
farm roads. Major floods occurred at Roswell in 1937, 1941, and 1954 causing 
estimated damages of over $7,000,000, of which $3,400,000 would have been pre- 
vented with the reservoir in full operation. Damages which would have been 
prevented with the reservoir in full operation ranged from an estimated $195,000 
for the flood of 1954 to $1,946,000 for the flood of 1941. 

Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $127,000, broken down as follows: 


Lands and rights-of-way__ it bbs aaanes ; eee: 
Construction of access road_____-_. i aN eae stale aides toate 
POO 6 ee Ba alas ‘ ae sta a lt " _. 127,000 


In addition to furnishing lands and rights-of- way for the project and con- 
tructing the aecess road, local interests are required to maintain the access road 
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after completion of the dams, maintain the present channel capacity in Rio 
Hondo between the dam site and mile 12, and in Rocky Arroyo between the dam 
site and the mouth, and hold and save the United States free from damages 
due to the construction, maintenance, and operation of the project including 
any effects on underground and surface water supplies in the Rio Hondo Basin 
and along the Pecos River. It is estimated that the average annual expendi- 
ture for maintenance, operation, and replacements will total $42,000 of which 
$13,900 is the estimated cost to local interests and $28,100 is the estimated 
Federal cost. 

Status of local cooperation.—Chaves County and Roswell city officials have 
given their approval of the project and indicated that they would assume the 
responsibilities of local cooperation. They have appointed a committee to deter- 
mine the most feasible method of financing the requirements of local coopera- 
tion. Planning has not advanced far enough to permit furnishing of firm real 
estate requirements. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates —The current Federal estimate of $6,- 
280,000 (July 1956 prices) reflects an increase of $230,000 over the latest esti- 
mate submitted to the Congress of $6,050,000 (July 1955 prices). The entire 
increase is due to higher price levels. 


RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
Proctor REseErRvorr, TEx. 
(Continuation of planning) 

Location and description.—The project is located at river mile 238.9 on the 
Leon River, a tributary of the Brazos River, about 8 miles northeast of Com- 
anche in Comanche County, Tex. The plan of improvement provides for the con- 
struction of a roll-fill earth embankment with a gate-controlled ogee-type spillway. 


{uthorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.28 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Rem rn RIE» PI Cn en __. $14, 600, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost....._--_-~ 5 Te esl (*) 
Total estimated project cost___- Ss cam ; eee 


Preconstruction planning estimate ___ 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957 


wien ieee 300, 000 
7d, 000 


Planning alloeation for fiscal year 1958 wisi beeen aiegk deuedataies 100, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiseal year 1958 125, 000 


* Local interests are required to reimburse the Federal Government for water-supply 
storage. The reimbursement required has not vet been determined. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide tlood protection to about 40,288 acres of land along 
the Leon River between the Proctor site and the existing Belton Reservoir. The 
project is an important unit in the system of reservoirs authorized on the 
Brazos River. The last serious flood occurred during May 1956 and caused 
damages amounting to approximately $1,992,000 in the area to be benefited 
hy the reservoir. The project will also provide conservation storage for muni- 
cipal and industrial uses. 

Von-Federal costs.—Local interests are required to reimburse the Federal 
Government for the allocated cost of providing conservation storage required 
for water supply purposes. 

Final determination of the estimated costs of local interests has not been 
made at the present time. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Brazos River Authority, a State agency, has 
indicated its willingness to fully cooperate in the requirements of local co- 
operation. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—No change from latest estimate sub- 
mitted to Congress. 
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Waco REsERVoIR, TEx. 
(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description—The project is located on the Bosque River, 4.7 
miles above its confluence with the Brazos River at the city of Waco, McLennan 
County, Tex. The plan of improvement provides for the construction of a con- 
crete and earth dam with a gate-controlled concrete ogee-type spillway. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.23 to 1. 


Summarized Financial Data 


I A i i i a ahha ahi $37, 700, 000 
InN IIT INIINIIT -  Semcinw meio (*) 

ne RINE ID NORE ONG asd a tei ete enna 37, 700, 000 
Precenstruction: piaanhing ‘estimate. ............................- 450, 000 
RBROITINEIONS (60-3 ORS BOs TOBE qx asi ocicdn cen ctiiceendnsneawens 300, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1958______________________ = 150, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1958_ 0 


1 Local interests are required to reimburse the Federal Government for additional wate: 
supply storage. The reimbursement required has not yet been determined. 


Justification.—The project will provide a high degree of protection to the 
city of Waco from destructive floods originating on the Bosque River watershed, 
and protection in varying degree to about 1,187,000 acres of land in the flood 
plain of the Brazos River downstream from Waco. The last serious flood 
occurred during April-May 1945, and caused damages amounting to approxi- 
mately $10,477,000. The project will also provide an adequate municipal wate 
supply for the city of Waco, which is critically needed, and possibly additional 
conservation storage for other purposes. 

Non-Federal costs.—Local interests must grant to the United States per 
petual flowage easements over all lands comprising the existing Waco Reser 
voir and appurtenances now controlled by the city of Waco, the power to con- 
trol and limit development including improvements existing on the Waco Dam, 
the reservoir lands, and appurtenances, the right to breach the existing Waco 
Dam in return for replacement of the storage in the existing Waco Reservoir 
by an equivalent amount of storage in the new reservoir, and reimburse the 
Federal Government for the allocated cost of providing additional conservation 
storage required for water supply purposes. 

Final determination of the estimated costs to local interests has not been 
made at the present time. Preliminary studies indicate that the costs to local 
interests will be between $4 million and $6 million. 

Status of local cooperation—The Brazos River Authority, a State agency, 
has indicated its willingness to fully cooperate in the requirements of local 
cooperation. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—No change from latest estimate sub 
mitted to Cungress. 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL, FISCAL YEAR 1958—RIO GRANDE-GULF 
BASIN—JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN 


Reexamination of projects in the “Deferred for restudy” category. 


| Tentative | Additional 
Total esti- allocation, | to complete 
Project | mated cost fiscal year {| restudy after 
of restudy 1958 fiscal year 
1958 


Cs Batic cakbncdiccndendsscécennssacsne Joxetea $1, 000 $1, 000 0 
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The project provides for a 10-foot-deep, 100-foot-wide channel extending from 
the Houston ship channel at Morgan Point across the northwest corner of 
Galveston Bay, a distance of about 2.6 miles, to the mouth of Cedar Bayou and 
up the bayou to a point 11 miles above the mouth. The lower 3.4 miles of this 
channel ending in the first bend above the mouth of Cedar Bayon has been com- 
pleted. In view of the indication by local interests that industry desires to 
locate on the bayou, funds have been requested for fiscal year 1958 to restudy the 
uncompleted portion of the project to determine if sufficient economic justifica- 
tion and local interest exist to warrant reclassification of the upper 10.2-mile 
bayou reach. 

Mr. Rapavutr. There are no new starts in advance engineering and 
design. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Chairman, could you allow the general to point out 
the major projects and give us an overall picture of the situation in 
the basin ? 

Mr. Rapavur. Yes. 

General SEEMAN [indicating on map]. This basin involves the Rio 
(grande, which starts in Colorado and enters the Gulf. It is the Rio 
Grande and Gulf Basin. The Gulf Basin includes Galveston District 
and a small area in the New Orleans District. The essential features 
of the work in the other area are the flood-control works along the 
Rio Grande. From here on, El Paso to the Gulf, it is handled by the 
International Boundary and Waterways Commission. The main 
problems in the gulf dr: linage area are the navigation works and 
some large flood- control wor ks, the largest being in the vicinity of the 
city of Houston, but there are small ones, such as the San Antonio 
floodway and channel and others. Then there is the Houston ship 
channel at Houston, the Corpus Christi deepwater channel, the Brazos 
Island channel, and the deep channel to Port Arthur. 

Mr. Evins. There are some reservoirs in the upper reaches, are 
there not ? 

General Seeman. Yes. There are flood-control reservoirs in the 
upper Trinity and on the Brazos River, which extends to the bound- 
ary of New Mexico, and then some on the headwaters of the Colo- 
rado. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you. 

Mr. Rapavr. Mr. Riley 


WACO RESERVOIR, TEX. 


Mr. Ritey. General, you have one reservoir in the city of Waco, do 
vou not ¢ 

General SremMan. Yes. 

Mr. Ritey. As I understand, the total cost of that is $37,700,000, 
is that correct ? 

General Seeman. $37,700,000, yes, sir. 

Mr. Riey. The city of Waco, if my information is correct, is very 
much interested in this dam because it is short of water for munic ipal 
purposes. Does that $37,700,000 include the contribution that the city 
of Waco proposes to give you, or is the $37,700,000 the Government 
cost ¢ 

General Seeman. That is the total estimated cost of the project, but 
the city of Waco has an existing water supply dam and reservoir in 
the area, and they propose to contribute their land and facility to this 
project. 
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Mr. Rirxy. Do they not propose to give you some money, too/ 

General Seeman. They propose to pay for the water supply storage. 
It is not being done directly by the city of Waco. The local agency 
designated as responsible for dealing with us is the Brazos River 
Authority. We are in the process of working out an agreement with 
the Brazos River Authority, and they in turn will make the agree- 
ment with the local entity. 

Mr. Rizey. There is no power involved in this, it is purely flood 
control and water conservation ? 

General Sreman. That is right. 

Mr. Ritey. I understand the city of Waco is desperately short of 
water and unless this dam is constructed in the very near future they 
will have to make some other arrangements. Their present water 
supply, I am informed, is so madequ: ate the »y are suffering from the 
shortage, but if they can go in with the Engineers on this project and 
make a contribution to it and have the use of a certain amount of 
water, then they will have a joint proposition with the Engineers which 
will make it a more economical project both for the Engineers and for 
the city of Waco. Is that correct ? 

General Seeman. Yes, sir. This is a good example of a partner- 
ship project where it is of mutual benefit to the State and Federal 
Government. 

Mr. Ritey. Suppose your project is delayed and the Waco people 
have to develop some water supply of their own, would that not be 
detrimental to your project / 

General Seeman. Yes, it would be detrimental to the flood control 
on the Brazos River. 

Mr. Riney. I understand the Bureau of the Budget has approved 
$150,000 to complete the study and planning of this project. [s that 
correct ¢ 

General SEEMAN. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Rurry. Have your plans matured to the extent you can use 
some construction money if you had it ¢ 

General Sreman. I believe we kyr have an engineering capa 
bility at Waco totaling $400,000, or an additional capability of $250, 
000 to get construction underway, in 

Mr. Ritry. Did the engineers request any construction money for 
this project ? 

General SreMan. I do not believe we did. 

General Person. No, sir, we did not. 

Mr. Rinrry. But could you use some construction money and go 
ahead with it if you had it ¢ 

General SreMan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rirey. Your plans are far enough along to do that ¢ 

General Seeman. They will be toward the end of the coming fiscal 
year. 

Mr. Ranaut. Could I ask a question here ? 

Why did you not ask for construction money / 

General Person. This would have been a new start and it did not 
fit into the criteria which we had established by the Bureau of the 
Budget for new starts. 

Mr. Rapavt. In other words, the President's program ¢ 

General Person. Yes, sir, the criteria IT mentioned to the commit 
tee earlier. 
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Mr. Rirey. This drought in Texas has brought out some new prob 
lems. That is why 1 am bringing up this situation. 

Mr. Ranaut. Yes, I know about it too. 

In your original request, did you ask for any money for construe 
tion / 

General SeeMAN. Not on this project, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. Evento your own Department / 

General SrEMAN. That is right. 

Mr. Rirey. I notice the benefit-cost ratio is 1.23 to 1. Does that 
include the water the city of Waco would get / 

(rerieral SeeMAN. That includes all the benefits. 

Mr. Rinry. So, again, if the city of Waco finds it necessary to put 
in an mdependent water supply, you would lose some of your benefit 
ratio ¢ 

General Seeman. That is right. We have not gotten to the stage 
where we have a close figure on local contribution, but our estimate 
of the local contribution from the Brazos River Authority is in the 
neighborhood of $4 million to $6 million. 

Mr. Ritry. | understood the figure to be 87 million, but your figure 
may be more realistic than mine. 

General Seeman. We really have not progressed far enough to give 
a close figure. 

Mr. Riney. I notice the last flood there was as far back as 1945, 
but it did about $10.5 million of damage, and my thinking is about 
three of those floods would pay for the dam so far as the Government 
is concerned: and since 1945, if my information is correct, the city of 
Waco has grown considerably and more property is endangered than 
ever before. 

General Seeman. That is correct. 

Mr. Ritry. So it seems to me it would be the better part of valor 
to consider moving ahead with this project so that you could get the 
contribution from the authority or the city of Waco, whichever it 
happens to be, so that you will have a cooperative proposition. The 
drought in Texas, 1 believe, came after these estimates were made? 

General Seeman. No. Our estimates have been brought up to 
date. 

Mr. Rinry. I understand their reservoir is practically dry and the 
people have been on limited use of water. 

General SEEMAN. There has been severe rationing in the Southwest 
area. 

Mr. Riney. And that this dam would impound enough water to 
meet the needs of the community, take care of the flood situation of 
1,187,000 acres of land, and protect this property. 

(veneral Seeman. I might add that subsequent to the information 
you have there was an actual flood, a flash flood, during the drought 
season in 1953. It amounted to damages of about three-quarters of 
a million dollars. 

Mr. Rirry. Does the Corps of Engineers feel it would be feasible to 
vo ahead with construction on this if they had the money, and do they 
feel it would be an economical procedure to cooperate with the au 
thority in developing this flood control and water conservation and 
municipal water use project at this time, especially if the city of Waco 
finds it necessary, if there is any substantial delay in proceeding with 
this project, to go ahead and do it themselves / 
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General Seeman. We have an engineering capability and we feel 
the Brazos Authority would be ready to partic ipate actively. 

Mr. Rizxy. And you would lose if they had to make some other 
arrangement ? 

General Seeman. That is true. 

Mr. Rasavt. I notice here that the local interests’ contribution 
to this project as evidenced by the preliminary studies would be some- 
where between $4 million and $6 million ? 

General Seeman. That is right. 

Mr. Rasavut. Would it be feasible or could it be arranged, for 
instance, if this project was to be started, for the sum of, we will 
say, $250,000, for construction funds to be advanced from the local 
interest funds so as not to change the program we have in the budget ? 

General SreMAn. It is possible, but as a matter of policy it has not 
been the custom to encourage it because a certain commitment might 
be implied in that. 

Mr. Rapavut. Well, we have done it before. 

Mr. Rinry. Excuse me, Mr. Chairman. Is $250,000 as much as 
you could use in the next fiscal year for construction, or could you 
use more ? 

General Seeman. No, sir, that is our best engineering capability of 
getting the work going this year. 

Mr. Rapavur. But you did not ask for it before ? 

General Seeman. No, sir. 

Mr. Rapavt. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Rivey. Off the record. 

Mr. Raravr. I want to ask a question about this relationship of 
#4 million to $6 million to $37,700,000, Is that about the proper rela- 
tionship that ought to be in here for this project ? 

General Seeman. That is the estimated charge. 

Mr. Ranaut. Whose estimate ? 

General Seeman. According to our present estimate. 

Mr. Rasaut. The Engineers ¢ 

General SreMAn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavutr. Will you get closer to $6 million or closer to $4 million ? 

General Seeman. It will depend on our further studies and the de- 
velopment of the information and the findings. 

Mr. Rapact. I realize the situation down there because a Mr. J. H. 
Kultgen, president of the Roosevelt Hotel in Waco, Tex., a man for 
whom I have high regard, was in to see me about it and he substantiates 
the position of my colleague, John Riley, as he has presented it before 
this committee. They are cognizant of the fact there is $150,000 in 
here for planning, but they are most anxious to see construction started. 
In view of the apparent necessity for this project, I was prompted to 
ask the question I asked before as to whether this $250,000 for construc- 
tion might be forthcoming from Waco’s contribution to the project. 
Maybe that could be explored. 

General Sreman. It is a possibility; yes. 

Mr. Ranaut. Of course, we are just talking about this now because 
it has to come before the full committee. 
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CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CorpPS OF ENGINEERS 
BRAZOS ISLAND HARBOR, TEX. 


We will take up construction where we left off this morning, the 
Brazos Island Harbor, $1 million. 

We will put pages 21 through 23 in the record. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 
3RAZOS ISLAND HaArpsor, TEx. (36-Foot PROJECT) 
(Continuing) 


Location.—Channel extending from Gulf of Mexico via Brazos Santiago Pass 
across Laguna Madre to terminals at Brownsville, Tex., a distance of about 18.4 
miles, and a channel extending from the Brownsville Channel at Long Island to 
terminal at Port Isabel, a distance of about 1.7 miles. 

Authorization.—1950 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.3 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

percent of esti- 

Amount mated Fe leral 
cost (Corps 

of Engineers) 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers $4, O80, 000 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard 35. 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 66, 000 
Cash contributions 0 
Other costs 66, 000 
Total estimated project cost 4 181, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 0 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 100, 000 
Appropriations to date 100, 000 10 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 1, 000, OOO 34 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 2, 680, OOF 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Entrance channel (Brazos Santiago Pass): 38 feet deep, 300 feet wide, 1.0 
mile long 
Channel across Laguna Madre: 36 feet deep, 200 feet wide, 3.1 miles long. 
Channel to Port Isabel: 36 feet deep, 200 feet wide, 1.2 miles long. 
Connecting wye, Junction Brownsville and port Isabel Channels: 36 feet 
deep, 200 feet wide, 0.5 mile long. 
Channel to Brownsville: 36 feet deep, 200 feet wide, 12.4 miles long. 
Turning basins: 
Port Isabel: 36 feet deep, 200 feet to 1,000 feet by 2,900 feet. 
Brownsville: 36 feet deep, 300 feet to 1,000 feet by 1.9 miles. 
Small-boat basin: 12 feet deep, 300 feet by 1,500 feet. 
Passing basins: 
Boca Chica: 36 feet deep, 400 feet wide, 1,000 feet long. 
Goose Island: 36 feet deep, 400 feet wide, 1,000 feet long . 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent Completion 

schedule 

36-foot project 0 October 1960 
Small-boat basin 0 | February 1951. 


91488 » 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Brazos Island Harbor is a deepwater navigation project serving the needs of 
seagoing commerce from Port Isabel and Brownsville, Tex. In 1955 a total of 
2,152,393 tons of commerce moved over this waterway. 

The principal products of the area tributary to the waterway are citrus fruits, 
vegetables, cotton, feed crops, and petroleum. Principal industries consist of the 
processing of vegetables and fruits, manufacture of clothing, brick, and tile, and 
the producing and refining of petroleum and petroleum products. Metal and meta] 
concentrates (such as manganese, lead, and zinc), and bananas, products of 
Mexico, are shipped via this waterway. 

Improvement of the waterway to 36-foot depth, plus widening, will materially 
benefit existing commerce and encourage the growth of industries. The present 
restricted improvement (32 feet) results in partial loading of cargo vessels and 
tankers to prevent groundings as well as in-transit visits to other ports to complete 
loadings, all of which add to the cost of the cargo movements. The lack of 
channel dimensions comparable to other Texas gulf ports has discouraged the 
location of new industries and the expansion of existing industries in this area, 
Enlargement of the project will remove these obstacles to the growth of seagoing 
commerce in the Rio Grande Valley, and will reduce the danger of collisions 
through relief of traffic congestion. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $1 million will be used to continue 
the widening and deepening of the Brazos Island Harbor Channels, as follows: 


Complete Port Isabel Channel and turning basin $283, 000 
Initiate Brownsville Channel ae 649, 000 
Supervision and administration_-_-- 68, 000 

Re ot ee chee a ' 1, 000, 0004 


Funds requested will benefit the commerce shipped from Port Isabel and wil 
extend the widening and deepening of the Brownsville Channel to the vicinity 
of the Boca Chica Passing Basin. 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS 


Work completed consists of a north jetty 5,330 feet long, a south jetty 5,092 


feet long. and a 32-foot channel extending from the Gulf of Mexico to Port 
Isabel and Brownsville, Tex. The cost of this completed work is $4,710,000. 


REMAINING AUTHORIZED MODIFICATIONS 

None. 

Non-Federal costs.—The cost to local interests of complying with the require 
ments of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation for the 
46-foot project for Brazos Island Harbor is $66,000. This cost to local interests 
consists of payments for lands and damages, $43,000; and provisions of mooring 
facilities for small craft, $23,000. 

Local interests also incurred costs of $1,980,000 including cash contributions 
totaling $1,683,300, in complying with the requirements of local cooperation for 
previous work on the Brazos Island Harbor project. 

In addition, local interests advise that they have invested approximately $6 
million in public harbor facilities at Port Isabel and Brownsville, Tex. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Brownsville Navigation District on May 16, 
1952, and the Port Isabel-San Benito Navigation District on June 22, 1952, 
adopted resolutions assuring the United States that the requirements of local 
cooperation would be fulfilled in their respective districts. Local interests have 
acquired all needed rights-of-way for the entire project. Certain spoil-disposal 
easements, however, are temporary and require renewal when dredging opera- 
tions are imminent. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate 
(Corps of Engineers) of $4,080,000 is an increase of $320,000 over the latest 
estimate ($3,760,000) submitted to Congress. $173,000 of this increase is due 
to higher price levels. The remainder of the increase is to provide an adequate 
contingency allowance. 





GALVESTON HARBOR AND CHANNEL, TEX. 


Mr. Razavt. Galveston Harbor, $1 million. 
Put pages 27 to 29 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 





1121 
CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 
GALVESTON HARBOR AND CHANNEL, TEXAS (GALVESTON SEAWALL) 
f (New start) 


Location —In Galveston County, Tex., extending westerly 16,300 linear feet 
‘ from 61st Street in Galveston along the beach side of Galveston Island. 
juthorization.—1950 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.1 to 1.0. 


Nummarized financial data 
Accumulated 
A mount percent of 
| estimated 
Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost 9, 000, 000 | 
Estimated non-Federal cost 3, 011, 000 
Cash contributions 2. 870, 000 
Other costs 141, 000 
Total estimated project cost 12, 011, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 0 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 0 
Appropriations to dat 0 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 1, 000, 000 ll 
Balance to complete after fiscal vear 1958 8 000. 000 


PILYSICAL DATA 


Seawall: Concrete gravity section founded on treated timber piles and a re- 
inforced concrete sheet-pile cutoff wall on the seaward side, with stone toe 
protection, and backed by a landward embankment. 

Length: 16,300 linear feet. 

Base width: 20 feet 

Top width: 3 feet. 

Height: 15.6 feet above mean sea level. 

Status (January 1, 1957) : Not started.’ 

Completion schedule: November 1961. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Galveston seawall extension southwesterly of 61st Street will protect an 
area of about 4,528 acres containing, in addition to residences, the Galveston 
Municipal Airport, industries, railroads, schools, warehouses, and miscellaneous 
business properties, all of which have a current estimated value of over $100 
million. A recurrence of the 1900 or 1915 hurricane would cause damage in 
the unprotected area estimated at $29 million, excluding damage directly due 
to wind. Loss of lives could also be expected. The seawall extension will pre- 
vent an estimated average annual storm damage of $577,400. In addition, the 
seawall will reduce the danger of a storm breaching the islands. Such a 
breach would result in shoaling of the Federal waterways in the Galveston Bay 
area, and the possibility of interruption to rail and highway traffic into Galves 
ton and of damage to the city water supply lines. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $1 million will be used as follows: 


Initiate construction of seawall z ss in tee ea, ee 
Engineering and design - 30, 000 
Supervision and administration ee ; ac icsleia tical asian 74, 000 

Total 2 ee __ 1, 000, 000 


The funds requested will complete about 1,200 feet of seawall. 
COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS 


Work completed consists of a north jetty 25,907 feet long and a south jetty 
35.00 foot long (constructed under previous project authorizations) ; an en 
trance channel 36-34 feet deep and 800 feet wide; an inner channel 34 feet 
1 Federal portion only. Approximately 1 mile of seawall was completed in 1953 with 
funds contributed by Galveston County. 
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deep and 1,200 feet wide from the entrance channel to 43d Street and 30 feet 
deep and 1,200 feet wide thence to 46th Street; 18,162 feet of seawall along 
the Gulf front of Galveston from 6th Street to the south jetty; and 13 groins to 
protect the seawall between 12th and 61st Streets in Galveston. The Federal 
cost of this completed work is $6,828,000. 


REMAINING AUTHORIZED MODIFICATIONS 


The 1948 Rivers and Harbors Act authorized deepening the entrance channel 
to 38-36 feet and deepening the inner channel to 36 feet from Bolivar Roads to 
43d Street at an estimated Federal (Corps of Engineers) cost of $800,000. The 
entrance channel deepening was completed in 1950 at a cost of $175,000. 

Completion of the 30-foot depth channel from 46th Street to 51st Street, as 
authorized in the 1902 Rivers and Harbors Act, and the extension of the 30-foot 
depth channel to 57th Street, as authorized in the 1907 and 1910 Rivers and 
Harbors Act, have also been deferred for restudy. 

Deepening the channel from 43d to 57th Streets to a depth of 32 feet, as 
authorized in the 1927 Rivers and Harbors Act, has been deferred for restudy,. 
The estimated cost of this deferred work is $333,000 (1954 prices). 

Non-Federal costs——The cost to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation for the 
Galveston seawall is $3,011,000. This cost to local interests consists of a cash 
contribution of $2,870,000, payments for lands and damages, $130,000, and re- 
locations, $11,000. 

Local interests have also incurred costs estimated at $785,000, including cash 
contributions totalling $710,000, in complying with the requirements of local co- 
operation for previous work on the Galveston Harbor and Channel project. 

In addition, local interests have constructed 20,393 feet of seawall at a cost 
of $2,836,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—Galveston County on May 17, 1950 adopted a res- 
olution assuring the United States that the requirements of local cooperation 
would be fulfilled. Local interests have acquired about 10 percent of the right- 
of-way needed for the work to be started in fiscal year 1958 and have scheduled 
completion of the land acquisition for the work in fiscal year 1958 by August 
1957. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$9 million is an increase of $930,000 over the latest estimate ($8,070,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. $635,000 of this increase is due to higher price levels. The 
remainder of the increase is to provide an adequate contingency allowance. 

Mr. Ragsavut. This is a new construction start. Please explain 
briefly the project. 

General SreMan. This project is part of the overall harbor, jetty 
and storm protection work for Galveston. The work budgeted is an 
extension of a concrete seawall founded on timber piling. 

The extension was authorized in 1950, for 16,300 feet along the Gulf 
side of Galveston Island. There were many previous authorizations 
in this entire project, dating back to “png 

The extension is a continuation of a wall built partially by local 
funds and partially by Federal funds. T he seawall reduces the move- 
ment during high tides and hurricanes of detritus which floods over 
into the harbor, and it also reduces the caving of the soil of the shore 
which would go on down into the jetty channel. 

Mr. Rasavut. Your justification statement refers only to damages 
which would occur from a 1900 or 1915 hurricane. Has the area to 
be protected suffered damage since 1915, and if so, how much? Have 
you that information with you! 

General Sreman. Yes, sir. The 1900 and 1915 hurricanes, of 
course, were the greatest of record. The estimated damage is $29 
million if they should occur again today. Of course, there is con- 
siderably more built-up area and developme nt now. 

Mr. Razavt. What other damages have you had since 1915? 
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General Sreman. There have been no great damages in recent years, 
but, of course, hurricanes come certain seasons of the year every year, 
and they may strike there. 

Mr. Razavut. The authorizing legislation requires local cooperation 
to the extent of $3,011,000. 

General Seeman. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. What part of this has been met, and how? 

General SreMAN. The cost to local interests consists of a cash con- 
tribution of $2,870,000; payment for lands and damages, $130,000, 
and relocations of $11,000. The cash contribution was made in 1951. 

Mr. Rapavur. In the sum of what ? 

General SEEMAN. $2,870,000. 

Mr. Rasautr. When will final plans and specifications be com- 
pleted ¢ 

General Seeman. This is just a continuation of the same design 
of the seawall and the final plans and specifications can be made very 
shortly after funds for this work are available. 

Mr. Rapsavr. General Seeman, what is the present status of the 
right-of-way acquistion for the project ? 

General Seeman. Local interests have acquired about 10 percent 
of the right-of-way needed for the work which is to be started in 
1958, and they have scheduled completion of the entire acquisition by 
August 1957. It is well underway. 

Mr. Rapavut. The next project is the Houston ship canal. 

Are there any questions on this Galveston Harbor ? 


HOUSTON SHIP CANAL, TEX. 


Mr. Rapavutr. We will take up the Houston ship canal, $1 million. 
We will put pages 33 through 35 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 
Houston Sure CHANNEL, Tex. (36-Foor DeptH PLUS WIDENING) 


(Continuing ) 


Location.—Channel extending from Galveston Harbor to terminals at Houston, 
Tex., a distance of about 50 miles. 

Authorization.—1948 and 1945 River and Harbor Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.1 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


| Accumulated 

percent of esti- 

Amount mated Federal 
cost (Corps 

of Engineers) 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) - -. $7, 890, 000 
Estimated Federal cost (U. S. Coast Guard) 43, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 799, 000 
Cash contributions_ , 0 
Other costs 799, 000 
Total estimated project cost 8, 732, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 4, 257, 000 
Appropriations for fiseal year 1957 730, 000 
Appropriations to date__- 4, 987, 000 63 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 1, 000, 000 76 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 1, 903, 000 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Deepwater Galveston Bay to 5,000 feet above Baytown: 36 feet deep, 400 
feet wide, 30 miles long. 
5,000 feet above Baytown to mouth, Boggy Bayou: 386 feet deep, 350 feet 
wide, 7.9 miles long. 
Mouth, Boggy Bayou to turning basin at Houston: 36 feet deep, 500 feet 
wide, 11.1 miles long. 
Turning basins, Houston: 36 feet deep, 300 feet to 1,000 feet wide, 4,000 feet 
long. 
Status (January 1, 1957): 36-foot project plus widening: 55 percent completed. 
Completion schedule: 36-foot project plus widening and turning basins; March 
1960. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The Houston Ship Channel is a deep water navigation project serving the 
needs of seagoing commerce from Houston, Tex., with terminals located along 
the 25-mile bayou reach between Morgan Point and the Houston turning basin. 
In 1955 a total of 47,037,718 tons of commerce were moved over this waterway. 

The area tributary to the waterway produces chiefly lumber, agricultural 
products, sulphur, and petroleum. Major industries include the production and 
refining of petroleum, shipbuilding and repair, steel smelting and fabricating, 
tin smelting and processing, manufacture of cement, building materials, chemi- 
cals, Synthetic rubber, and processing of agricultural products. 

Commerce on the Houston Ship Channel increased from 34,323,800 tons in 
1947 to 47,037,718 tons in 1955, a rise of 37 percent attributable to industrial 
expansion and vigorous local sponsorship. Widening and deepening of the 
project will benefit commerce by reducing relays and damage from grounding, 
allowing greater navigating speeds, allowing increased loading drafts, and 
reducing langer of collisions by relieving the traffic congestion. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $1 million will be used to continue 
widening and deepening of the Houston Ship Channel as follows: 


Complete channel from Hunting to Sims Bayou. $446, 000 
Initiate channel from Simms to Brays Bayous 142, 000 
Engineering and design bite cscs: aes 7 18, 000 
Supervision and administration_ te Lwiaitndeniees 74, 000 

Total ae a i Pie oitng ena dean a Oe 


Funds requested will extend the enlarged main chunnel from near Sims Bayou 
to near Manchester terminals and benefit the steel, petroleum, and chemical 
industries located near Manchester terminals. 


COMPLETED MODIFICATION 


Work completed consists of a 34-foot channel extending from Bolivar Roads 
at Galveston, Tex., to terminals at the port of Houston at a Federal cost of 
$9,932,000, and a 10-foot channel behind Brady Island completed at a Federal 
cost of $28,000. 

REMAINING AUTHORIZED MODIFICATIONS 

None. 

Non-Federal costs.—The cost to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation for the 
36-foot Houston Ship Channel is $799,000. This cost to local interests consists 
of payments for lands and damages, $350,000; structural relocations, $340,000: 
and construction of bank revetment, $109,000. 

Local interests also incurred costs of $6,915,000, including local contribution 
of $1,365,000 in complying with the requirements of local cooperation for pre- 
vious work accomplished on the Houston Ship Channel. 

In addition, local interests are reported to have invested about $30 million 
in the construction of docks, wharves, transit sheds, access roads and railroads, 
and other public facilities between Morgan Point and the Houston turning basin 

It is further reported that industry has invested approximately $2,500 million 
in plants, storage facilities, refineries, and allied construction along the 25-mile 
reach extending from Morgan Point to the Houston turning basin. Of this 
amount, $1,500 million have been invested in new plants and expansions since 
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1945 (postwar expansion). At the present time there are under construction a 
plant by Texas Butadiene & Chemical Corp. (alleylate aviation gasoline and 
butadiene) at a reported cost of $26 million and a plant by United States 
Gypsum (paper) at a reported cost of $10 million. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Harris County-Houston Ship Channel Navi- 
gation District on September 17, 1948, adopted a resolution assuring the United 
States that the requirements of local cooperation will be fulfilled. Local inter- 
ests have acquired about 85 percent of the rights-of-way and all of the spoil 
disposal areas required for the entire project. All of the rights-of-way for 
dredging Hunting to Sims Bayou to be started in fiscal year 1957 and continued 
into fiscal year 1958, have been acquired. About 90 percent of the right-of-way 
for the Sims Bayou to Brays Bayou reach, to be started in fiscal year 1958, has 
been acquired. Local interests advised that the remaining right-of-way for this 
reach will be available by October 1, 1957. All relocations, except an asphalt 
plant, have been done. Local interests are now negotiating for relocation of the 
plant with an agreement expected by October 1, 1957. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate 
(Corps of Engineers) of $7,890,000 is an increase of $220,000 over the latest 
estimate ($7,670,000) submitted to Congress. $125,000 of this increase is due 
to higher price levels. The remainder of the increase is required because of 
higher than anticipated costs of surveys along the congested upper channel near 
the Houston turning basin, and to provide an adequate contingency allowance. 

Mr. Evins. If you will, please, following the Houston ship canal 
project: How much money did the corps ask from the Bureau of 
the Budget for this project for next year? The appropriation re- 
quest Is for $1 million. 

General Sreman. We asked for $1 million for next year, sir. 

Mr. Evtns. Is that all you asked of the corps for this project ? 

General SEEMAN. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Evins. What is the status of construction of this project / 
How far advanced are you on it / 

General Seeman. We are well over half way. As you know, this 
is the modification of the 36-foot depth and we started at the entrance 
of the channel, and we are on up well over half way. I believe the 
figure now is around 63 or 65 percent, and next year, in the orderly 
progression, it will bring us up to 76 percent, sir. 

Mr. Evins. The rate of progress, then, is rather far advanced / 

General SEEMAN. It is quite far advanced. 

Mr. Evins. How much money could the corps effectively and rea- 
sonably use on this project in the next year? 

General Seeman. There is no additional capability, I believe, on 
this one, sir. I think this represents an orderly progression. The 
dredging plant is quite difficult to get. It would be unwise, I think, 
to push ahead too fast on it. 

Mr. Evins. How about the turning bayou? What progress have 
vou made in that turning basin at Houston / 

General Seeman. The turning basin is at the upper end of the 
project, in the inner harbor area, and we did not plan to get on that 
until sometime after 1958. 

Mr. Evins. Were not some funds appropriated for that turning 
basin a few years ago, earlier, and the work has been slowed down ¢ 

General Seeman. I do not believe it is part of this project, sir. 

Mr. Evins. You state the amount of money you have asked for 
here is all that you can reasonably and effic iently use in the next 
year. 

General Sreman. Yes, sir; that was our belief. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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PORT ARKANSAS-CORPUS CHRISTI WATERWAY, TEX. 


Mr. Rasavut. Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway, $1 million. 
We will put pages 38 through 40 in the record. 
The matter referred to follows :) 
CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 
Port ARANSAS-CoRPUS CHRISTI WATERWAY, TEX. (36-Foor PROJECT) 
(Continuing) 


Location.—Main channel extending from Gulf of Mexico via Aransas Pass to 
terminals at Corpus Christi and Tule Lake, a distance of about 30.2 miles. 

Authorization.—1948 River and Harbor Act: 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.2 to 1. 





Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

| | percent of esti- 

Amount | mated Federal 
cost (Corps 

| of Engineers) 





Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) - - ---- i ‘ 3, 030, 000 
Estimated Federal cost (U. 8. Coast Guard) ..... ‘ visteti 160, 000 | 
Estimated non-Federal cost - . - -.-- sa ; ‘ ’ : : im 0 

Cash contribution_-.......-- é bathe ; haba wa a 0 

a eal ea alain ie ae Shane eats 0 sla 
Total estimated project cost_._.....-- : sees es ee : 3, 190, 000 _ 
Appropriations to June 30,j1956 —_ sti 4 Fad ‘ 0 
Appropriations for fiseal year 1957- -- . : I Pe a 
Appropriations to date. _._......-. . ia ike 330, 000 ll 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 = 7 wR 1, 000, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 - - - - te 1, 700, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels : 
Entrance channel (outer bar) ; 38 feet deep, 700 feet wide, 0.7 mile long. 
Jetty channel: 38 feet to 36 feet deep, 700 feet to 600 feet wide, 1.9 miles 
long. 
Port Aransas to Corpus Christi channel: 86 feet deep, 400 feet wide, 20.9 
miles long. 
Industrial canal : 36 feet deep, 200 feet wide, 1.1 miles long. 
Tule Lake extension : 36 feet deep, 200 feet wide, 4.0 miles long. 
Turning basins: 
Harbor Island : 36 feet deep, 650 feet by 1,000 feet. 
Corpus Christi : 36 feet deep, 1,000 feet by 5,500 feet. 
Avery Point: 36 feet deep, 1,000 feet by 1,200 feet. 
Tule Lake: 36 feet deep, 900 feet by 1,000 feet. 
Status (January 1, 1957): 36-foot project, Gulf of Mexico to Tule Lake, not 
started. 
Completion schedule : 36-foot project to Tule Lake, March 1960. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway is a deepwater project serving 
the needs of seagoing commerce from Port Aransas, Ingleside, and Corpus 
Christi, Tex. In 1955 a total of 24,330,003 tons of commerce moved over this 
waterway. 

The principal products produced in the area tributary to the waterway are 
cotton, corn, vegetables, livestock, natural gas, petroleum, and gypsum. Princi- 
pal industries consist of the processing of agricultural products and the pro- 
ducing and refining of bauxite ore and of petroleum and petroleum products. 
Oil production was given considerable impetus by the late war industries and by 
the location of a large naval air training station at nearby Encinal Peninsula. 

Widening and deepening of the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway to 36 
feet will benefit commerce using this important waterway by reducing delays 





to 


i 
14 


1127 


and damages from groundings, allowing greater navigating speed, allowing 
increased loading drafts, and reducing the danger of collisions through relief 
of traffic congestion. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $1 million will be used as fol- 
lows: Continue widening and deepening of the 36-foot project from Harbor 
Island toward Port Ingleside. 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS 


Work completed consists of a north jetty 9,240 feet long, and a south jetty 
7.385 feet long at Aransas Pass; a 20,991-foot-long stone dike on St. Joseph 
Island; inner basin at Harbor Island 30 feet deep, 650 feet wide by 1,000 feet 
long; a 12-foot channel from the inner basin to the town of Port Aransas; 
30-foot channel from Port Aransas (Gulf of Mexico) to Corpus Christi; and an 
anchorage basin 12 feet deep, 300 to 500 feet wide at Turtle Cove. The cost of 
this completed work is $4,959,000. 


REMAINING AUTHORIZED MODIFICATIONS 


The 1954 River and Harbor Act authorized dredging a branch channel 32 feet 
deep and 150 feet wide extending northerly from the main channel near Port 
Ingleside along the north shore of Corpus Christi Bay to near La Quinta. Local 
interests have completed a channel 32 feet deep and 120 feet wide at a cost of 
$1,200,000. Federal funds in the amount of $500,000 were appropriated by Con- 
gress for fiscal year 1957 to complete the improvement. 

The 1954 River and Harbor Act also authorized widening the entrance channel 
to the Corpus Christi turning basin from 100 feet to 400 feet and realines this 
entrance channel to ease the bend approach thereto at an estimated Federal 
(Corps of Engineers) cost of $329,000. No work has been done on this modi- 
fication. 

The 1988 and 1945 River and Harbor Acts authorized deepening the project 
channel to 32 and 34 feet over various widths from the Gulf of Mexico to Tule 
Lake at an estimated Federal (Corps of Engineers) cost of $2,880,000. This 
modification will be completed in fiscal year 1957. 

Non-Federal costs.—Local interests will incur no costs in complying with the 
requirements of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation for 
the 36-foot channel. The necessary lands and relocations were acquired in con- 
nection with work under previous authorizations. 

Local interests have incurred, or will incur, costs of $5,297,400 in complying 
With the requirements of local cooperation for work accomplished or being 
accomplished on the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway, consisting of 
$338,400 contributed in cash; $2,275,000 expended for work on project modi- 
fications ; $326,000 for lands and damages; $920,000 for relocations of pipelines 
and utilities ; and $1,940,000 for bridge, breakwater, and dredging beyond project 
dimensions. 

Local interests also incurred costs of $672,000 in complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation for previous work accomplished on the Port Aransas- 
Corpus Christi Waterway. 

In addition, local interests advise that they have incurred costs of $4,390,000 
for the construction of a grain elevator near Avery Point and $5 million for 
construction of public harbor facilities. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Nueces County Navigation District No. 1 
adopted a resolution on November 4, 1949, approved by the Secretary of the 
Ariny on January 9, 1950, assuring the United States that the requirements of 
local cooperation would be fulfilled. Local interests have acquired all needed 
rights-of-way and spoil disposal areas. 

Comparison of Federal cost e8timates.—The current Federal cost estimate 
(Corps of Engineers) of $3,080,000 is an increase of $240,000 over the latest 
estimate ($2,790,000) submitted to Congress; $129,000 of this increase is due to 
higher price levels. The remainder of the increase is to provide an adequate 
contingency allowance. 


SABINE-NECHES WATERWAY, TEX. 


Mr. Rapavutr. Sabine-Neches Waterway, $980,000. 
Put pages 43 to 45 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 
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CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 
SABINE-NECHES WATERWAY, TEX. (RECTIFICATION AND WIDENING) 
(Continuing) 


Location.—Channel extending from the Gulf of Mexico via Sabine Pass to 
terminals at Sabine Pass, Port Arthur, Beaumont, and Orange, a distance of 
about 66.3 miles. 

4uthorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.5 to 1.0. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

percent of esti- 

Amount mated Federal 
cost (Cor} 


of Engineers 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) $8, 660, 000 
Estimated Federal cost (U. 8. Coast Guard) 170, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost - - - - - 300, 000 

Cash contribution. 0 

Other costs 300, 000 
Total estimated project cost 9, 130, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 0 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957._. 695, 000 2 
Appropriations to date . 695, 000 8 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958- 980, 000 19 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 6, 985, OOO 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels: 
Entrance channel: 36 to 37 feet deep, 500 to 800 feet wide, 7.5 miles long. 
Sabine Pass channel: 36 feet deep, 500 feet wide, 5.8 miles long. 
Port Arthur Canal: 36 feet deep, 400 feet wide, 6.12 miles long. 
Channel to Taylors Bayou turning basin: 36 feet deep, 250 feet wide, 0.6 
mile long. 
Sabine-Neches Canal: 36 feet to 30 feet deep, 400 feet to 200 feet wide, 
16.1 miles long. 
Turning basins: 
Sabine Pass anchorage : 34 feet deep, 1,500 by 3,000 feet. 
Port Arthur east turning basin: 36 feet deep, 420 by 1,800 feet. 
Port Arthur west turning basin: 36 feet deep, 325 feet to 600 feet by 
1,700 feet. 
Taylors Bayou turning basin: 36 feet deep, 150 feet to 1,000 feet by 2,900 
feet. 
Beaumont turning basin: 34 feet deep, 500 by 1,500 feet. 
Completion schedule: Channel rectification plus widening May 1963. 
Channels: 
Neches River channel: 36 feet deep, 350 feet wide, 18.8 miles long. 
Beaumont turning basin to vicinity Penn. shipyards: 30 feet deep, 200 feet 
wide, 0.7 mile long. 
Sabine River channel: 30 feet deep, 200 feet wide, 11.9 miles long. 
Turning basins: 
Beaumont turning basin extension: 34 feet deep, 350 by 2,300 feet. 
Orange turning basin: 30 feet deep, 1,400 by 3,000 feet. 
Orange municipal slip: 30 feet deep, 200 feet by 3,000 feet. 
Status (January 1, 1957): Channel rectification, plus widening, not started. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Sabine-Neches Waterway is a deepwater navigation project serving the 
needs of seagoing commerce from Sabine Pass, Port Arthur, Beaumont, and 
Orange, Tex. In 1955 a total of 56,233,895 tons of commerce were moved over 
this waterway. 
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The area tributary to the waterway comprises large portions of eastern 
Texas, western Louisiana, southern Oklahoma, and Arkansas, producing chiefly 
timber, rice, cotton, vegetables, livestock, and petroleum. The principal in- 
dustries consist of processing agricultural products, milling of rice, repairing 
and construction of ships, fabricating of steel, and production, refining of 
petroleum and petroleum products, including butadiene and synthetic rubber, 
and production of nylon salts. 

Excessive curvatures in the existing project channels to Port Arthur, Orange, 
and Beaumont, and inadequate anchorage facilities, are impediments to the 
safe and economical operation of the modern deep-draft vessels on this water- 
way. Improvement as recommended will relieve these impediments and haz- 
ards. 

Fiscal year 1958—The requested amount of $980,000 will be used to con- 
tinue rectification, enlargement, and widening of the Sabine-Neches Waterway 
as follows: 





Complete lower Neches River channel cutoff___-__----------------- $234, 000 
Initiate Sabine Pass channel realinement___._.-.---.---------~-~-- 663, 000 
ICE UR CI a ca anc pn sien cafes cab ah saasaneaogtos aa aloes ap 20, 000 
Supervision and administration___._---~___ sh i re earl aa oe bie id es 63, 000 

I ini bas einid en tscs Aeien spent be bake dap gamed alana tee wate sae 980, 000 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS 


Work completed consists of an east jetty 25,270 feet long and a west jetty 21,860 
feet long: a 10,000-foot bulkhead on Sabine Lake in front of the city of Port 
Arthur; a 12-foot channel in Adams Bayou; a 13-foot channel in Cow Bayou; 
a 36-foot channel leading to Port Arthur and Beaumont, Tex.; and a 30-foot to 
25-foot channel to Orange, Tex. The Federal cost of this completed work is 
$15,258,000. 

REMAINING AUTHORIZED MODIFICATIONS 


None, except for minor inactive elements authorized by the 1938 and 1946 
River and Harbor Acts. 

Non-Federal costs.—The cost to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation for channel 
rectification and widening of the Sabine-Neches Waterway is $300,000. This 
cost to local interests consists of payment for lands and damages, $67,000, and 
relocations of pipelines, $233,000. 

Local interests also incurred costs of $2,736,000, including $385,500 contributed 
in cash and work, in complying with the requirements of local cooperation for 
previous work accomplished on the Sabine-Neches Waterway. 

In addition, it is estimated that local interests have invested approximately 
$7,650,000 in construction of habor terminal facilities at Port Arthur, Beaumont, 
and Orange. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Beaumont Navigation District by resolution 
adopted August 28, 1956, and amended by resolution dated October 31, 1956, 
and the Orange County Navigation and Port District by resolution dated June 
25, 1956, assured the United States that the requirements of local cooperation 
would be fulfilled. Local interests have acquired about 23 percent of the rights- 
of-way and spoil-disposal areas required for the entire project. All lands re- 
quired for the lower Neches River cutoff channel, to be started in fiscal year 1957 
and continued into fiscal year 1958, have been acquired. Local interests have 
obtained preliminary commitments from landowners regarding rights-of-way 
for rectification of the Sabine Pass Channel to be started in fiscal year 1958 but 
no lands in this area have yet been acquired. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate—The current Federal cost estimate 
(Corps of Engineers) of $8,660,000 is an increase of $750,000 over the latest esti- 
mate ($7,910,000) submitted to Congress; $388,000 of this increase is due to 
higher price levels. The remainder of the increase is to provide an adequate con- 
tingency allowance. 


Mr. Rasavur. Apparently, from your statement on page 44 of the 
justifications, iotiihe has been done on this project up to J: anuary. 
What is the present status of the work proposed for this year? 
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General Sreman. We have let a contract on this. The work for 
which funds were appropriated in fiscal year 1957 was put under 
contract in December of 1956. At the same time, we combined it with 
some maintenance work to get better unit prices, and part of the fiscal 
1958 appropriation is to continue work under that contract. 

Mr. Rasaut. On page 45 you say that no lands have yet been ac- 
quired for rectification of the Sabine Pass channel, on which you are 
programing the bulk of the 1958 funds. When will that land be 
acquired ? 

General Seeman. It will be acquired just as quickly, I believe, as 
the fiscal 1958 funds are available. The local cooperation has been 
proceeding in a satisfactory manner. Assurances have been furnished, 
and we do not expect that they will have any trouble in furnishing 
spoil-disposal areas and rights-of-way. 


CONTROVERSY OVER RELOCATION OF CANAL 


Mr. Rapavut. From letters we receive, there seems to be some con- 
troversy or some objection to this program. This letter is from the 
Sabine Lake Conservation Committee, Port Arthur, Tex. I will 
quote from the letter: 

Our organization wishes to register a protest against the approval of any 
funds for that part of the authorization which would relocate the present 
channel at the south of the Neches River where it joins the Sabine Neches Canal. 

General Seeman. May I interrupt, sir? If you can refer to the map, 
I can pinpoint it exactly and it will make it easier. 

Mr. Rapavut. The letter continues: 


So that the channel would extend out into Lake Sabine and cut back through 


the spoil bank (Pleasure Island) and connect into the existing channel 2 or 3 
miles south of Port Arthur yacht basin. 

We will look at the map. 

General Seeman. On that part of the map, on the left flysheet, in 
almost the very center, you will notice a brown section which is sched- 
uled for future deepening and widening. It is not in the present fiscal 
1958 program, but that easing of the bend and the realinement, cutting 
off a sharp bend on the left, is what that specific communication, I 
believe, was talking about. 

Mr. Raravt. Is that to the right of the green on the map? 

General Sepman. The green, upstream in the Neches River; that is 
what is going on with fisc al 1957 funds. 

Mr. Raravr. Is the brown to the 1 ight of that, as you face the map ? 

General Skeman. Yes, sir; just to the right of that. 

Colonel Datryme ie. Right at the “C’ ’ there, sir. 

Mr. Rapsavt. That is right. Is ihe money that is being spent for 
1958 any way involved in this part of it? 

Colonel Datrymp.x. No, sir. That is part of the future work. 

Mr. Rapavut. To which the letter applies? 

Colonel Datrymp.te. Yes, sir. The letter applies to our future 
plans. 

Mr. Razavt. Not what is going on in 1958? 
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General Sreman. That is correct. I might mention that locally 
there is quite a conflict between these people that are interested in so- 
‘alled conservation and the shipping interests, who are the main users 

of this very heavily used, deepwater channel. 

Mr. Rapavut. What do you call Sabine Lake? Is that lake the 
thick part of the brown ? 

General Seeman. The Sabine Lake is just to the right of Port 
Arthur. Itis a large, very shallow, open lake, in which the spoil from 
the Sabine-Neches ¢ ‘anal, along the waterfront of Port Arthur, has 

created an island which is now called Pleasure Island. The city has 

developed an amusement park, and a golf course on what was origi- 
nally, and is, the present spoil- disposal area for that deepwater 
channel. 

Mr. Rapaut. Here is what they say about this: 

It is difficult for us as taxpayers to understand how this realinement of the 
channel through Sabine Lake can be justified at a cost of approximately $1 
million when an alternate, agreed, and satisfactory curve of 5,000 feet radius can 
be completed for possibly 10 to 20 percent of this $1 million cost. 

What about that ? 

General SkreMan. There is a question as to whether it is an alternate, 
agreed, and satisfactory curve. 

Mr. Razavr. Is it that much cheaper ¢ 

General Seeman. The navigation interests are not agreed on that. 
With the new and larger tankers that are using this deep waterway, 
questions of safety and speed of navigation and hazards of ni wigation 
are becoming inc reasingty important. There has been an operating 
waterway there for years, and it is a question of easing a restrictive 
bend now with traflic growing as it has. 

Mr. Rapavur. The work that is going to be done this year is not that 
work which is being complained of? It is not that part that is being 
complained of 

General Seeman. No, sir. Sabine-Neches Waterway carried 
56,200,000 tons in 1955. 

Mr. Rapavur. Oil? 

General Seeman. Oil and chemicals, largely. 


BRIDGE RELOCATION, CORPUS CHRISTI 


Mr. Ranaut. Bridge relocation, Corpus Christi, $1 ,400,000. 
Put pages 48 and 49 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


ALTERATION OF BRIDGES (TRUMAN-HOBBS ACT) 
BRIDGE RELOCATION, Corpus CHRISTI, TEX. (PorT ARANSAS-COoRPUS CHRISTI WATER- 
WAY, TEx.) 
(Continuing) 


Location.—At the entrance to the main turning basin of the Port Aransas- 
Corpus Christi Waterway at Corpus Christi, Tex. 

Authorization.—Act of June 21, 1940 (Truman-Hobbs Act), as amended. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—Not applicable. 
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Summarized financial data 


| 
| | Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost . $4, 700, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost d 1, 770, 000 
Cash contribution _. ae ree ; 0 
Other costs___--- 1, 770, 000 
Total estimated project costs__ 53 rs 6, 470, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956_- kibea 1, 500, 000 | 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957_......-. 500, 000 
Appropriations to date 2, 000, 000 43 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 1, 400, 000 72 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 _ - 1, 300, 000 . 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Bridge: Steel truss lift bridge and approaches to accomodate single-track rail 
way and two-lane highway traflic having following clearances : 
Vertical closed: 9.0 feet mean high water. 
Vertical open: 138.0 feet mean high water. 
Horizontal (between fenders) : 300 feet. 
Status (January 1, 1957): Bridge approximately 1 percent completed. 
Completion schedule: February 1959. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The obstructive bascule bridge is located across an angular entrance into the 
main turning basin of the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway, Tex., a deep 
water navigation project serving the needs of seagoing commerce from Port 
Aransas, Ingleside, and Corpus Christi, Tex. In 1955 a total of 24,330,003 tons 
of commerce moved over this waterway, of which approximately 12,900,000 tons 
moved through the bascule bridge at Corpus Christi, Tex. 

The principal products produced in the area tributary to the waterway are 
eotton, corn, vegetables, livestock, natural gas, petroleum, and gypsum. Princi 
pal industries consist of the processing of agricultural products, and the pro 
ducing and refining of bauxite ore and of petroleum and petroleum products. Oil 
production was given considerable impetus by the late war industries and by the 
location of a large naval air training station at nearby Encinal Peninsula. The 
Sunray Oil Corp., has recently placed in operation near Viola, Tex., westerly of 
the Corpus Christi turning basin, a refinery for the production of 135-octane 
gasoline and jet fuel. 

The existing bascule bridge is a definite bottleneck to commerce entering and 
leaving the port of Corpus Christi. The limited horizontal clearance 97.6 feet 
between fenders and the angular approach from the main channel causes traffic 
congestion, loss of shipping time, and creates a hazard to modern seagoing 
vessels. Following an analysis of evidence presented at a public hearing on 
December 10, 1952, the bridge was declared unreasonably obstructive. 

Fiseal year 1958.—The requested appropriation of $1,400,000 will be applied 
to continue construction of the new lift bridge at a site removed from the exist- 
ing obstructive bridge. 

Non-Federal costs.—Under the provisions of the Truman-Hobbs Act, as 
amended, the bridge owner is required to pay $1,770,000 of the estimated cost 
of the relocated bridge. 

Status of local cooperation.—In complying with the provisions of the Truman 
Hobbs Act, the bridge owner has awarded contracts for construction of the 
bridge substructure and superstructure and is acquiring the necessary lands and 
rights-of-way. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$4,700,000 is an increase of $339,000 over the latest estimate submitted to Con 
gress. The increase in cost results from the bridge owner's bid experience on 
the project. 


Mr. Ragsavut. Last year this project was delayed because of diffi- 
eulty in getting steel. What is the status of the work now? 
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General Sreman. The contract was awarded for the superstructure 
of this bridge in September of 1956. It is over a $2 million contract. 
At the time of award, the delay in steel was stated to be about 12 to 
14 months, so the expected delivery date on that steel is now November 
or December of this year. 

A contract for substructure and fenders was awarded in February 
1956 and work on that contract is underway. 

Mr. Ranaut. You probably could reduce this figure now. 

General SkeMAN. The present schedule of work—and it is carried 
out by the local interests—requires this $1.4 million in fiseal 1958 for 
us to meet our obligation, and the $1.3 million which is the work re- 
maining in fiscal 1959, sir. 

Mr. Rasaur. When did you say you were going to start getting 
deliveries of this steel ? 

General SeEEMAN. The date now is in November or December of this 
year. 

Mr. Rasavur. What would be your unobligated balance at the end 
of this year? 

General SkEEMAN. Our unobligated balance as of June 30 is esti- 
mated to be $74,690, and our unexpended balance, $1,559,690. 


ABIQUIU DAM AND RESERVOIR, N. MEX. 


Mr. Rasaur. Abiquiu Dam and Reservoir, $2,450,000. 
Put pages 52 through 54 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 


FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS (RESERVOIRS) 


Anrguiu DAM AND RESERVOIR (CHAMITA RESERVOIRS PRogecT), N. Mex. 
(Continuing ) 


Location.—On Rio Chama at river mile 30 near Abiquiu, N. Mex. Rio Chama 
is a tributary of the Rio Grande. 
Authorization.—1948 and 1950 Flood Control Acts. 
Benefit-cost ratio —1.32 to 1.00 (for Abiquiu, Low Chamita, and Jemes Can- 
yon Dams). 
Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost $15, 500, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 0 
Cash contribution 0 
Other costs Y 
Total estimated project cost 15, 500, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 879, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 1 1, 735, 000 
Appropriations to date 2, 614, 000 17 
Appropriations request for fiscal year 1958 2 450, 000 33 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 10, 436, 000 


1 Includes permanent transfer to project. of $235,000. 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Rolled earthfill. 
Height : 325 feet. 
Length: 1,540 feet. 
Outlet works: 
Controlled outlet: 
Type: 12-foot diameter, gated tunnel. 
Capacity : (Maximum pool), 8,000 cubic feet per second. 
Uncontrolled outlet : 
Type: 10-foot diameter, uncontrolled tunnel. 
Capacity : 5,000 cubic feet per second. 
Reservoir capacity : Flood control : 562,000 acre-feet. 
Spillway: Type: Uncontrolled, 25-foot bottom width. Located in a natural 
saddle about 1 mile north of left abutment. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 





Percent Completion schedule 
Entire project .........-..- 8 | Entire project: June 1961 
Lands and damages. - 7 | Land acquisition: June 1959. 
Relocations.-. 1 | Operators’ quarters: December 1957. 
Construction (initiated in September 1956) 3 | Controlled outlet: November 1958. 


| Uncontrolled outlet: August 1959, 

| Dam closure: August 1959. 

| Embankment and spillway: June 1961. 
Relocations: January 1961. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Abiquiu Dam and Reservoir is one unit of the flood-control phase of the 
authorized comprehensive plan of development of the Rio Grande and tribu- 
taries, New Mexico. Abiquiu Dam provides for (1) storage of floodwaters 
of Rio Chama, thereby furnishing flood protection for the Espanola and Middle 
Valleys of Rio Grande, (2) retention of sediments which are a great detriment 
to the Rio Grande Valley, and (3) reelase of clear water necessary for degrada- 
tion of the Rio Grande Channel. The cities of Albuquerque, Espanola, Socorro, 
Belen, Bernalillo, and Truth or Consequences (formerly Hot Springs), and 
public works of the valley will be afforded protection against damaging floods. 
Greatly expanded developments have taken place in the flood plain of the Rio 
Grande in recent years, especially at Albuquerque, N. Mex., which now has a 
population in excess of 160,000 as compared to about 35,000 in 1940. In addition, 
the flood protection provided by the project would also benefit military and 
Atomic Energy Commission installations adjacent to Albuquerque, inasmuch 
as those bases are patrially dependent upon the municipality for utilities, sup- 
plies, transportation, and housing facilities. This project provides a part of 
the vital upstream reservoir control for flood and sediment storage as required 
under the comprehensive plan of improvement. At the present time, only one 
unit of the comprehensive plan, Jemez Canyon Dam and Reservoir, is complete. 
The construction of the levee system in the Albuquerque unit of the Rio Grande 
floodway was completed during fiscal year 1956. Channel rectification works 
authorized under the same plan have been initiated by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion and are partially completed. The reservoirs are necessary in order to realize 
the maximum benefits from the channel rectification program, since they will 
help to prevent sedimentation of the improved channel. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $2,450,000 will be applied to— 


Continue acquisition of lands in the reservoir area_________~- sii te $50,000 
Continue construction of the controlled outlet (gated tunnel)_______ 1, 902, 000 
Initiate construction of operations building_______________.________ 100, 000 
Initiate and complete construction of operators’ quarters and utilities_ 52, 000 
| a ec ea ce ee eae 3 1, 000 
el teas iiennpiomtehiuniomel nies lt i Na 180, 000 
| a ne ae a ee ea 165, 000 


haa als nada ala hia ies scale nabs iiss sian 2, 450, 000 
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The early completion of Abiquiu Dam is essential in providing vital upstream 
reservoir control for flood and sediment storage as required under the compre- 
hensive plan of improvement. Under the present sc hedule the project will be 
completed June 1961 by which time the major portion of Bureau of Reclama- 
tion’s channel rectification program on the Rio Grande floodway will probably 
be completed. 

The requested amount of $2,450,000 is required for continuation of orderly 
construction during the budget year. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$15,500,000 is an increase of $3,400,000 over the latest estimate ($12,100,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. $1,340,000 is for the uncontrolled outlet tunnel which was not 
included in the latest estimate submitted to Congress but added based on ap- 
proval by the House and the Senate Appropriation Committees, as expressed in 
their reports on the fiscal year 1957 Public Works Appropriation Act. $1,469,000 
is an increase on the other items of construction based on a contract award for 
the controlled outlet, relocation of State Highway 96 and the operations build- 
ing. $591,000 is due to an increase in engineering and design resulting from 
adidtional foundation investigations found necessary and an increase in super- 
vision and administration resulting from the increase in overall construction 
costs. 

Mr. Rapaut. The cost of this project has been increased consider- 
ably. This does not seem to have affected the benefit-cost ratio 
appreciably. 

Please explain the situation, and the reasons for the cost increases. 

General SzeMan. The benefit-cost ratio for last year was 1.31; for 
this year it is 1.32, a very small increase. 

In scaling up the cost, or ¢ omputing additional cost of construction, 
the benefits are reevaluated also. There had been increase in the bene- 
fits, due to price level changes. 

Mr. Rasaur. Has any construction work been done on the uncon- 
trolled outlet as yet? 

General Sreman. No, sir. We have not completed the design on 
the uncontrolled outlet. 

Mr. Ranaut. What is the Corps’ latest attitude regarding the need 
for an uncontrolled outlet ? 

General Seeman. It is the same as it was at the last presentation 
before the committee, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. You might elaborate on that. 

General Seeman. The House report on the Public Works Appro- 
priation Act of 1957 carried these words: 

The Abiquiu Dam on the Chama River in New Mexico should be constructed 
with an uncontrolled outlet so as to limt the flood control and sedimentation 
reserve capacity of the reservoir to 562,000 acre-feet, and the entire Abiquiu- 
Chamita project should be so planned and constructed as to comply in all re- 
spects and particulars with the Flood Control Act of 1948. 


Mr. Rapaut. Do you still feel that you should have this amount? 

General Sreman. It is required by the terms of the compact agree- 
ment, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. With whom? 

General SreMAN. It is required, based on committee reports on the 
appropriation act of last year, the Flood Control Act of 1958. 

Mr. Rapaut. Some years ago we instructed you not to do that, and 
I think it was resurrected last year. 

General Seeman. That is correct. From an engineering stand- 
point, we felt that it was not necessary for the safety of the dam, but 
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it 1s necessary to comply with the water compact agreement, and the 
Flood Control Act. 

Mr. Raravr. What losses or what damages would accrue if we were 
to stop it again? 

General Sreman. Well, we would lose the amount we have spent 
in our design, and we would undoubtedly bring criticism upon the 
entire project from the States downstream. 

Mr. Razavr. If the committee would decide not to go ahead with 
it, what would the savings amount to? 

General Seeman. The savings on the project would be—and as I 
understand it you are referring just to the uncontrolled outlet—the 
savings would be the savings attributable to that uncontrolled outlet, 
which is $1,340,000; but if the entire project would be stopped, we 
would have, of course, the uncompleted contract, which is now in 
force. 

Mr. Rapavr. I am just talking about that outlet. That is an un- 
controlled outlet. You would not have damages there if we dropped 
that; would you? 

General SEEMAN. I am not aware of the full import of this. 

Mr. Raravr. Suppose you look into that. 

(The following information was later furnished: 

The elimination of the uncontrolled outlet from the project plan at this time 
would not create damages other than loss of design expenditures as mentioned. 
Such elimination would effect a savings in future project costs estimated at 
$1,540,000, which includes $1,340,000 for the construction cost of this feature 
plus attendant costs for engineering and design and supervision and admin- 
istration estimated at $200,000. 

General Serman. There is a suit in the courts, I believe, between 
the State of Texas and the State of New Mexico as to water rights on 
the Rio Grande. It is a very far-reaching and complex matter, these 
water rights. 

It was eliminated by the appropriation bill of 1956. The act last 
year specifically went into this, to restore it as essential. 

Mr. Rasaut. Would the water not go through and over the dam 
just the same as this uncontrolled outlet / 

General SEEMAN. No, sir. 

Mr. Rapavur. This is to let the water go on down through Texas? 

General Sreman. It lets the water go on down when it reaches a 
certain height. In addition, you have, at a much higher level a 
spillway to take care of the extremely high overflow. 

Mr. Rasavut. How much would the delay be in getting it to the new 
height when it went over the spillway? That is all the difference, 
is it not? The water goes over the spillway and this goes out at a 
little lower level. 

General Seeman. That is true. It is completely uncontrolled, 
that none of the downstream States could say that New Mexico, or 
the Federal Government, was impounding water to their detriment. 

Mr. Rapaut. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Fenton. I have a question, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rapaut. Dr. Fenton ? 

Mr. Fenton. What is the expected sedimentation rate, and how 
long will it take to fill up the reservoir with silt ? 
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General Seeman. Fillmg up the reservoir would take, I will not 
say an indefinitely long time, but it is planned within the limits of 
the time we figured the project, 50 years, to have no effect upon thd 
primary purpose of the project. There is a certain reserve in there 
of 60,000 acre-feet, and the total flood-control storage is 502,000 acre- 
feet, but that sedimentation is a problem in these western and south- 
western areas. It is one we have to consider very seriously. 

Mr. Fenton. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rasavr. I would like to refer to the Abiquiu Dam. Now, you 
have a controlled outlet, you have a spillway, and you have an uncon- 
trolled outlet. 

General Seeman. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Rapsaur. What is the argument for the uncontrolled outlet? 
It seems to me to be superfluous. 

General Sreman. The downstream compact States feel that with- 
out the uncontrolled outlet there is a possibility that water will be 
impounded there to the detriment of their legal rights and require- 
ments. 

Mr. Rapavur. In other words, there are suspicions between the 
States / 

General SreMan. And possibilities that we, as the Federal Govern- 
ment representatives, would not comply with the requirements. 

Mr. Rasaurt. It seems like an expenditure of money for kind of 
an odd purpose. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Rapavt. Mr. Jensen ? 

Mr. JENSEN. What States are dependent on water below this dam? 

General Seeman. The States of Texas and New Mexico in the 
United States, and the Federal Government of Mexico. 

Mr. JeNseN. That is what I thought. You say that they are afraid, 
if you do not have this uncontrolled outlet, that they are going to 
be deprived of water that is rightfully theirs? 

General SEEMAN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. What do youthink about it / 

General Seeman. I believe the Corps expressed itself in 1956, when 
the decision was made not to put the uncontrolled outlet in. 

The controlled outlet, which goes through the bottom of the dam, 
from an engineering standpoint is entirely adequate to insure the 
safety of the dam and to carry the low- flow releases. However, the 
requirements of the Flood Control Act of 1948 required the uncon- 
trolled outlet, and it was reiterated again in the reports on the Ap- 
propriations Act for fiscal year 1957. 

Mr. Kirwan. You are off the record, are you not? 

Mr. Jensen. No. Iam on the record. 

Mr. Kirwan. Off the record. 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


ALBUQUERQUE DIVERSION CHANNELS, N. MEX. 
Mr. Rasavut. Albuquerque diversion channels project, $750,000. 


Put pages 58 to 60 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 
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LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


ALBUQUERQUE DIVERSION CHANNELS PROJECT, N. MEx. 
(New) 


Location.—On tributaries of the Rio Grande from the east in Bernalillo 
County, Albuquerque, N. Mex., and vicinity. The project consists of two diver- 
sion channels, north diversion channel and south diversion channel, located on 
high ground east of and parallel to the valley. The north channel will extend 
from Campus Wash north for about 9 miles to where the Rio Grande is near the 
east bluffs, and will intercept the discharge from the numerous arroyos north 
of United States Highway 66. The south channel will begin about one-half 
mile south of United States Highway 66, extend south for about 5 miles to 
intercept the minor arroyos, and merge with the Tijeras Canyon portion of the 
diversion channel. 

Authorization. 

Benefit-cost ratio. 


1954 Flood Control Act. 
North channel, 3.30 to 1; south channel, 1..71 to 1. 








Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost-_.------ . $7, 940, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost - - - - - : 3, 080, 000 

Cash contribution 190, 000 | 

Other costs r = 2, 890, 000 
Total estimated project cost --- 11, 020, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 60, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 170, 000 Steehapigaa 
Appropriations to date 230, 000 3 
Appropriations request for fiscal year 1958 750, 000 12 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 6, 960, 000 | _- icine 


PHYSICAL DATA 


North diversion channel: 

Intake structure: Reinforced concrete. 

Channel: Trapezoidal section, concrete lined to 3 feet above design water 
surface. Bottom width 10 feet to 25 feet and depths from 11 feet to 30 
feet including freeboard, length about 9 miles. 

Freeboard: Three feet. 

Drop Structure (near Alameda): Conventional stilling basin. 

Outfall: Riprapped levees extending to the river. 

Design capacity: Ranging from 5,100 cubic feet per second at Campus Wash. 
to about 44,000 cubic feet per second at Alameda Drop. 

South diversion channel : 

Channel: Trapezoidal section, riprap and concrete lined. Bottom width 
from 10 to 35 feet and depths from 8.7 feet to 25 feet including freeboard, 
length about 5 miles. 

Intercepting channel, Tijeras Canyon: Channel with levee on 1 side, about 
5,100 feet in length. 

Outfall channel : Channel with flip-bucket-type energy dissipater 70 feet wide, 
trapezoidal in section, concrete lined, bottom width 20 feet, depth 13 feet 
including freeboard. 

Freeboard: Three feet. 

Design capacity: 1,300 cubic feet per second near upper end; 6,700 cubic 
feet per second at junction with Tijeras Canyon diversion channel; 
37,000 cubic feet per second discharge capacity of combined channels. 

Status (January 1, 1957): New start. 
Completion schedule: 

Entire project: June 1961. 

North channel: December 1960. 

South channel: June 1961. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


There is a serious flood problem on the tributaries of the Rio Grande from 
the east in Albuquerque, N. Mex., and vicinity. Floods originate on the steep 
alluvial slopes of the Sandia Mountains adjacent to the city. From the slopes, 
floods descend into the lowlands area, through which there are no flood outlets 
to the Rio Grande. The floodwaters collect in depressions in the lowlands 
which are below the level of the adjacent river. The ponded water remains until 
it evaporates or slowly escapes through the Middle Rio Grande Conservancy 
District drains, which enter the river about 8 miles downstream from Albu- 
querque. Traffic on vital transcontinental rail lines and highways is subject 
to disruption during floods. In addition to causing extensive property damage, 
floods have endangered lives and the impoundme nt of floodwater creates a serious 
health problem. Nine floods occurred in the north channel area during July 
and August of 1955 and 1 in the south channel area in September 1955 causing 
damages estimated at over $1,300,000. During these floods many families had 
to evacuate their homes several times. State, county Red Cross, city, and Fed- 
eral agencies participated in the fights to bring relief to the flooded areas. The 
project will protect the lowlands area which includes parts of the business dis- 
trict, mainline and division shops of the A. T. & S. F. Railway, Federal and 
State highways, commercial, industrial, residential, and suburban property. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $750,000 will be applied to— 


Initiate construction of Alameda drop and outfall to river (north 





ial at ta a heen a cli a ase $545, 000 
SE TOI Cu nn oa 5 cates spuahieneic chen claaeiine ented eee 157, 400 
Supervision and administration_____ Aree sii ic tilok a ae eile stad aaa 47, 600 

OO i ats ia Nels ahaa dai tain A ao eg a la dl eke ae 750, 000 


The requested amount will permit initiation of the project on an orderly and 
economical schedule. In view of the frequency of floods in the area to be 
protected early accomplishment of the project is necessary. 

Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $3,080,000, broken down as follows: 


Lands and rights-of-way______- : Us, eee 
_— ation of highways, streets, bridges and. irrigation structures_ 950, 200 
Cash contribution (land enhancement) — gee ee a 190, 000 
PN i ad alo eam i aa aaa a a ae ee ee 3, 080, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance, 
operation and replacements will total $35, 500. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Sandia Conservancy District is proceeding 
with necessary actions toward providing local cooperation in conformance with 
the laws of the State governing conservancy districts. The law provides for 
court approval of an appraisal report which serves as a basis for assessments 
to defray the costs of local cooperation. According to information furnished by 
the conservancy district, the appraisal report will be completed not later than 
September 1957 and they will be able to meet their obligations with a schedule 
calling for construction to start about December 1957. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$7,940,000 is an increase of $440,000 over the latest estimate ($7,500,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. This increase is due to higher price levels. 

Mr. Ranaut. This is a new start. Explain the project briefly. 

General Sreman. This project is a diversion channel to divert water 
flowing down through the city, and deliver it to the Rio Grande. It 
is not a part of the comprehensive Rio Grande Basin flood control 
project, but it is supplementary thereto. 

It is a local protection project, consisting of these 2 diversions canals, 
1 north and 1 south, 9 and 5 miles long, respectively, to take care of 
these floods which originate in the highlands behind the city and flow 
down through the city, 2 to 6 feet in depth, and they stand 2, 3, or 4 
days along the river. 
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Mr. Jensen. If I may say so, Mr. Chairman, I think this is a very 
necessary project. I know that area quite well. 

Mr. Chairman, I think this is a very necessary project. I am well 
acquainted with this problem. 

Mr. Rasavr. I have a few questions on this subject. 

What has been the total Federal investment to date to protect the 
city of Albuquerque from the Rio Grande? 

Supply that for the record. 

General Seeman. This is not a part of the protection of the city 
from the Rio Grande. This is a protection of the city from this flow 
that comes through the city in these small channels. This is not part 
of the comprehensive plan, although it is supplementary thereto. 

Mr. Rapavr. There must be some Federal investment here. Does it 
not protect the city from the Rio Grande at all ? 

General Sreman. This protects the city, not from floods originating 
on the Rio Grande. This protects the city from floods originating — 

Mr. Ranavr. Put it in there for the floods originating in this area 

General Srrman. There has been no construction mone y expended 
for this purpose in the city. 

Mr. Razavt. Tell us about the levee work. 

General Seeman. The levee work on the middle Rio Grande, Al- 
buquerque unit, of the comprehensive Rio Grande unit is separate. 

Mr. Razavut. Let us know how much we have in that. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 

The Corps of Engineers has constructed the Albuquerque unit of the Rio 
Grande Floodway at an estimated cost of $38,200,000 for protection of the city 
of Albuquerque against floodwaters of the Rio Grande. 

Mr. Rapavr. Please explain briefly the procedures that must be 
completed before there can be assurances of local cooperation on this 
project ¢ 

General Seeman. The local agency which is cooperating on this 
project, the local sponsor, is the Sandia Conservation District. In 
a letter of August 1956 they officially reported that they would be 
able to meet the obligations with the schedule calling for construction 
to start in December of 1957, and to keep pace with any schedule which 
can be set up. The board of directors of this Sandia Conservation 
District has the power under the State law of eminent domain, and 
taxing authority. That is our assurance. 

Mr. Razsavr. How soon would it be that you would start to get 
some assurance / 

General Seeman. December 1957, they said that they would be 
ready to meet any schedules to start construction. 

Mr. Razavr. Do you believe this can all be accomplished in time to 
start construction in fiscal 1958 4 

General Seeman. Yes, sir. That is what we have been assured; 
that they would be ready then. Problems in this area are very difficult. 
It is a very rapidly developing area. Costs are going up a good deal. 

Mr. Ranaut. What possible snags could develop to prec lude « ‘omple- 
tion of local contributions, assurances coming through in 1958? Do 
they have any legislature action or anything like that? Do they have 
to have a bond issue? What could be the fly in the ointment ? 

General Seeman. Well, I know that for a year Sandia Conservation 
District has been exercising their statutory authority to get appraisals, 
and to acquire or start acquiring the lands and rights-of-way. 
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Mr. Rasavtr. What steps still have to be taken so they are right up 
to the counter / 

General Seeman. I do not know of any, sir. 

Mr. Ranavr. All right. When will final plans and specifications be 
completed ? 

General SeremMaNn. Final plans for the first elements are to start and 
be ready for advertising and award in January of 1958, so the plans 
will be ready in the second quarter of fiscal 1958. 

Mr. Rapavut. Final plans? 

General SEeEMAN. For the first element, sir. Our first work is to 
start on the north channel. 

Mr. Ranaut. The first element is what portion of the whole thing? 

General SreeMAN. The first element to start would be the outflow end 
on the north channel, and it would work upstream on that channel, 
and the south channel is to be of later priority. 

Mr. Rapavr. It is part of the first channel ? 

General Skeman. That is right. There isa relocation of the Santa 
Fe Railroad involved in the first element, too, because it runs right 
down through the area. 


ARTESIA DIVERSION CHANNEL PROJECT, N. MEX. 


Mr. Rasaur. The Artesia diversion channel project, $545,000. 
Put pages 65 through 67 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 


LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


ARTESIA DIVERSION CHANNEL Prowect, N. MEx. 
(New ) 


Location.—The project is located on Eagle Creek, a tributary of Pecos River, 
at Artesia, N. Mex. The project is a diversion on Eagle Creek approximately 4 
miles upstream from Artesia to convey flood flows from Eagle Creek into Tumble- 
weed Draw, a tributary which enters Pecos River about 4 miles downstream from 
Artesia. 

{uthorization.—1954 Flood Control Aet. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.92 to 1. 


Swnmarized financial data 


Accumulated 

{mount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost $600, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 180, 000 
Cash contribution 0 
Other costs 180, 000 
Total estimated project cost 780, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 30, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 25, 000 i 
Appropriations to date ; 55, 000 9 
Appropriations request for fiscal year 1958 545, 000 100 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 0 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


Diversion levee: 
Length : 5.7 miles. 
Crown width: 10 feet. 
Side slopes: 3 on 1. 
Design flow: design discharge: 51,000 cubic feet per second. 
Structures: 
Concrete crossing on United States Highway. No. 285: 2,000 feet long. 
Railroad bridge, Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway, new trestle and 
grade raise: 1,000 feet long. 
Drainage area: Approximately 172 square miles: Eagle Creek. 
Status (January 1, 1957) : New start. 
Comn'tion schedule : 
Entire project: June 1958. 
Acicuison, Lopeka & Santa Fe Railway bridge and grade raise: June 1958. 
Levee work: June 1958. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Eagle Creek is an intermittent stream that heads in the Sacramento Mountains 
and flows east to the Pecos River through the city of Artesia, N. Mex., which is 
located about 4 miles above the mouth. From its source to a point about 4 miles 
above the city, the stream has a fairly well defined channel, and overflows are 
confined within the valley section where their beneficial effect outweighs the 
miner damages caused. Below this point flood flows diverge and spread out over 
a wide area instead of following a specific channel. The majority of the flow 
follows two shallow swales through the southern section of the city where there 
has been considerable recent residential development. Approximately 50 percent 
of the dwelling units constructed in Artesia since 1940 are located in the southern 
section of the city and most of them are in the flood plain of Eagle Creek. The 
population of the city has practically tripled since 1940 and the industrial outlook 
is such that future growth is expected to continue at a rapid rate. Growth of 
the city is largely attributable to the expansion of the petroleum production and 
relining industries within the area. Two major highways, New Mexico 83 and 
U. S. 285, cross the flood plain and intersect in the city. A branch line of the 
Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway runs parallel to United States Highway 
No. 285 through the city and crosses the flood plain. Traffic on these facilities 
is disrupted and the facilities are damaged during floods. The flood of October 
1954 caused damages in the city and adjacent areas estimated at $224,000. The 
Artesia project will afford complete protection to the city and irrigated lands in 
the vicinity from floods originating on Eagle Creek. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $545,000 will be applied to— 


Initiate and complete construction of the project.._.______- ccnasa S006, 000 
Sanercision 6nd acmiimisiration..n. 246 delice cee Seek dln ; 38, 400 
Pen ol el eget teal a mnie as aehiene ; ...-~ 45,000 


Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $180,000, broken down as follows: 


I gi lire cecal as $108, 000 
Comme cregmne, U; S. Hignwe@y 260...-< 2.0. ceccenwccnnnne Panes 72, 000 
RE aD ar OB gi hk prnes  rartna a 8 le re dete hee ats ok oe BS 180, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance, 
operation and replacement will total $3,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—The city of Artesia had agreed to comply with 
all necessary requirements of local cooperation. A preliminary map of the 
proposed right-of-way for the project has been presented to the city and the 
city council has approved the project as developed by the corps. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$600,000 is an increase of $10,000 over the latest estimate ($590,000) submitted 
to Congress. This increase is due primarily to costs experienced to date on 
engineering and design and a reanalysis of requirements for supervision and 
administration. 
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Mr. Rapavrt. This is a new start. Will you please explain the 
projec t¢ 

General Seeman. In somewhat smaller scale, it is similar to the 
Albuquerque diversion project. It involves a channel to divert Eagle 
Creek which divides the city of Artesia and spreads out over agri- 
cultural lands. 

This diversion channel collects it and delivers it to the Pecos River 
farther downstream. 

Mr. Rapsaut. What eae figures are you carrying in the 

$545,000 requested for fiscal year 1958? 

General SremMan. This $545,000 is estimated to complete the entire 
project in this fiscal year, and the contingency figure included here is 
$84,400. 

There was a slight increase in our estimated cost this year. There 
is a possibility that there may be somewhat further increases in cost, 
but here, again, it is a re ipidly developing area and values are high. 

Mr. Rasavt. Do you think you need that much for contingency ? 

General Seeman. Yes, sir. We may need more on this one, sir. 

There is a possibility that this appropriation request for this year 
might not finish it. 

Mr. Ranaut. What is the status of plans and specifications on the 
project and when will they be completed / 

General SeEMAN. Our general design memo on this one at the 
present time is about 60 percent complete. We plan to award our 
first contract in November 1957. 

Mr. Rarwavut. It will be completed by that time? 

General Seeman. We would have plans and specifications complete 
before we would advertise. 

Mr. Rapsaut. What is the status of local cooperation on the project, 
particularly with respect to right-of-way / 

General Seeman. This is a local protection project and the local 
interests furnish all lands and rights-of-way. We have letters from 
the city officials. The mayor, in a letter dated July of 1956, stated 
that the city council approved the project and agreed that the city 
of Artesia would give local cooperation and meet the requirements 
cited in the district engineer’s letter. 

There is a little bit more element of probability in this than in the 
last one, I believe, sir, because the city has stated that it will probably 
have to issue or call for a bond election, and get approval on that. 

Mr. Rapavut. How long is that going to take ? 

General Seeman. They are on notice that before construction could 
start it will require formal agreement with them by June of this year. 

Mr. Rapavur. Have they got plans for the bond issue at the present 
time? What is the status? 

General Seeman. They have plans, but—— 

Mr. Ranaut. We have had some of these things to come up year 
after year and they never get going. 

General Sreman. I appreciate the situation. Of course there is no 
guaranty that a bond election will pass. 

Mr. Ranaut. Is there going to be a request for a bond issue? 

General Seeman. That is their plan. They have the authority 
under the State, as I understand it. 
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Mr. Ranaut. What harm would come if we delayed this and let 
them get this bond issue over with before talking about it? 

General Seeman. We would run the risk of any floods, and I believe 
there was a flood there in 1954. Yes, in 1954 a flood went through the 
city and caused an estimated quarter million damage. 

Mr. Ranaut. You do not think there would be anything wrong 
if we tried to convince these municipalities that the Congress is trying 
to get them to do their part before we are willing to proceed ¢ 

General Seeman. It is something to consider. On the other hand, 
they say they do not want to go ahead until they are sure we will go 
ahead. 

Mr. Rasavt. I do not think they would be taking much chance if 
they went ahead with a bond issue. 

General SEEMAN. It is a meritorious project. 

Mr. Rapsavur. What is the benefit-cost ratio / 

General SremMan. 2.92. 


BUFFALO BAYOU AND TRIBUTARIES, TEX, 


Mr. Rasavut. “Buffalo Bayou and tributaries, $2,900,000." We will 
insert pages 70 through 72 for the record. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 


LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


3UFFALO BAYou AND TRIBUTARIES, TEXAS 
(Continuing ) 


Location.—Local protection for Houston, located in Harris County, Tex., in 

and westerly of Houston along Buffalo, White Oak, and Brays Bayous. 
Authorization.—1938 River and Harbor Act and 1954 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.5 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 

estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost $41, 700, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost- . -- 39, 900, 000 

Cash contributions - - 0 

Other costs 39, 000, 000 
Total estimated project cost -. 81, 600, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956_- 8, 726, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957__- 6, 900, 000 
Appropriations to date __- 15, 626, 000 37 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 2, 900, 000 44 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958_. - - 23, 174, 000 


! The budget commitment at this time is for construction of Brays Bayou only. Fundsin the amount 
of $8,355,000 will be required after fiscal year 1958 to complete the construction of the Brays Bayou 
improvement. The total estimated Federal cost of this unit is $14,940,000. 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Addicks Dam and Reservoir: Earth embankment 61,166 feet long; 204,500 acre- 
feet capacity ; outlet works, 3 gated and 2 ungated conduits. 
Barker Dam and Reservoir: Earth embankment 71,900 feet long: 207,000 acre- 
feet capacity: outlet works, 3 gated and 2 ungated conduits. 
Channels: 
Buffalo Bayou: 26.2 miles. 
White Oak Bayou: 8.9 miles. 
Brays Bayou: 25.5 miles. 
South Mayde Creek : 1.2 miles. 





1145 
Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent Completion 
schedule 


Brays Bayou 
Channel 9 | June 1961. 
Relocations 0 | January 1961. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will protect the principal business, industrial, and residential 
areas of Houston, Harris County, Tex., against recurring floods on Buffalo, 
Brays, and White Oak Bayous. The flood of December 1935 caused damages 
amounting to $2,500,000 and a loss of 8 lives. A recurrence of the December 
1935 flood, under present conditions of development in the flood plain, would 
cause damages estimated in excess of $21,520,000. Annual flood-control bene- 
fits for the project are estimated at $4,669,000. Completion of the project at an 
early date is needed to prevent recurring flood losses. The city of Houston has 
expended approximately $5 million for lands and required modifications and has 
agreed to continue its share of the required cooperation as work progresses. 

Channel work on Brays Bayou will prevent flood damage to modern residential 
and commercial property. Flood protection will be provided for a land area of 
about 32.800 acres of which 26,200 are agricultural, 4,300 are residential, and 
2,300 are commercial. The total value of all physical property in the flood plain 
within the limit of proposed improvement is estimated at $102,648,000, based on 
December 1955 prices. About 87 percent of the total value consists of residential 
and business property. A recurrence of the maximum flood stage of record 
would, without project protection, cause damage estimated at $2,913,000. Annual 
flood-control benefits for the Brays Bayou improvement are estimated to be 
$1,740,000. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $2,900,000 will be applied to— 


Continue construction of Brays Bayou Channel F _..-.... $2, 339, 000 
Engineering and design see . pleat i es Aes 349, 000 
DET VISIO BAG SCNT eIeOR, wo en eee 212, 000 


ROU tenes: oe i es na near oc ce ancy ion cca Tod 


Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $39,900,000, broken down as 
follows: 


Lands and damages . ; a ee a ee ee $36, 030, 000 
Relocations of utilities. sewers, etc irae in Mada Hiiatdes thal earls il 903, 000 
Bridge alterations__-_ A : ood : 2, 967, 000 


= om - ase meee moe am, * 


CGE S55 tra oni se sac a IMD lace sla ck sass lis tac, a 


Local interests are required to maintain the rectified channels of Buffalo, 
Brays. and White Oak Bayous upon completion. The annual cost for main- 
tenance is estimated at $118,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Harris County Flood Control District on 
November 23, 1955, adopted a resolution assuring the United States that the 
requirements of local cooperation would be supplied. Local interests have ac- 
quired about 35 percent of the rights-of-way required for the entire project and 
have accomplished about 30 percent of the highway bridge and utility relocations. 
Land acquisition on the Brays Bayou component of the project is about 60 per- 
cent completed and relocations about 50 percent completed. All of the rights- 
of-way have been acquired for the lower 4.7-mile reach of Brays Bayou to be 
started in fiscal year 1957 and continued into fiscal year 1958 and local interests 
are now reconstructing two highway bridges in that reach. Local interests have 
acquired about 20 percent of the rights-of-way needed for the work to be initiated 
in fiscal year 1958. Local interests have scheduled completion of the land 
acquisition for the work in fiscal year 1958 by November 1957. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$41,700,000 is an increase of $2 million over the latest estimate ($39,700,000) 
submitted to Congress. An increase of $2,595,000 due to higher price levels, is 
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partially compensated for by a $468,000 decrease in engineering and design and 
supervision and administtration costs based on a reanalysis of requirements, 
and by a $127,000 decrease in the estimated cost of railroad bridge alterations 
based on further design. 


DALLAS FLOODWAY, TEX. 


Mr. Razsaut. Dallas Floodway, $550,000. 

General Seeman. Mr. Chairman, we have advertised and awarded 
three additional contracts within the last 6 or 8 months, and we believe 
we will be able to complete it within the funds and contingencies 
available. 

Mr. Rasaut. We will insert pages 76 through 78 of the justification 
into the record. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


DALLAS FLoopway, TEx. 
(Continuing ) 


Location.—Located on the Elm Fork and West Fork of the Trinity River at 
Dallas in Dallas County, Tex. 

Authorization.—1945 and 1950 River and Harbor Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—3.12 to 1 (for system comprising Lewisville Dam and 
Grapevine Reservoir and Dallas Floodway). 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost $8, 902, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 1, 498, 000 
Cash contributions 300, 000 
Other costs id 1, 198, 000 
Total estimated project cost _.- 10, 400, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 5, 752, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957-__- - 2, 600, 000 
Appropriations to date - 8, 352, 000 4 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 550, 000 100 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 None on 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 

Average height: 26 feet. 

Length : 22.6 miles. 
Channels: Improvement 3 miles along West Fork. 
Pumping plants: 

3 pumping plants with attendant sumps. 

8 pressure conduits ; length 12,167 feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent Completion 
schedule 


Channels... ; 0 | September 1957. 
Levees ___- 60 | April 1958. 
Pressure conduits aie i 96 | June 1957 
Pumping plants_-__.-..-- 91 | March 1957. 


Entire project -- build ut 78 | April 1958. 





1147 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project, in conjunction with the Grapevine and Lewisville Reservoirs, will 
provide protection to the leveed areas of residential and industrial develop- 
ments in the city of Dallas from discharges of a magnitude approaching the 
design storm. The area within the Dallas levee system totals approximately 
10,500 acres including 7,000 residental units and approximately 600 business 
and industrial establishments and a network of rail lines and highways. The 
Grapevine project was completed and impoundment initiated during fiscal year 
1953 ; the closure section of the Lewisville project was started during June 1944 
and deliberate impoundment was initiated during November 1954. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The funds requested for fiscal year 1958 will complete the 
project. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of. the authorized project is estimated at $1,498,000 broken down as 
follows: 


Relocations of utilities, sewers, ete__-___________________ _.. $275, 000 


Lands — dane ie ale 420, 000 
Drainage structures Sint sw dccibeesste-tssa is ansaid iacerseeietacaiacbonaae eee 503, 000 
Cash contribution (for Turtle Creek pressure sewer)__------------. 300, 000 

TOC a oa r eae ei ik wee Be ee 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $102,000. 

In addition, local interests advise that they have incurred costs of approxi- 
mately $20 million for levees and floodway prior to initiation of construction of 
the authorized Federal improvement. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Dallas County Flood Control District, Dallas, 
Tex., a State agency, by resolution dated November 12, 1948, assumed the obli- 
gations required of local interests. The required cash contribution of $300,000 
has been made and all rights-of-way required for Federal construction have been 
furnished. With the exception of minor cleanup, which will be accomplished 
during the current fiscal year, local interests have completed all work required 
in connection with the project. 

Comparisons of Federal cost estimate.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$8,902,000 is a decrease of $898,000 from the latest estimate ($9,800,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. The decrease of $898,000 results from savings realized on 
bids received and actual cost of completed work. 


SAN ANTONIO CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT, TEX. 


Mr. Rasaur. “San Antonio Channel improvement,” $1,500,000. I 
notice this is reduced to $500,000. 

We will put pages 83 through 86 in the record. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


SAN ANTONIO CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT, TEXAS 


(Continuing ) 


Location.—Local protection for San Antonio, Bexar County, Tex., along the 

San Antonio River and San Pedro, Apache, Alazan, and Martinez Creeks. 
{uthorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.31 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 


{mount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost $14, 700, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 9, 525, 000 
Cash contribution 100, 000 
Other costs 9, 125, 000 
Total estimated project cost 24, 225, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 115, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 800, 000 
Appropriations to date -- 915, 000 6 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 1, 500, 000 6 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 12, 285, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Improvement 11.6 miles along San Antonio River. 
Improvement 5 miles along San Pedro Creek. 
Improvement 3.4 miles along Apache Creek. 
Improvement 4.3 miles along Alazan Creek. 
Improvement 6.7 miles along Martinez Creek. 
Relocations : 
5 M. K. T. Railway bridges. 
5 8. P. Railway bridges. 
1 T. T. C. Co. Railway bridge. 
Status January 1, 1957: 
Entire project: 1 percent. 
Construction not yet initiated. 
Completion schedule : 
Relocations: March 1961. 
Channels: 
San Antonio River (initial) : December 1958. 
San Antonio River (final) : June 1962. 
San Pedro Creek: June 1961. 
Apache Creek: December 1959. 
Alazan Creek: April 1960. 
Martinez Creek: June 1960. 
Entire project: June 1962. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The improvements will give a high degree of protection to the metropolitan 
area of San Antonio (third largest city in Texas with a population of 565,000), 
which has been subject to disastrous floods and heavy loss of life in the past 
Approximately 2,685 acres of urban land are subject to flooding in the stream 
reaches in San Antonio, and the total value of all property therein is estimated 
at about $128,567,300. The population in the flooded area is estimated at 21,800, 
and there are approximately 23,400 persons employed in the area. A recurrence 
of the maximum flood of record (1921) under the present state of development 
would result in damages estimated to be about $7,365,500. The last serious 
flood occurred during September 1946 and caused damages amounting to approxi 
mately $3,819,000. In addition to the high degree of flood protection afforded 
by the project, it will also provide adequate outfalls for the future storm-sewer 
system now being planned by the city. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $1,500,000 will be applied to: 


Initiate relocation and alteration of railroad bridges $125, S00 
Continuation of excavation of San Antonio River Channel 180, 000 
Initiation of excavation of San Pedro Creek _________- : 200, 000 
Initiation of excavation of Martinez Creek_____________~ ; 126, 000 
Engineering and design. ______________~ IN 140, 000 
Supervision and administration_._._.....-.-.--...__ . 128, 200 


anes ee .--. 1,500, 000 
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The channel excavation proposed will provide some immediate benefits. Ac- 
complishments of proposed relocations will permit future channel excavation to 
proceed without delays. The funds requested for fiscal year 1958 are required 
for orderly and economical progress of this work during the budget vear. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $9,525,000 broken down as 
follows: 


kl eeedig dae eased eas Se ar irekb ten ec _. $2, 930, 400 
Relocation of dams and channel rectification__ fe ee aT 4. 484, 000 
Relocation of highway bridges__- mist ditied cullen Silat 2d sey 
Relocation of utilities__._.___- Sixa : ; Sia wits _ 1,394, 800 
Cash contribution (for enhancement benefits)... --_-____ ois 400, 000 

aR ee eee ee eee sc i aearenat Se ee SA SS ee 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $25,000. 

In addition, local interests advise that they have incurred costs of $4,555,000 
for channel excavation and construction of Olmos Dam prior to initiation of 
the authorized Federal project. Olmos Dam is a flood control detention reservoir 
with no permanent storage It was constructed during 1925-1926 at a cost of 
approximately $1,575,000. The dam will continue to operate as an integral part 
of the San Antonio channel improvement project. 

Status of local cooperation—The San Antonio River Authority, a duly auth- 
orized State agency, by an ordinance passed on February 28, 1956, has agreed 
formally to comply with all the requirements of local cooperation. The citizens 
of San Antonio on January 10, 1956, authorized the issuance of $10 million in 
revenue bonds by the San Antonio River Authority. Prospective buyers ques- 
tioned the constitutionality of the legislation under which these bonds were 
issued and the attorney general of the State of Texas formally disapproved 
the sale of bonds. The San Antonio River Authority instituted a mandamus 
proceedings directly in the Supreme Court of Texas to compel the attorney gen- 
eral to approve the bond issue. Hearings were held by the supreme court on 
November 14, 1956. It is anticipated that a decision by the court will be 
rendered early in January 1957. 

The cash contribution required of local interests has been programed for fiscal 
year 1958 and it is anticipated that it can be made available as scheduled. 
Rights-of-way for fiscal year 1957 construction have been acquired and acquisi- 
tion of these rights-of-way required for the fiscal year 1958 program is pro- 
gressing satisfactorily. Local interests are also maintaining satisfactory prog- 
ress on the planning of the construction to be accomplished by them. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate—No change in the latest total estimate 
presented to Congress. However, feature estimates making up that estimate 
have been revised based on recent completion of design studies and minor price 
level increases. As a result of the design studies, provision has been made in 
certain sections for concrete lining of the floodway channel, and the previously 
considered floodwalls have been modified. 

Mr. Ranaut. Has the supreme court of Texas ruled with respect 
to the bond issue required to finance the local interests’ costs on this 
project ? 

General Skreman. Yes. The ruling was made in February but we 
still believe that their progress will not be fast enough, and that is 
why the $1 million reduction was made. 

Mr. Ranaut. That is because of the delays ? 

General Sreman. The delays incured, yes. 

Mr. Ranaut. Last year it was testified on page 512 of the hearings 
that the $400,000 cash contribution required would be put up this 
year. Now you say it will be next year. Why the delay? 

General Serman. The delay has been due to the legal question as 
to the constitutionality of the bond issue. 

Mr. Rasaur. What would happen if we did not go ahead with this 
until they got the legal technicalities straightened out ? 
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General Seeman. They are straightened out. The San Antonio 
River Authority has powers under the State of eminent domain and 
taxation. The question was whether the bond issue was constitu- 
tional. 

Mr. Rapavut. You have $500,000 in here for 1958, do you not‘ 

General Seeman. $500,000 for 1958, yes, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. W hat will you do with that? 

General Sreman. We will initiate the relocations on the railroad 
bridges; we will initiate some excavation of San Antonio River Chan- 
nel, and of course perform supervisory functions over the contract 
and continue the engineer ng and design work. 

Mr. Rasaut. You had $1.5 million in this budget and you cut it 
now because of the legal tec lini alities to $500,000. Now you say you 
will use the $500,000 for the purposes you have just enumerated. 
Why do anything on it until the legal technicalities are settled / 

General SkEeMAN. They are settled now, sir. 

Mr. Rasavut. The bond issue is not settled, is it ? 

General Seeman. Yes, sir. The contest was as to whether the 
authority had authority to issue bonds. They already had the powers 
by State law of eminent domain and taxation. 

Mr. Ranaut. There must be some difference of opinion or this 
would never have gotten to the court. 

General Person. Yes, but the court has taken final action, sir. 

General SreMAN. It went to the State supreme court. 

Mr. Rapavut. But even though it has gone to the State supreme 
court, they have not yet initiated a bond issue. They have a right to 
do it but they have not done it. Why should we do anything until 
they actually have the bond issue? 

General Seeman. On January 10, 1956, the citizens of Bexar 
County authorized the issuance of $10 million in revenue bonds by 
the San Antonio River Authority. Prospective buyers questioned 
the constitutionality of the legislation under which these bonds were 
issued, and the Attorney General of the State of Texas formally 
dipapproved the sale of bonds. 

The San Antonio River Authority instituted a mandamus proceed- 
ing directly in the Supreme Court of Texas to compel the attorney 
general to approve the bond issues. On the 14th of November, 1956, 
the supreme court heard arguments, and on the 13th of February, 
1957, the supreme court rendered a decision upholding the constitu- 
tionality of the legislation under which the bonds were issued. On 
the 28th of February, 1957, the attorney general filed a motion for 
rehearing, and on the 27th of March, 1957, the motion for rehearing 
was denied. 

Counsel for the San Antonio River Authority has advised that the 
attorney general has informed him the bond issue will now be 
approved by him. Bids have been advertised for two items required 
from local interests. So they are proceeding along. 

Mr. Rapsavur. That develops it a little better. No work is actually 
under contract at this time? , 

General Seeman. There is no construction work under contract at 
the present time. 





OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, Corps OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Rasaurt. “Operation and maintenance,” $6,095,000. Put pages 
89 through 93 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL, FiscaL YEAR 1958 


1. Navigation 

(a) Channels and harbors.—The budget estimate of $5,275,000 provides for 
essential maintenance work on 9 channel and harbor projects named in the list 
which follows. The work to be accomplished under this activity consists of 
maintaining the navigation channels and harbors and anchorages of coastal 
harbors and waterways by means of dredging, snagging, operation of navigation 
structures, and repairing harbor jetties; periodic inspections and surveys to 
determine conditions of the projects for programing purposes and providing 
navigation interests with adequate information on existing channel conditions; 
all as authorized in the laws adopting river and harbor projects. This budget 
estimate includes $535,000 of the $5,000,000 provided for in the budget for 
reduction of the backlog of urgently needed maintenance work. 


Obligations 


{In thousands of dollars] 


Fiscal year 1958 


} Fiscal (estimated) 
Fiscal year recurring One- Total 
Project year 1957 maintenance time fiscal | Remarks 
1956 (esti- ‘ repairs year 
mated) | 1958 
An- Peri- 
nual odie 
LOUISIANA 
Calcasieu River and Pass. --- 136.2 | 365.0 | 166.0 | 200.0 366.0 | Dredging. 
TEXAS 
Brazos Island Harbor -- 74.1 280. 7 168. 0 168.0 Do. 
Freeport Harbor 155. 2 283. 5 143.0 143.0 Do. 
Galveston Channel and Harbor 252. 3 240.0 249.0 300. 0 549.0 Do. 
Gulf Inland Waterway (Galves- 913.0 98. 2 918.0 130. 0 1,048.0 | Dredging and 
ton). operation, and 
repair project 
facilities. 
Houston Ship Channel 338. 4 871 0 170.0 529.0 | Dredging 
Port Aransas-Corpus - Christi |1, 005.4 |!, 278.6 138. 0 600.0 |1,088.0 | Dredging and 
Waterway. jetty repairs. 
Sabine-Neches Waterway 257.0 714.7 270. 0 180. 0 535.0 |1, 285.0 Do 
LOUISIANA 
Texas City Channel 137.7 1.4 127.0 127.0 | Dredging 
Project condition surveys 1.9 12.0 22.0 22.0 
Other projects maintenance, 51.8 506. 6 
periodically. 
Total channels and harbors. 3, 326.0 (5, 642.0 5, 275.0 


(b) Locks, dams, reservoirs and canals.—The budget estimate of $72,000 pro- 
vides the minimum amount necessary for annual operational requirements and 
periodic work. The amount requested recurring annually is the necessary opera- 
tion and ordinary maintenance of project facilities; labor, supplies, materials 
and parts required for the day-by-day functioning of the project. Periodic 
requirement is indicated under remarks below. 


91488—57 


-1 








1152 


Obligations 


[In thousands of dollars] 


Fiscal year 1958 | 
Fiscal (estimated) 
| 








| Fiscal | year recurring One- | Total, | 
Project | year 1957 maintenance time | fiscal | Remarks 
| 1956 | (esti- ee repairs year 
mated) | 1958 
| An- | Peri- | 
| | nual | odic | | 
a asteplinns - Se in -——|— i — | re 
} | i | i 
TEXAS | 
Dam B Reservoir..........-....- 59.5 60. 4 62.0 | 10.0 0 | 72.0 Painting of struc- 
| } tures. 
Total navigation.............-.-- (> 385.5 |5, 702.4 |......-- Pde bicsdhy bud sx |5, 347.0 | 
| 


2. Flood control 


(a) Reservoirs.—The budget estimate of $523,600 for the operation and main- 
tenance of 10 flood-control reservoirs and scheduling of flood-control reservoir 
operations in the basin provides the minimum amount necessary for operational 
requirements, including $11,400 of the $5 million provided in the budget for 
reduction of the backlog of urgently needed maintenance work. The amount 
requested for maintenance recurring annually is the necessary operation and 
ordinary maintenance of project facilities; labor, supplies, materials and parts 
required for the day-by-day functioning of the project. Periodic requirement is 
indicated under remarks below. 


Obligations 


{In thousands of dollars] 


Fiscal year 1958 | 


Fiscal | (estimated) 
| Fiscal year recurring One- Total 
Project year | 1957 maintenance | time fiscal Remarks 
1956 (esti- repairs year 
mated) 1958 
An- Peri- | 
nual odic 
| 
NEW MEXICO | 
Jamez Canyon Reservoir 24.0 25.7 28. 0 22.4 0 50.4 | Painting dam 
parts; repair 
and seal coat 
| roads. 
TEXAS 
Belton Reservoir len 50.9 59.7 65.0 0 0 65.0 | 
Benbrook Reservoir... --- : 47.8 47.4 49.0 4.0 0 53.0 | Repair portion of 
| downstream face 
| | of dam. 
Buffalo Bayou (2 reservoirs) 4 63.4 55.8 57.0 0 | 0 57.0 
Grapevine Reservoir : 51.4 52.7 57.0 | 0 0 57.0 
Hords Creek Reservoir _-_--- 29.3 30.8 | 31.0 0 0 31.0 
Lavon Reservoir 61.7 63. 6 65.0 0 0 65.0 
Lewisville Dam (Garza-Little 67.4 85.9 90, 0 0 0 90.0 
Elm). | 
San Angelo Reservoir - - - 7 52.7 51.7 53.0 0 0 53.0 
Scheduling of flood-control reser- 3.5 2.7 2.2 0 0 2.2 
voir operations. 
Total flood-control reser- 452. 1 476.0 ; 523. 6 


voirs. 


(b) Other (including channel improvement projects, miscellaneous items and 
inspections ).—The budget estimate of $3,500 provides for inspection during the 
fiscal year of completed projects within the basin. 
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Obligations 
[In thousands of dollars] 
j 7 Pe ee ee 
| | Fiscal year 1958 | 
Fiscal (estimated) | 
| Fiscal | year recurring | One- | Total | 
Project } year 1957 | maintenance time fiscal Remarks 
| 1956 | (esti- = repairs | year | 
mated) | 1958 | 
|} An- | Peri- | 
| nual | odie 
parca) ee ee te Teo = fore | z FP * > a wane Siticy a4 sa 
LOUISIANA | | | 
| | | | 
Mermentau River... 81.9 Be: i | Reclassified as 
| navigation proj- 
| | | ect, locks, damis, 
reservoirs, and 
| | canals, as of 
| | | July 1, 1956. 
Inspection of completed works. -- 3.6 | 2.5 3. 5 |. : | 3. 5 | 
Total flood control, other... 85.5 | 2.5 3.5 | 
Total flood control. __.... | 687.6 | 478.5 |... | 527.1] 


8. Multiple-purpose projects including power 

The budget estimate of $221,000 for the operation and maintenance of 1 
multiple-purpose reservoir provides the minimum amount necessary for opera- 
tional requirements. The amount requested for maintenance recurring annually 
is the necessary operation and ordinary maintenance of project facilities ; labor, 
supplies, materials, and parts required for the day-by-day functioning of the 
project. Periodic requirement is indicated under remarks below. 


Obligations 


{In thousands of dollars] 


Fiscal year 1958 


Fiscal (estimated 
Fiscal year recurring One- Total 
Project yeal 1957 maintenance time fiscal Remarks 
1956 esti- repairs | year 
mated) 1958 
An- Peri- 
nual odic 
TEXAS 
Whitney Reservoir__. 195.2 | 204.1 212.0 9. ( 0 221.0 | Turbine cavita- 
tion repair 
Grand total Rio Grande- 4,118.3 |6, 385.0 6, 095. 1 


Gulf Basin. 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


Mr. Ranaut. Rio Grande and Gulf Basins, reclamation. 

General investigations, $1,350,600. We will put pages BR-1 
through 8 in the record. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


General investigations—Rio Grande and Gulf Basins 


Allocation of appropriation, fiscal year 1957_- r pel eka $1 222, 457 
Prior year balance available a 1, 235 
Contributions j ; 25, T65 

Total obligations, fiscal vear 1957 1, 249, 457 
Estimated allocation of appropriation, fiscal year 1958 1, 350, 600 
Contributions ‘ . ; oe J 26, 000 


Ose: Gnpneations: Gacal VORP BWesseesdc ccticancseondaenees 1, 376, 600 








1154 


Description.—The appropriation of general investigation funds for the Rio 
Grande and Gulf Basins provides for the planning of the basin and project 
developments of the Bureau of Reclamation for the utilization of the water 
resources of that basin. 

The program of general investigations may include: 

(1) Engineering and economic investigations to determine the feasibility of 
potential reclamation projects. These investigations may consist of reconnais- 
sance surveys to establish with a minimum of time and funds the justification 
for further detailed study; basin surveys to establish basinwide plans, or de- 
tailed studies of the feasibility of specific projects. 

(2) Advance planning tq prepare newly authorized projects for construction. 

(3) Investigations of existing projects necessary for rehabilitation, financial 
adjustments or water conservation. 

The general investigations program includes, where appropriate, small allow- 
ances for necessary transfers of funds or reimbursements to other agencies, 
such as the Geological Survey, Fish and Wildlife Service, National Park Serv- 
ice, Weather Bureau, Coast and Geodetic Survey, Department of Agriculture, 
ete., for work over and above their regular programs which those agencies per- 
form in connection with the Bureau’s investigations of specific potential projects 
and which these other agencies are better equipped to do. 

Work underway and proposed.—The general investigation obligation program 
for the current fiscal year in the Rio Grande and Gulf Basins is $1,249,457 
which is financed with appropriated funds in the amount of $1,223,692 and 
contributions of $25,765. With these funds, planning activities will be under- 
way on a total of 8 investigations, all of which will be continuations of studies 
underway at the beginning of the fiscal year. Four of these investigations will 
be completed in fiscal year 1957. 

The request of $1,350,600 for fiscal year 1958 for this basin plus contributions 
in the amount of $26,000 will be utilized for planning activities on a total of 5 
investigations, all of which will be continuations of prior year investigations. 
Of the total, 1 will be completed in fiscal year 1958. The activity breakdown of 
work proposed in fiscal year 1958 compared with the program for fiscal year 
1957 is shown in the following “Summary by activities,” and the details of the 
program proposed is presented in the accompanying tabulation entitled “Sched- 
ule of General Investigations Program, Fiscal Years 1957 and 1958.” 


Summary by activities—Rio Grande and Gulf Basins 


Estimated costs of investigations in the current program 


Activity 
Estimated Total Program, Program, Balance to 
total June 30, fiscal year fiscal year complete 
1956 | 1957 1958 
Engineering and economic inves- 
tigations 
Investigations of existing projects 


$6, 270, 198 $2, 337, 073 $1, 216, 740 $1, 285, 800 $1, 430, 5R5 
199, 600 28, 762 5, 600 93, 500 31, 73 


| 
‘i 
Total cost to appropria- | 
tions. | 6, 469, 798 2, 365, 835 | 1, 262, 340 1, 379, 300 | 1, 462, 323 
Distributive costs: Transfers, | | 


credits, service facilities, un- | 


liquidated obligations, ete... --| —12, 883 —2, 700 
Total obligation program __}__-- aia 1, 249, 457 | 1, 376, 600 
Less: Unobligated carry over | 


and funds advanced ------ ‘ ieee — 27, 000 —26, 000 


Allocation of estimate... 1, 350, 600 
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Engineering and economic investigations—Detail by activity 


: Total esti- Total to Program Estimated | Balance to 
Subactivity mated June 30, fiscal year | fiscal year | complete 
cost 1956 1957 1958 
Reconnaissance... $44, 559 $39, 102 $5, 457 }_..- ze 
Basin surveys 559, 576 308, 376 125. 000 $80, 200 $46, 000 
Project investigations ___. _..--| 5, 666, 063 1, 989, 595 1, 086, 283 1, 205, 600 1, 384, 585 
Total cost to appropriation 6, 270, 198 2, 337, 073 1, 216, 740 , 285, 800 1, 430, 585 


| 

Reconnaissance.—The cost to appropriation program of $5,457 for the current 
fiscal year will provide for completion of the reconnaissance studies of the Fort 
Stockton and Red Bluff projects. These studies are being partially financed 
with funds advanced by local interests. 

Basin surveys.—The cost to appropriation programs of $125,000 for fiscal year 
1957 and $80,200 for fiscal year 1958 for this activity will be utilized to continue 
planning on a basinwide study for the optimum utilization of the very limited 
water supply in the Pecos River Basin. The report is scheduled for completion 
in fiscal year 1959. 

Project investigations.—A major portion of the fiscal year 1957 cost to appro- 
priation program of $1,086,283 will be used to continue work on development of 
an overall plan for the utilization of the waters of the gulf basin streams now 
wasting into the Gulf of Mexico. Planning will be completed on the lower Rio 
Grande rehabilitation project to develop plans for rehabilitating the irrigation 
and drainage facilities. In addition, investigations will be continued on the 
San Juan-Chama and San Luis projects. The lower Rio Grande rehabilitation 
studies are being partially financed with contributed funds. 

In fiscal year 1958, the principal item of work in the cost to appropriation pro- 
gram of $1,205,600 will be a continuation of planning on the large gulf basin 
project. The investigation of the San Juan-Chama project will be completed 
and a feasibility study of the closed basin division will be continued. 


Investigations of existing proje cts 


Total Cost to Program Program Balance 
estimated June 30, fiscal year | fiscal year to com- 
cost 1956 1957 1958 plete 
Total cost to appropriations, investigations 
of existing project $199, 600 $28 762 $45, 600 $93, 500 $31, 738 


The cost to appropriation program of $45,600 in fiscal year 1957 and $93,500 
in fiscal year 1958 will permit a continuation of studies of means of reducing 
the high water losses in the Rio Grande River channel and of modifying the 
project distribution system through the city of El Paso, Tex., in the interest of 
public health and safety. 

JUSTIFICATION 


The Pecos River Basin, like most other areas in New Mexico, has been plagued 
by a long series of dry years, increasing demands on a Very limited water supply, 
and repeated shortages for irrigation purposes. It is faced with increasing 
Shortages due to the increasing demands and the encroachment of nonbeneficial 
uses on the limited water supply. The water problems of this basin are 4s 
complex as any to be found in the State, making it urgent that any proposed 
water development project be evaluated in the light of optimum basin develop- 
ment. The only exception is the case of water salvage projects, such as pro- 
posed for the McMillan Delta area, which are an essential element in any 
basin plan that might be formulated. In spite of the urgent need of such 
an evaluation, individual agencies are proposing single-purpose projects which 
disregard the needs of other purposes and which, if authorized, promise to 
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preclude the optimum development possible in the basin. The basinwide in- 
vestigation should be made as soon as possible in order to point out the total 
potentiality and deter the construction of ill-conceived projects that will 
hamper orderly development at a later time. 

The State of Texas has only recently begun to realize the inadequate and 
piecemeal development of the water resources of the gulf basin project to date 
which, if continued, will always be a severe handicap to the development of the 
vast potential of its land and mineral resources. Expanding State and National 
economies have increasing need for Texas products requiring great quantities of 
water to process. The State has no preconceived, statewide, water use plan 
into which Federal funds have been, or can be, channeled with an awareness of 
local and national needs that can be satisfied by water projects of magnitude. 
This has precluded development of the water and land resource potentialities of 
the gulf basin in the most economical and desirable manner. The scheduled 
investigations are necessary to facilitate formulation of such a plan and develop- 
ment of those potentialities in the interest of the Nation, State, and concerned 
local areas. It is essential that they be prosecuted at the maximum practicable 
speed in order that construction of the presently authorized development may 
proceed with assurance that such construction is appropriate and construction 
of the additional developments needed to satisfy the growing demands for 
water may be accomplished sufficiently early as to minimize the retardation of 
the economic growth of the gulf basins which is certain to oceur if adequate, 
reasonably priced water supplies are not made available. The investigations 
during fiscal year 1957 are also essential to insure that the Federal interest in 
development of the water and land resources of the gulf basin are properly inte- 
grated with the activities of State and other interests. 
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PECOsS RIVER BASIN SURVEY 


Mr. Rasaur. On page 539 of last year’s hearings you showed that 
only $56,000 would be. required to complete the Pecos River Basin 
survey after this year. Now you are asking $76,000 for 1958, and 
show another $44,000 as the balance to complete. Last year you also 
said the report would be completed in 1958, and now you say it will be 
completed in 1959. Why is this investigation being extended ? 

Mr. Benner. Mr. Chairman, I think our situation there is a grow- 
ing problem. The Pecos River Basin is in an extreme drought situa- 
tion. We know now that the McMillan Reservoir, an existing struc- 
ture, is filled with sediment, and we know the Carlsbad district must 
have additional storage, and we know also that the whole basin needs 
supplemental water if and wherever we can find it, and the problem 
is just one of trying to find it. 

Mr. Rasavr. And all this makes our $56,000 of last year look kind 
of sic ‘k? 

Mr. Bennett. We think if we progress this year we can finish now 
with the 1958 appropriation and a small remaining amount in 1959. 
We are certainly going to try. 

Mr. Ranavr. Did you not know any of these things you have just 
enumerated before, Mr. Bennett ? 

Mr. Bennerr. We knew them in a general way, that is true, but try- 
ing to find these sites for possible storage is getting harder and harder. 
It isa very difficult problem. 

Mr. Rapavr. It has almost doubled this last year, from $56,000 to 
$120,000, Did you use the $125,000 allowed for this ‘year? Last year 
you said only $56,000 would be required to complete the survey. 

Mr. Crosrnuwair. The 1957 money was $125,000, and we expect to 
use that during this fiscal year. The change has come about in our 
estimate for the subsequent years. 

Mr. Rasaur. How much are you using this current year, 1957 ? 

Mr. Crosruwait. We estimated $125,000, and we expect to use that 
this year. 

Mr. Rapsaur. Have you used it? 

Mr. Crostuwarr. We will between now and June 30; yes. In other 
words, the total cost of investigating that project has been increased 
by about $25,000. That is the difference between the amount estimated 
for 1958 and the balance to complete as shown in last year’s tabulation. 

Mr. Rasaur. What was the balance to complete |: ast year ? 

Mr. Crostuwarr. $56,000 was the balance to complete after fiscal 
year 1957. 

Mr. Ranavr. Then you had $125,000, so $125,000 plus $56,000 is 
$181,000. Now you have $125,000 and $120,000 ? 

Mr. Crostnwarr. That is correct. 

Mr. Rasavur. Then the error was in the estimate for 1958? 

Mr. CrosTHWAIT. Yes. 

Mr. JENNINGS. And also we did not spend in 1956 all the money we 
had programed. 
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SAN LUIS VALLEY 


Mr. Rasavur. The same thing has happened on the San Luis Valley 
project. What is the story here # 

Mr. Bennerr. That total estimated cost has increased from $160,- 
000 to approximately $230,000. The reason for that is we now are 
including therein a study of the closed basin division while or iginally 
it had been limited to the Rio Grande divison. 

Mr. Rapavr. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 


GULF BASINS PROJECT 


Mr. Rasavt. On the gulf basins project, you are planning to spend 
$1,082,00. How many p seople will this pay salaries for ? 

Mr. Crosruwarr. About 80 percent of our investigations money is 
used for salaries. 

Mr. Rasavur. How many people are on this study for this job? 
How many have you estimated for this job ? 

Mr. Bennett. For fiscal 1958 we estimated about 110 people full 
time. 

Mr. Razsavut. How many ? 

Mr. Bennerr. 110 full time and 27 part time. 

Mr. Ranaut. What has been the increase since 1955 ? 

Mr. Bennett. I do not have that. We plan to increase from 1957 
to 1958 by about 20. 

Mr. Rasaur. When the studies are over, what do you do with 
them ? 

Mr. Bennerr. As the work progresses and we get nearer to a finish, 
the people are transferred elsewhere. Land classifiers, for example, 
as they finish their work, are moved to other investigations. The same 
is true of our surveyors and other people. 

Mr. Ranavt. In your experience, as you go along, do you find you 

can coordinate certain activities and not use as many people, or are 
you finding more things to do all the time requiring more people? 

Mr. Bennerr. Certain types can be coordinated, such as |: and classi- 
fiers and drill crews. We move them around as the work is closed 
down. 

Mr. Ranaut. To give you an idea, we had an extra payday this 
year and we needed millions for 1 day’s pay. You see how it goes. 

Mr. Bennerr. Many of these people, for example, our land-classi- 
fication people, have been transferred from the Oahe office in South 
Dakota. There are over a million acres of land to be classified on the 
gulf basin project. 

Mr. Razaut. Any questions on general investigations? 

Mr. Jensen. I would like for the record to show in some detail 
what is being done this year and what is expected to be accomplished 
in the coming fiscal year on the gulf basins project; also, just what 
can we expect to get out of the proposed expenditure of over $2 mil- 
lion in fiscal years 1957 and 1958. I think maybe you had better put 
that in the record and give a pretty detailed explanation. 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 
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GutF BASIN INVESTIGATIONS WorK To Be ACCOMPLISHED, 1957 AND 1958 


The potential gulf basins projects embraces the gulf coastal area of the State 
of Texas. An appraisal of the water supply problems in that area and their 
possible solution through a comprehensive approach to the planning of water 
resource developments was presented in Senate Document 57, 83d Congress, Ist 
session. The cost of investigating such a comprehensive plan of development is 
estimated at about $4 million. Programed activities are scheduled at the most 
economical and practical rate possible and it is contemplated that the overall 
appraisal will be completed with the submission of a planning report at the end 
of fiscal year 1960. 

The magnitude of this investigation can be appreciated by the fact that the 
Gulf Coast Basin drainage area is approximately 175,000 square miles, with an 
average annual outflow of about 32 million acre-feet of water. The eastern 
portion of Texas has a very heavy annual rainfall while the western portion 
has very little. This means that to achieve full utilization of the water re- 
sources, redistribution between the several watersheds must be accomplished. 

With the population increasing from a 1940 census of 6,100,000 to the 1950 
census of 7,700,000 and a 1955 estimate of 8 million, it is essential that there 
be full development of the available water supplies. Physically, such develop- 
ment would involve interbasin water transfers from east to west and require 
about 18 to 20 additional storage and diversion dams. Such a transfer of water 
would provide for irrigation of about 1,500,000 acres of new land and about 
500,000 acres requiring supplemental water and require about 10,500,000 acre- 
feet of water supply, and provide for municipal and industrial requirements of 
about 6,500,000 acre-feet. 

For the development of a comprehensive physical plan of this magnitude, co- 
ordination with and the cooperation of all State agencies, river basin authorities, 
local community interests, and municipalities in the project area is an essential 
requirement to the future success of solving these water problems. 

Such cooperation has been secured from the local, State, and other interested 
Federal agencies. These efforts have been used to greatest advantage through- 
out the State. Some 8 water authorities or districts of the State have con- 
tributed about $150,000 toward the Bureau of Reclamations investigation pro- 
gram in Texas. In addition to those contributions there are 8 or 10 major 
river authorities with whom the Bureau has an understanding on the free inter- 
change of data which prevents duplication of effort and minimizes expenses and 
time consumed. Five contracts for certain services of collecting and reporting 
pertinent data required in the Bureau’s investigation have been executed with 
three of the State colleges in Texas. Such arrangements illustrate the wide- 
spread cooperation being received, the urgency of the work and a cross section 
of the support being given. 

The interested Federal agencies, such as the Geological Survey, Fish and 
Wildlife Service, Corps of Engineers, and the USDA Salinity Laboratory, also 
perform their respective jobs without duplication of effort toward achieving the 
ultimate goal of a broad comprehensive water utilization plan so urgent to the 
State and National economy. 

This cooperation is so scheduled, timed, and integrated as to get the maximum 
amount of work accomplished at the earliest practicable date with a minimum 
of expense and Federal employment possible and thus render a solution of the 
water problems involved. 

In this consolidated effort the physical work accomplished in fiscal year 1957 
and expected to be accomplished by the end of fiscal year 1958 is as follows: 

By the end of fiscal year 1957, collection of basic hydrologic, economic, and 
engineering data will be essentially complete, except for data which will be re- 
quired for preliminary designs and cost estimates of specific units and formula- 
tion of several possible project plans for comparative analysis, will have been 
initiated. 

Funds obtained for fiscal year 1958 would be devoted primarily to (1) com- 
pletion of such plan formulation, (2) comparative analysis to determine the ad- 
vantages and disadvantages of each plan, (3) discussion of the plans with local 
and State interests, and (4) selection of the plan to be presented in the report. 
If funds and personnel are available, activities in fiscal year 1959 would involve 
the refinement and economic evaluation of the adopted plan, including initiation 
of the final hydrologic, economic, and engineering studies required for eample- 
tion of the planning report. Those studies would be completed and the report 
be prepared in fiscal year 1960. 
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A feasibility report on the proposed San Angelo project in the Concho River 
Basin has been completed and recently transmitted to the Congress pursuant to 
reclamation law. This multipurpose project would provide water supply for 
irrigation, municipal, fish and wildlife and recreation purposes. When operated 
in conjunction with existing facilities in the basin it would complete the program 
necessary for protection in the vicinity of the city of San Angelo, Tex. Legis- 
lation to authorize this recommended project is being considered by the Con- 


A feasibility grade investigation and report on the Columbus unit of the 
Colorado division has been initiated in fiscal year 1957 and will be completed 
in 1958. As the comprehensive investigation progresses, other units within the 
potential gulf basin project may be selected for similar treatment in advance 
of completion of the overall project planning report. 

The principal activities during fiscal year 1957 and 1958 which are general 
in nature or which apply to more than one division of the gulf basins project 
are as follows: 

FISCAL YEAR 1957 


1. Reconnaissance classification of about 600,000 acres of land to select po- 
tentially irrigable areas, in addition to about 4 million acres similarly covered 
by reconnaissance classification through the end of fiscal year 1956. 

2. Detailed classification of 40,000 acres to provide data to supplement recon- 
naissance classification findings and permit determination of net irrigable areas 
in conjunction with hydrologic and engineering studies. 

3. Reconnaissance review of all available information on reservoir sites and 
initiation of reconnaissance studies of some 20 to 30 possible reservoir sites 
to determine the most economical means of obtaining the required storage. As 
selections are made, more detailed investigations will be started. 

4. Completion of a survey and report on municipal and industrial water re- 
quirements for the eastern one-half of Texas in cooperation with the Bureau of 
Business Research, University of Texas. 

5. Completion of a survey and report on streamflow pollution problems and 
streamflow reuse potentialities in cooperation with the Civil Hugineering Depart- 
ment, University of Texas. 

6. Coinpletion of a survey and report presenting basic soils and agronomic 
data relative to irrigation in various areas of Texas in cooperation with the 
A. & M. College Research Foundation. 

7. Completion of a study and report on the availability of ground water in 
the gulf coastal area in cooperation with the Geological Survey. 

8. Initiation of a study of the ground-water resources of the Texas High 
Plains in cooperation with the Geological Survey. 

9. Initiation of studies by the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife to collect 
basic data on fish and wildlife conservation needs and potentialities of reservoir 
sites which may be included in the project plan. 

10. Continuation of processing of soils samples for land classification by the 
Texas A. & M. College. 

11. Technical advice on soils problems by the United States Salinity Laboratory. 

12. Completion of general evaporation studies, including methodology for de- 
termination of monthly net reservoir evaporation losses. 

13. Completion of studies of the effect of the watershed protection and flood 
prevention program of reservoirs, stock tanks, and land treatment on the down- 
stream streamflow, including the development of a methodology for estimating 
historic and future streamflow depletions attributable to this program. 

14. Studies to establish irrigation requirements of areas found suitable for 
irrigation in the land classification surveys, including accumulation of data 
pertaining to consumptive use, effective precipitation, and soil moisture; estab- 
lishment of methodology to be used in computing irrigation requirements; and 
preliminary determination of such requirements for use in preliminary formula- 
tion of project plans. 

15. Studies of spillway design storms and floods, including compilation of data 
on previous studies by the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers; 
establishment of methodology to be used: and development of reconnaissance 
design floods for several sites expected to be included in the project plan. 

16. General studies of reservoir sedimentation, including compilation of avail- 
able data; estimates of sediment load for missing years of record at sediment 
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sampling stations; establishment of methodology to be used in determining sedi- 
ment capacities; and preliminary estimates of such capacities for use in pre- 
jiminary plan formulation. 

17. Initiation of studies to establish the portion of estimated future municipal 
and industrial water requirements which can be permanently supplied from 
ground water, including preliminary findings for use in preliminary project 
formulation. 

FISCAL YEAR 1958 


1. Reconnaissance land classification of an additional 600,000 acres to select 
potentially irrigable areas. , 

2. Detailed land classification of 100,000 acres to supplement reconnaissance 
classification findings and permit determination of net irrigable areas in con- 
junction with hydrologic and engineering studies. 

3. Continuation of studies for selection of reservoir sites and as selected the 
initiation of more detailed investigations for designs and estimates. Majority 
of selection of the 18 to 20 sites will be completed and the studies will be ad- 
vanced. 

4. Completion by the Geological Survey of its survey and report on ground- 
water resources of the high plains. 

5. Completion by the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries and Wildlife of col- 
lection of basic data on fish and wildlife aspects of reservoir sites to be in- 
cluded in the project plan. 

6. Initiation of studies by the Corps of Engineers to establish flood-control 
potentialities and benefits of reservoirs to be included in the project plan. 

7. Continuation of processing of soils samples for land classification by the 
Texas Agricultural and Mechanical College. 

8. Continuation of studies to establish irrigation requirements of areas found 
suitable for irrigation in the land classification surveys, including refinement 
of previous studies as required. 

9%. Continuation of spillway design storm and flood studies, including com- 
pletion or refinement of studies initiated in fiscal year 1°57, together with initia- 
tion or completion of feasibility grade and additional reconnaissance studies as 
required. 

10. Completion of reservoir sedimentation studies for all reservoirs to be in- 
cluded in the project plan. 

11. Completion of studies to establish the portion of estimated municipal and 
industrial water requirements which can be permanently supplied from ground 
water. 

12. Initiation of studies of degradation problems downstream from key reser- 
voirs and sediment problems at diversion points for the proposed coastal canal. 

13. Compilation of information on water requirements for pollution abate- 
ment, prevention of salt-water intrusion, and other related project purposes. 

14. Compilation of available information on water rights and quality of water. 

15. Completion of final operation studies for units independent of the coastal 
area and preliminary operation studies for supplying the coastal area under 
alternative plans. 

16. Completion of a reconnaissance survey of power potentialities of reservoirs 
to be included in the project plan. 

17. Continuation of studies to determine the effect of anticipated ultimate loss 
of most of the existing ground-water irrigation in the high plains and trans- 
Pecos areas. 

18. Initiation of agricultural market studies as required, including compila- 
tion of additional data on future State and National food and fiber requirements. 

19. Collection of additional data required for economic evaluation of the 
project, determination of methodology to be employed, and initiation of analysis 
of the available data. 

20. Continuation of preparation of appendices and other supporting documents 
to the planning report. 

21. Preparation of maps and charts as required to illustrate various aspects 
of the project. 

22. Consultations and negotiations with a large number of State and local 
interests to obtain their views regarding various alternative plans. 
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INCREASES IN EMPLOYMENT 


Mr. Ranaut. We note from the justifications the average number 
of employees is going up all the time on investigations. Your actual 
in 1956 was 660. In 1957 the estimate is 691, and in 1958 it is 734. 
How do you explain that? 

Mr. Crosruwait. The appropriations during that period, in 1956 
the money for personnel was $3.7 million, supporting 665 man-years. 
In 1957 the money for personnel was $3. 9 million and supported 691 
man-years. Then for 1958 the estimate is $4,254,609, which would 
support 784 man-years. 

Mr. Ravavur. My question is why. 

Mr. Crostuwatir. The answer to that is that we will be doing more 
investigations. 

Mr. Rasaut. Everyone who comes to work gets a transfer. 

Mr. Crostuwarr. We have to move them around. 

Mr. Ranaut. Yes, but we start with 660 in 1956—it was probably 
less before that—and go to 691 in 1957 and 734 in 1958. And the 
appropriations run from $3.7 million to $4.2 million in 3 





» years. 

Mr. Crosruwair. If we are to have these projects so that we can 
submit to the Congress reports on their feasibility, we have to have 
funds to make these investigations, It is on that basis we have sub- 
mitted these recommendations. 

Mr. Rasavr. Every time we go on the floor with one of these bills 
somebody asks the question, How many employees this year more 
than last year, and then the meat ax comes out. There is one on the 
floor right now. 

Mr. Crostuwair. Our Bureau-wide figures between 1957 and 1958 
would be 11,143 man-years for 1957, and for 1958, where we have a 
larger construction program, it would be 11,378 man-years. I am 
sure you are aware that prior to that time we made a very substantial 
record in reducing our personnel, and we are keeping personnel down 
now to an absolute minimum. 

Mr. Rapaut. You were reducing them ? 

Mr. Crostrwait. We did reduce them over the last 5 years. The 
last 3 years we have been given some new starts and additional appro- 
priations and we have kept the increase in personnel ratiowise below 
what it should have been. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rapavr. Mr. Jensen. 


HIRE OF STUDENTS 


Mr. Jensen. I believe during the summer vacation time you hire 
a number of students for survey work, do you not ? 

Mr. Crostuwarr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. How many, generally speaking, do you hire in those 
3 months? 

Mr. Crostnwatrr. We had part-time people on investigations alone 
accounting for 24 man-years. 

Mr. Jensen. Only 24? 

Mr. Crostuwait. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. That was just on basin studies? 
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Mr. Crostuwarr. That is right. On our Bureau program as a whole 
last year we had, as I recall, about 300 part-time engineering students 
on during the summer. 

Mr. JensEN. Just how much responsibility do you give those stu- 
dents? Do they get to the point where they draw plans, these stu- 
dents ¢ 

Mr. Crosruwatr. Generally not. They are used in the field assist- 
ing in work such as taking core samples, working in the laboratories, 
or working in our Denver office, or some drafting work. We cannot 

ake a second or third year engineering student and put him to doing 
dee ign work, but he does the leg work and we have gotten very excel- 
lent production from them. I have talked to practically all of the 
oflices using them to see what they were getting from them, and they 
assured me the production was better than they expected. 

Some of these boys have come back to us for 2 and 3 years. We think 
we have people who will be interested in working with us as engi- 
neers when they get out of school, and, as you know, that is one of 
our difficult recruiting areas today. 

Mr. Jensen. When your investigation and preplanning work i 
not up to the standard which the older more experienced engineers 
expect it to be, is it not a fact that quite often those reports of investi- 
gations which have been submitted by inexperienced help are thrown 
in the wastepaper basket ? 

Mr. Crostuwair. No, sir, I do not think that conclusion follows at 
all because the inexperienced help are doing the type of work that 
would relieve the experienced man. The analyses and final reports 
are done by experienced men. 

Mr. Jensen. The reason I ask that question is this. Mr. David- 
son was Assistant Secretary of the Interior for many years, and one 
night I rode with him on an investigation tour of a reclamation 
project, and he finally opened up his soul to me and told me of the 
things that he had objected to in the Department of the Interior, one 
being this very thing I have been talking about. Of course that is a 
number of years ago. 

Mr. Crostrwatr. That was a long time ago. 

Mr. Jensen. And he said in most cases where inexperienced help 
had been used on a job of investigating and preplanning, and they 
even got to the point of writing specifications and advance planning 
that very often when the experienced man looked at all that informa- 
tion he would throw the whole thing in the ashcan and start all over 
again. 

The next year the committee brought that up in our hearings and 
we found there was some truth to it. These investigations cost a lot 
of money. I, of course, will take your word for it that this green help 
just do the things they are capable of doing and are doing a good job 
instead of getting into the more scientific end of the work. That is 
the case; is it not ? 

Mr. Crostuwatirt. I think I can assure you that as of today none of 
the seasonal help are making decisions that would have any effect on 
the validity of the report. We have experienced men who make those 
reviews in Denver and in Washington. 

Mr. JENSEN. I want it thoroughly understood I am not. opposed 
to the employment of these students, because it is good training for 
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them and I am sure most of them go into it with their whole heart 
and try to do a good job; but after all there is a point in this work 
where I know they just cannot go beyond. 

Mr. Crostuwatr. That is correct. 

Mr. Jensen. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION, BuREAU OF RECLAMATION 


MIDDLE RIO GRANDE PROJECTS, NEW MEXICO 


Mr. Rasavut. “Construction, Middle Rio Grande project,” 
$3,758,000. 

We will put pages BR-9 through 16 in the record. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


MIDDLE RIO GRANDE PROJECT, NEW MEXICO 


Location.—Middle Rio Grande Valley in north-central New Mexico, extending 
from the Colorado-New Mexico boundary south to the backwaters of Elephant 
Butte Reservoir and including rectification of the Rio Grande in the vicinity of 
Truth or Consequences, N. Mex. (formerly Hot Springs, N. Mex.). 

Authorization.—Approved by the Congress in the Flood Control Act of 1948 (62 
Stat. 1171, 1179), and completion of the plan approved in the Flood Control Act 
of 1950 (64 Stat. 170, 176). 

Description.—The project plan, developed jointly by the Bureau of Reclamation 
and the Corps of Engineers, provides for the construction of certain river control 
works, rehabilitation of existing works, and further development of lands within 
the Middle Rio Grande Conservancy District. The Bureau of Reclamation will 
undertake the rehabilitation and extension of existing irrigation and drainage 
systems, together with channel rectification, eradication of water-hungry vegeta- 
tion, and improvement of the main channel throughout the Espanola and Middle 
Valleys and the reach below Elephant Butte Reservoir to the upper end of Caballo 
Reservoir. 

Works of the Middle Rio Grande Conservancy District comprise the irrigation 
part of the project. These works include El Vado Dam and Reservoir; diversion 
dams and headworks; a canal, lateral, and drainage system. The conservancy 
district includes 121,680 acres of water-right lands situated in the counties of 
Sandoval, Bernalillo, Valencia, and Socorro. 

Jenefit-cost ratio.—2.8 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


EO: TUE) . CUT TIONE 8 oem a ce em ccm manne ; __. $28, 449, 236 
Te WETIONS GO VES TO, TOO a a hon cece cenecacenune. 16,906, 6 
TERS GenIeeIOns CORT PORT EGG 6 ok i en on en ce L 3, 881, 249 
Total obligations, fecal year 1966... 1.20. nessnndccnnes ste aed we 3, 758, 000 
I a a oor blastn ap acacnacire: 4, 900, 419 


On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program will total $3,773,000. The narra- 
tive justification which follows explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program and 
the relation of costs to obligations. 


Change in total construction costs, and obligations 


Costs Obligations 
1957 congressional justification i $30, 346, 243 $29, 536, 803 
1958 congressional justification 30, 346, 243 28, 449, 236 


Decrease 0 1, 087, 567 
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The total estimated project cost of the Middle Rio Grande project remains 
the same. The estimated obligations have been reduced mainly because the 
amount appropriated for the acquisition of district bonds was less than the 
amount estimated. A portion of the amount required for the bond acquisition 
was furnished by the district. 


Allocation of total estimated project cost 


Reimbursable: Irrigation__._...__..----_-- aes $16, S80, 243 





Nonreimbursable : 


Cees ee eee een decile t dirlitibtiiniimieddealt “aaa 
Indian land___-_- icksabh michdeai alata iinet kl sii ls Bilan itis ae 
Subtotal, nonreimbursable ‘ . sree atemesesunieoatisoas., ang re 


Total_-_- , one ee eas 


Repayment of reimbursable costs 


By irrigation water users____~-- pi tekstel testis ddl 16, 880, 243 


Repayment costs per acre 


Federal investment per acre: To be repaid from water users teceebon * $169 
Annual water user charges: Distribution systems: 
Construction__-_ ~~~ iesenstacasebietin i a i Hite snags eggs 10 SR 
Operation and maintenance___-__-._-_--- sthinited ta izes, Wass kaaie hee 7.83 


Tobe iciibiiins depigiell <a wiagulpaniuth sites cie “12:66 


1For 100,016 acres of non-Indian lands only. 
2 Construction and operation and maintenance cost to be paid by acreage assessment on 
class A lands and ad valorem tax on class B lands. 


Repayment contract—A repayment contract was executed with the Middle 
Rio Grande Conservancy District on September 24, 1951, whereby the district 
agrees to repay a maximum of $18 million in 40 years after completion of con- 
struction. This amount includes the acquisition of district bonds. The present 
estimated cost to the water users is $16,880,243, of which $10,440,000 represents 
eonstruction costs and $6,440,243 represents acquisition costs of district bonds. 
Of the total cost of district bond acquisition, $5,300,000 has been allotted and 
$1,140,243 was contributed by the district from its guarantee fund. The re- 
mainder of the costs allocated to irrigation, $2,307,000, is for service to Indian 
lands and is nonreimbursable. 


Physical data 


Feature Type | Capacity Height Length 
Feet | 
El Vado Dam (rehabilita- | Random-fill with steel mem- | 194,500 acre-feet 175 1,300 feet. 
tion only). brane on upstream face 
Diversions dams (rehabili- 
tation only): 
Angostura... Concrete, wall weir. $14) 800 feet. 
Goonitl....... Concrete, overflow weir 8 335 feet. 
i  ausinates Reinforced contrete-gated 5 674 feet 
structure. 
San Acacia...._. ..do cada 7.5 | 700 feet. 


Canals. --- a aiiat 
Distribution system... -- 
Drainage system. 


Open, unlined 
Open lateral 
Open and concrete pipe 


121,680 acres_. 
Serves 121,680 acres 


180 miles 


587 miles. 
399 miles. 


Channelization (Rio | Open channel-- 2,000 to 5,000 cubic ) 127 miles. 
Grande). feet per second. 
Acres to be served: Full |. iain calamities ‘a 121,680 acres_. 


supply. 


1 Cleared width of floodw 


ay, 400 to 1,400 feet. 
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Status.—Construction began with channel rectification emergency work to 
reduce nonbeneficial use of water on October 20, 1951. By June 30, 1955, all 
work on the emergency channel in the San Marcial area had been completed. 
Construction was initiated on rehabilitation of district irrigation works on No- 
vember 30, 1953. During fiscal year 1957, construction will be underway on 
rehabilitation of El] Vado Dam, San Acacia Dam, canal system, lateral system 
and drainage system, and on channelization in the Espanola Valley and Socorro 
area. Preconstruction work will be active in connection with Angostura diver- 
sion works, Cochiti diversion dam, and channelization in the San Marcial area. 
Project investigations in connection with the remaining features will continue. 
By June 30, 1957, 62 percent of the irrigation rehabilitation and of the channel 
rectification will be completed. Excluding acquisition of district bonds from the 
total project cost, the overall completion of construction work by June 30, 1957, 


will be 62 percent. 
WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


Hl Vado Dam, $5,000.—A minor contract will be awarded for painting the invert 
of the penstock completing scheduled work on this feature. 

Diversion works, $214,179.—A contract will be awarded for modification of the 
existing diversion dam and headworks on the Angostura diversion works to 
decrease the amount of sediment entering the Albuquerque main canal. Work 
on the Angostura diversion works will be completed during the year. <A contract 
will also be awarded for repair of and motorizing the sluice gates and for paint- 
ing and repairing the miscellaneous metal work on the Cochiti diversion dam. 
Work on this dam will also be completed during the year. 

Canals, $324,000.—Acquisition of rights-of-way will continue, and contracts 
will be awarded for the Atrisco feeder canal-north reach extension, and for the 
maintenance road along the Atriseco feeder canal. Collection of design data will 
continue for construction contracts scheduled in fiscal year 1959. 

Laterals, $1,470,281.—Acquisition of rights-of-way will continue and construc- 
tion contracts will be awarded and progress payments made on rehabilitation of 
five lateral units in the Belen area. Collection of design data will continue for 
construction contracts scheduled in fiscal year 1959. 

Channelization, $1,701,540.—Work on the final contract in the Espanola Val- 
ley will be completed. Construction contracts will be awarded for the final two 
contracts in the Socorro area. A construction contract will be awarded to con- 
struct a low flow channel for approximately 3 miles through the sediment in the 
San Marcial Lake area. This contract will be completed within the fiscal year. 
Investigation work will continue to determine a final plan for channelization 
in the Albuquerque, Cochiti, and Belen areas which are the only remaining 
reaches of the river. 

Contribution to civil service retirement fund, $57,500.—Initial year contribu- 
tion to civil service retirement fund. 

Adjustments, $500—Minor cost adjustment representing value of material 
salvaged and credited to project. 

Other expenditures and credits, $15,000.—Represents expenditures for serv- 
ice facilities made in prior years being charged to permanent project features 
in fiscal year 1958. 
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Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1957 and 1958—Middle Rio Grande 
project, New Mexico 





Estimated Total to Program Program | Balance to 
Program item total June 30, current |budget year} complete 
1956 year 1957 1958 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Construction program: 
E] Vado Dam $564, 731 $538, 731 | $21, 000 $5, 000 Papen, Be 
Diversion works. 793, 188 449, 409 129, 600 214, 179 
Deep wells. -- 109, 460 109, 460 ‘ 
Canals 7 2, 321, 881 1, 242, 881 428, 000 324, 000 | $327 7, 000 
Laterals 5, 421, 245 280, 230 1, 301, 000 1, 470, 281 
Drains 3, 186, 574 3, 130, 574 | 56, 000 ‘ 
Channelization 11, 041, 000 4,866,162 | 2, 231,000 1, 701, 540 | 2, 242, 298 
General property 349, 921 243, 921 | 106, 000 
Total, construction costs 23, 788, 000 | 10, 861, 368 4, 272, 600 3, 715, 000 4, 939, 032 
Acquisition of district bonds 6, 440, 243 6, 440, 243 ose ‘ 
San Marcial Lake (Hunter) suit 15, 000 ‘ 15, 000 pieced er 
Contribution to civil service retirement | | 
fund 103, 000 : 57, 500 | 45, 500 
Total project costs. 30, 346, 243 | 17,301, 611 4, 287, 600 3, 772, 500 4, 984, 532 
Adjustments - -. 1, 897, 007 1, 888, 530 —51, 477 500 | 42, 500 
Total cost to appropriation 28, 449, 236 | 15, 413, O81 4, 236, 123 3, 773, 000 5, 027, 032 
Other expenditures and credit 134, 128 7, 485 —15, 000 — 126, 613 
Total expenditures. .- 28, 449, 236 15, 547, 209 4, 243, 608 3, 758, 000 4, 900, 419 
Undelivered orders 362, 359 — 362, 359 
Total obligations - - 28, 449, 236 | 15,909,568 | 3,881,249 | 3,758,000} 4,900, 419 
Method of financing | 
Allocation of appropriation, fiscal year 
1957. 3, 850, 000 
Application of prior year funds 31, 249 . 
Funds required 3,758,000 | 4, 900, 000 


| 


Mr. Botanp. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question ? 
Mr. Rapavur. Mr. Boland. 


EL VADO DAM 


Mr. Botanp. Is El Vado Dam completed ? 

Mr. Jenninos. Yes, sir. There is only rehabilitation work going 
on. 

Mr. Botanp. Where do you get the flood control benefits in a 
project like that? There is $11 million allocated to flood control. 
Where do you get the flood control benefits ? 

Mr. Jenntnes. The channelization is a part of the overall flood 
control plan on the Rio Grande. 


LLISTORY OF FLOODS ON RIO GRANDE 


Mr. Botanp. Is there a history of floods there? I thought this 
was the river Will Rogers suggested they pave. 

Mr. Jenninos. It has been exceptionally dry for some years. 

Mr. Botanp. I do not know why there should be an $11 million al- 
location for flood control when it is purely irrigation. 

Mr. Jennines. This is a joint program with the Corps of En- 
gineers. We were assigned the channelization phase of it under the 
flood control bill; 1929 was 1 year when we had a serious flood. 
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Mr. Botann. Why do you not supply it for the record? 
Mr. Jenninos. I will do that. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


FLOOD HISTORY OF THE RIO GRANDE RIVER 


In regard to the record of floods on the Rio Grande River in connection 
with the Middle Rio Grande project, House Document No. 248 contained the ma- 
terial which is pertinent to the point here. Therefore, the following excerpts 
are taken from House Document 248, 81st Congress, 1st session. 


FLOODS 


76. General.—Floods that occur in Rio Grande Basin are of two general 
types. One type is represented by spring floods which occur during the period, 
April through June, as the result of snowmelt alone or snowmelt plus general 
precipitation. The other type is represented by flash floods which occur from 
April through October as a result of rainfall. Flash floods may be further 
subdivided into those of small volume caused by local cloudbursts, and those 
of relatively large volume caused by general rainfall. Spring floods are char- 
acterized by a gradual rise to a maximum discharge, a long flood period, and 
gradual discharge recession. Flash floods rise sharply to a peak and recede 
rapidly. Hydrographs of four major spring floods are shown on chart No. 
4,> appendix C. Runoff for a major flash flood which occurred in September 
1929 is depicted on chart No. 5* appendix C. 

77. Major floods.—Although the earliest stream-gage record in the Rio Grande 
watershed began in 1888, history of the area refers to many floods prior to that 
date. The earliest flood for which a definite date may be established occurred 
in May-June 1828 at Tome and El Paso. Newspaper accounts beginning in 1865 
indicate that major floods also occurred in 1866, 1874, and 1884, although no 
data are available by which to estimate the magnitude of any floods prior to 
that of 1874. From 1874 through 1943 there have been 16 major floods for 
which data are available. Of this number, 9 resulted from snow melt plus rain 
fall, 2 from snow melt alone, 4 from general precipitation, and 1 from a local 
thunderstorm of large magnitude. These floods are discussed in appendix C’ 
and data thereon are given in table No. 9, appendix A. The four largest floods 
are discussed in paragraphs that follow. The discharge data given are in terms 
of maximum mean daily discharges for the flood period, unless otherwise indi- 
cated, since the momentary peak flow of spring floods does not greatly exceed 
the maximum daily flow. 

78. Flood of April-June 1874.—The only available records of this flood are 
newspaper accounts by the Santa Fe New Mexican. No estimate of the peak 
discharge was made at the time. An engineering report made for the Middle 
Rio Grande conservancy district indicated that the discharge may have ex 
ceeded 100,000 cubic feet per second near Albuquerque, while a study made by 
the engineering staff of the Soil Conservation Service concluded that the flow 
did not exceed 15,000 cubic feet per second. In any event. it is believed that 
this flood was far larger than any since experienced. The flood resulted from 
snow melt, probably increased by rainfall. 

79. Flood of April—June 1884.—The snowfall of the winter of 1883-84 was one 
of the largest of record. The melt from this snow, increased by a severe rain- 
storm occurring in late May, produced a major flood. No data on discharge are 
available, but the peak discharge was estimated on the basis of the area over- 
flowed as having been in excess of 40,000 cubic feet per second in the vicinity of 
Albuquerque. 

80. Flood of May—July 1920.—This flood was caused primarily by rapid melting 
of the abnormal snow pack of southern Colorado and northern New Mexico 
Prevailing high temperatures and general warm rains induced a high rate of 
runoff which began about May 1. The flood was augmented several times by 
heavy rainfall on the plains north of Cerro, N. Mex., and on the Ojo Caliente 
watershed. Extremely heavy precipitation on the lower portion of the Rio 
Chama watershed was indicated by a sharp rise at the Chamita gage on May 22 


1 Not printed. 
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The spring rise at the Otowi Bridge gage began about May 1, reached its maxi- 
mum momentary peak of 28,800 cubic feet per second on May 23, and subsided 
about July 10. During 12 days of the flood, the flow at the Otowi gage exceeded 
20,000 cubic feet per second, and during 7 days the flow at the locality exceeded 
25,000 cubic feet per second. 

81. Flood of May—July 1941.—-Snowfall at some stations in the basin during 
the winter of 1940-41, supplemented by that at low aititudes during the following 
spring, was the heaviest of record. Abnormal temperatures and rainfall during 
the runoff period, combined with the excessive snow cover, produced a flood 
having a2 maximum momentary peak of 22,500 cubic feet per second at Otowi 
Bridge on May 16 and 24,600 cubic feet per second at San Marcia! on May 17. 
Flow in Rio Chama was unusually large, reaching a momentary peak of 9,910 
cubic feet per second at Chamita, even with partial control provided by the Fi 
Vado Reservoir. The flow of Jemez Creek was the highest known in that tribu- 
tary. This was the first large flood passing through middle valley subsequent 
to construction of the levees. Hydrographs for this flood are shown on chart 
No. 4, appendix C. 

82. Flood frequency.—The frequency of floods in Rio Grande will be somewhat 
affected by the construction of the San Luis Valley project. Inasmuch as the 
investigation and design of all further proposed improvements are predicated 
upon the assumption that this project will be in operation, data on present fre- 
quencies are not applicable and are not included herein. 


TABLE No. 13.—IJnventoried flood damages 


Floods of. 





Flood damage area October| May- |Septem-| April- | August May April August 
1904 July ber June 1938 July June 1903 
(F 1920 1929 1937 (F 1941 192 | (F 
(S) (F) (S) (S (3) 

Espanola Valley: 
Preventable $143, 304 $140, 569 | 
Nonpreventable 20, 434 63, 214 } 

Middle valley: 
Preventable $200, 934 | $122,417) $141, 379 1, 506, 183) $321, 775) 
Nonpreventable - 666, 603 188, 610 

Lower valley 
Preventable és 308, 159) 
Nonpreventable 67, 62 

Bluewater-Toltee irrigation 

district: 
Preventable $123, 932: 127,300 $38, 574 
Nonpreventable senedbed | 0 40, 500} _. 0 
Total_-.. a 200, 934; 163,738 122,417) 807,982) 123, 032,2,066,376) 697, 554 38, 574 


8—spring flood; F—flash flood. 


Note.—The above-listed damages have been adjusted to 1947 prices 
DRAINAGE AND MINOR CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


Mr. Rasavut. Drainage and minor construction program, $38,000. 
We will put page BR-17 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows: ) 


Drainage and minor construction program—Rio Grande and gulf basin, fiscal 
year 1958 


Obligations program-_-_-_- 
Funds required 


: = dc eee sacs eosin aga 
oil SBD chs a ss ctl Stuer 


1 Includes $2,200 contribution to civil-service retirement fund. 


1 Not printed. 
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Description.—The drainage and minor construction program consists of proj- 
ects on which all major construction has been completed, except for facilities 
which are temporarily deferred, and relatively small amounts of funds are being 
requested in the budget year for drainage work, minor repair or replacement 
work, miscellaneous finishing activities, or preconstruction work on the tem- 
porarily deferred facilities. 

During fiscal year 1958 work under the drainage and minor construction ac- 
tivity in the Rio Grande and gulf basins will be confined to the Rio Grande 
project, Elephant Butte power and storage division, New Mexico. 

Rio Grande project-Elephant Butte power and storage division, New Mevrico, 
$38,000 

Description.—The primary purpose of the Rio Grande project upon its initial 
authorization was to provide a full supply of irrigation water to the irrigable 
portion of the valley of the Rio Grande lying south of the Percha diversion dam 
and north of the Hudspeth County line in the State of Texas. The power system 
consists of one powerplant and switchyard at Elephant Butte Dam, and trans- 
mission lines and substations serving the towns of Truth or Consequences, Dem- 
ing, Central City, Las Cruces, Alamogordo, Hollywood, Socorro, Belen, Willard, 
and Albuquerque, N. Mex., and El Paso, Tex., and the military establishments 
at White Sands Proving Ground, and Holloman Airbase in New Mexico. 

Work proposed, fiscal year 1958.—Funds will be used in the defense of antici- 
pated lawsuits under Private Law 767, approved July 1, 1956. 

Mr. Ranaut. These funds are for financing anticipated lawsuits 
under Public Law 767 approved July 1, 1956. What is this about? 

Mr. Jenntnos. Those suits pertain to the flooding that occurred 
in 1929 in the old town of San Marcial near the head of Elephant 
Butte Reservoir. The law names 79 individuals, waives the statute 
of limitations, and directs that the maiden may be brought in the Federal 
District Court of New Mexico for the damages occurring from the 
flood. The damage is alleged to have occurred from the construction 
of Elephant Butte Reservoir. 

Mr. Razavut. How long has Congress been appropriating for this? 

Mr. Jenninos. The law was approved July 1, 1956. There have 
been two suits brought in the court to date, and the work that has been 
done on the suits has been financed from project funds. Now we are 
asking for this money for the coming fiscal year. 

Mr. Razavt. Where did you get the money previous to this? 

Mr. Jenntneos. We had an item in the fiscal year 1957 budget for 
lawsuits, sir, taking money from the regular project funds, however, 
the suit we were working on then was the Atchinson, Topeka & Santa 
Fe suit. 

Mr. Rapavt. Is that settled now? 

Mr. Jennings. No, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. We have been at that about 30 years; have we not? 

Mr. Jenntnos. It has been actively in litigation about 3 years. 
We had a hearing in Albuquerque in January 1956 in which the 
commissioner heard the portion of the suit relating to liability. The 
damage phases of it are to be brought up here in Washington before 
the Court of Claims. We do not know just when that will come up. 
We thought it would have been called before now. 


Mr. Raravt. Off the record. 
(Discussion off the record.) 
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Mr. Botanp. How did this cause of action arise? Why is there a 
suit here? 

Mr. Jenninos. The old town of San Marcial used to be a railroad 
headquarters. It was protected by dikes. During the 1929 flood the 
dikes broke and flooded the area. 

Mr. Botanp. Who built the dikes? 

Mr. Jenninos. The railroad at that time. Shortly after that, 
because of the flooding and so on, the town was abandoned. These 
people have alleged that the river aggraded and construction of Ele- 
phant Butte Dam was a contributing cause of the aggradation and 
flood damage. 

Mr. Botanp. And the United States built the Elephant Butte Dam? 

Mr. Jennincs. The United States built the Elephant Butte Dam 
about 1915; yes, sir. So that is briefly what the suit is about. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


Mr. Rapavur. “Operation and maintenance, $750,240.” We will put 
pages 18 through 47 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 
San Luis Prosect, CoLtorapo 


Summarized financial data 





Total obligations, fiscal year 1956..--____..__._- iii aie sis daa datas ieee $5, 119 
TIRCRE SOR - TO 6 GOTINOR oon ec neces $8, 000 

Total obligations, fiscal year 1957_------___--_--_ nig sci 8, 000 
Fiscal year 1958 allotment___________-__- sinkicn abies incite dukataae ne ae 

Total obligations, fiscal year 1958_____ soib coe taatsicieasctcihatiacacta ae 8, 000 


On a cost basis, the 1958 program will total $8,000. The narrative justification, 
which follows, explains the 1958 cost program. 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


Location.—On the upper Conejos River in Conejos County in the south central 
part of Colorado. The irrigated area lies in Conejos and Alamosa Counties. 

Description.—Platoro unit facilities consist of an earth-rockfill dam and a 
reservoir with a storage capacity of 60,000 acre-feet, of which 6,000 acre-feet is 
tentatively allocated for flood control, and 54,000 acre-feet for joint use of irri- 
gation and flood control. This will provide a supplemental irrigation water 
supply for 81,000 acres of fertile land. 

Operation.—The Bureau of Reclamation will operate Platoro Dam and Reser- 
voir for the 5-year development period, preceding the beginning of the irrigation 
repayment period. The development period began January 1, 1954. During the 
development period, the water users will liquidate the operation and maintenance 
costs by paying water-service charges. After the 5-year development period, the 
water users will advance money for irrigation operation and maintenance costs 
or will assume the operation and maintenance responsibility. 








Work proposed, fiscal year 1958, cost program 


Difference, 
increase (+-) 


Program, or de- 
fiscal year crease (—), 
1958 1958 com- 
pared with 
1957 
Platoro Dam and Reservoir: For continued operation and maintenance $6, 700 $300 
General expense: For normal administrative expenses chargeable to the 
operation and maintenance of Platoro Dam and Reservoir : 1, 000 
Contributions to civil service retirement fund: Initial year contribution to 
civil service retirement fund 300 +300 
Total operation and maintenance cost... --- 8, 000 
Total cost to appropriation. __- &, OOO 
RECONCILIATION TO TOTAL OBLIGATIONS 
Cost adjustments 
Total obligations 2, 000 
Costs by functions, fiscal year 1958 
Irrigation : : i ‘ $4, 600 
Flood control. __ 3, 100 
Contribution to civil service retirement fund : 300 
Total cost to appropriation 8, 000 


CARLSBAD PROJECT, NEW MEXICO 
Summarized financial data 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1956_ 
Fiscal year 1957: 
al acne ee 
Funds advanced by water users___-_- 


eked . $10, 422 


$3, 000 
9, 000 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1957 __-_~- 
Fiscal year 1958: 

Pe i casket ren antennas sc hepiaehnietasiie nciketncawacan. a ee 

Funds advanced by water users_-__- a eee ste» (eee 


12, 000 





Total obligations, fiscal year 1958__._--_- esinielitiaiecie mmiiten Ul cups ial 12, 000 


On a cost basis, the 1958 program will total $12,000, which includes cost 
financed with funds advanced by water users. The narrative justification, 
which follows, explains the 1958 cost program. 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


Location.—Alamogordo Dam is on the Pecos River about 16 miles upstream 
from Fort Sumner, N. Mex., and the reservoir is in De Baca and Guadalupe 
Counties. The balance of the project is located in Eddy County in the Pecos 
River Valley in southeastern New Mexico. 

Description.—Project facilities consist of the earth-rockfilled Alamogordo 
Dam, which forms a reservoir with a conservation active storage of 122,100 
acre-feet ; the McMillan and Avalon Reservoirs with conservation active storage 
capacities of 32,300 and 6,000 acre-feet, respectively; 179 miles of canals and 
laterals which provide water to 25,055 acres of land; a 514-foot concrete flume 
across the Pecos River; a concrete diversion dam on Black River, and 24 miles 
of drains. 
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Operation.—All features, except Alamogordo Dam and Reservoir, are operated 
and maintained by the water users. Alamogordo Dam and Reservoir are oper- 
ated and maintained by the Bureau with appropriated funds and funds ad- 
vanced by the water users. The appropriated funds cover the flood-control 
function, and the amount is computed in direct relation to the portion of the 
plant allocated to flood control. 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1958, cost program 


Difference, 
| inerease (+) 


Program, or de- 
fiscal year crease (—), 
1958 1958 com- 
pared with 
1957 
Alamogordo Dam and Reservoir: For continued operation and maintenance $10, 000 — $400 
General expense: For normal general expenses chargeable to the operation 
and maintenance of Alamogordo Dam and Reser voit 1, 550 — 50 
Contribution to civil service retirement fund: Initial year contribution to 
civil service retirement fund aa 450 +450 
Total operation and maintenance cost 12, 000 
Total cost to appropriation and funds advanced 12, 000 
RECONCILIATION TO TOTAL OBLIGATIONS 
Cost adjustments 
‘Total obligations : : 12, 000 


Costs by functions, fiscal year 1950 


DINNRIOG sth nis ab Sntitap Bane aes re ‘enka $7, 950 
Flood control___- i ‘ ; ‘ ._ & 0 
Contribution to civil-service retirement fund — ited 450 
Total cost to appropriation and funds advanced____- 12, OOO 
Project statistics 
Estimated 
Actual, 
Feature or item Unit fiscal year 
1956 Fiscal Fiscal 
year 1957 year 1958 


Facilities operated by Bureau: 
Irrigation system: Storage dams and reservoirs... Number 3 3 3 
Facilities operated by water users: 
Irrigation system: 
Irrigable acreage for service: 


Irrigation service land—full - . . ...| Acres. 25, 055 25, 055 | 25, 055 
Irrigated area. .........-- Pika eee ihn A eae 20, 000 20, 000 | 20, 000 
EE OE SS ae ae Dollars !......| 3,605,724 | 3,700,000 | 3,700,000 
Average gross crop value per acre_.... Deca | 185 185 185 
TS 6 lan odidccnusadeenccndaown Number. - -.-- 1 1 | 1 
Gi cock dnncodsas 3 Sndnwnebeaene ee . 28 23 23 
Laterals...-._- n ; ice : Ganon 151 151 151 
Drains- hii caddie a | ee 2 24 24 


} Figures on calendar year basis. 
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Mipp.Le Rio GRANDE Project, New Mexico 
Summarized financial data 


sek 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1956 . $914, 849 


Fiscal year 1957: 


Allotment. -.....- tie a ec kcal ; 220, 000 
Funds advanced by water users - - 766, 000 
Funds advanced by State of New Mexico 57, 100 

Total obligations, fiscal vear 1957 1, 043, 109 


Fiscal year 1958: 


Allotment. ___....- zs ; : 257, 000 
Funds advanced by water users e 783, 000 
Funds advanced by State of New Mexico 75, 400 

Total obligations, fiscal year 1958_............_....-------- 1, 115, 400 


On a cost basis the 1958 program will total $1,040,000 which includes cost 
financed with funds advanced by water users. The narrative justification, 
which follows, explains the 1958 cost program and the relation of costs to 
obligations. 

JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


Location.—This project lies in the Middle Rio Grande Valley in north central 
New Mexico and extends from the Colorado-New Mexico boundary south to 
the backwaters of Elephant Butte Reservoir, including rectification of the 
Rio Grand in the vicinity of Truth or Consequences, N. Mex. (formerly 
Hot Springs). 

Description.—The project plan, developed jointly by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion and the Corps of Engineers, provides for construction of certain river con- 
trol works, rehabilitation of existing works, and further development of lands 
within the Middle Rio Grande Conservancy District. The Bureau of Reclama- 
tion has undertaken the rehabilitation and extension of existing irrigation and 
drainage systems, together with channel rectification, eradication of nonbene- 
ficial vegetation, and improvement of the main channel throughout the Espanola 
and Middle Valleys. 

Works of the Middle Rio Grande Conservancy District comprise the irriga- 
tion part of the project. These works include El Vado Dam and Reservoir ; 
diversion dams and headworks; a canal, lateral, and drainage system; and 
river control works. The conservancy district includes 121,680 acres of water- 
right lands, situated in the counties of Sandoval, Bernalillo, Valencia, and 
Socorro. 

Operation.—Channelization and other flood-control works completed under 
this project are being maintained by the Bureau of Reclamation with nonreim- 
bursable appropriated funds; all irrigation facilities of the Middle Rio Grande 
Conservancy District are being operated and maintained by the Bureau with 
funds advanced by the district. The State of New Mexico, through a cooper- 
ative program, is contributing $57,100 in fiscal year 1957 and $75,400 in fiscal 
year 1958, to the operation and maintenance program for water salvage meas- 
ures in connection with channelization. The operation and maintenance of 
El Vado Dam and Reservoir was assumed by the Bureau May 22, 1956. 
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Work proposed, fiscal year 1958, cost program 


| Difference, 
increase (+-) 








| Program, | or de- 
fiscal year | crease (—), 
1958 1958 com- 
| pared with 
1957 
Reservoir division 
E] Vado Dam and Reservoir: For continued operation and maintenance | 
Assumed by United States, May 22, 1956 } $9, 200 | 
subtotal, reservoir division 9, 200 | ‘ 
Cochiti division | 
Cochiti Dam: For continued operation and maintenance 3, 600 - 
Canals: For continued operation and maintenance 8, 500 7 
Levees: For maintenance during flood stage and weed controi_ - 1, 000 
Distribution system: For continued operation and maintenance of the 
lateral distribution system 14,000 | 
Drainage system: For normal, adequate drainage maintenance 2, 000 | 
River control works: For maintenance of drainage system during flood | 
stage to adequately protect lands and structures from damage 1, 000 
Maintenance of general property: For maintenance of buildings, furnish- 
ings, and miscellaneous property | 300 . —_ 
General expense: For normal administrative expenses chargeable to the | 
operation and maintenance of the Cochiti division 6, 600 
Subtotal, Cochiti division -- 37, 000 | ée 


Albuquerque division: 
Ang°stura diversion works: For continued operation and maintenance 
Atrisco diversion works: For continued oper: 


| 
3,000 | 
ion and maintenance 3, 000 




















Canals: For continued operation and maintenance 59, 000 2 
Levees: For maintenance during flood stage and weed control 2, 000 ea 
Distribution system: For continued operation and maintenance of the 
lateral distribution system 156,000 |... ide 
Drainage system: For normal, adequate drainage maintenance 35, 000 5 ie 
River-control works: For maintenance of drainage system during flood 
stage to adequately protect lands and structures from dan 5, 000 c 
Maintenance of general property: For maintenance of buildings, furnish- | 
ings, and miscellaneous property 500 ‘ ie 
General expense: For normal administrative expenses chargeable to the 
operation and maintenance of the Albuquerque division 24, 500 is 
Subtotal, Albuquerque division ‘ 288, 000 
Belen division 
Isleta diversion dam: For continued operation and maintenance 4,000 
San Juan heading: For continued operation and maintenance 300 
Canals: For continued operation and maintenance 39, 000 
Lever For maintenance during flood stage and weed control 1, 000 
Distribution system: For continued operation and maintenance of the 
lateral distribution system. Decrease due to curtailment of mainte- | 
nance work on laterals being rehabilitated under ‘‘Construction and 
rehabilitation”? program 128, 000 | —10, 000 
Drainage system: For normal, adequate drainage maintenance 16, 000 
River-control works: For maintenance of drainage system during flood 
stage to adequately protect lands and structures from damags 5, 000 
Maintenance of general property’ For maintenance of buildings, furnist 
ngs, and miscellaneous property 200 
General expense: For normal administrative expenses chargeable to the 
operation and maintenance of the Belen division 23, 500 
Subtotal, Belen division olivate : 217. 000 —10, 000 
Socorro division: 
San Acacia diversion dam: For continued operation and maintenance 6, 000 
Canals: For continued operation and maintenance 34, 000 
Levees: For maintenance during flood stage and weed control 500 
Distribution system: For continued operation and maintenance of the 
lateral distribution system. Increase will provide for maintenance 
work deferred in fiscal year 1957 42, 000 +10, 000 
Drainage system: For normal, adequate drainage maintenance 28, 000 
River-control works: For maintenance of drainage system during flood 
stage to adequately protect lands and structures from damage | 4, 000 
Maintenance of general property: For maintenance of buildings, fur- 
nishings, and miscellaneous property 500 i 
General expense: For normal administrative expenses chargeable to the | 
operation and maintenance of the Socorro division 16, 000 Sa 


Subtotal Socorro Givi. «....dsudsdacadiwansiesdaddatind Bash latia a e 131, 000 +-10, 000 
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Work proposed, fiscal year 1958, cost program—Continued 








! 
Difference, 
| increase (+) 
Program or de- 
| fiscal year | crease (—), 
1958 1958 com- 
pared with 
| 1957 
Project headquarters: 
Maintenance of general property: For maintenance of buildings, fur- | 
nishings, and miscellaneous equipment. | $1, 800 |_. ’ 
General expense: For operation and maintenance of project office which | 
serves all divisions_-__- | 73, 000 |_. 
Additions: For continued installation of CMP pipe and steel gi ites used 
for farm turnouts under a cooperative program with landowners who 
finance 50 percent of the cost___- ise : | ee ie 
Replacements: Replacements of miscellaneous equipment be dnehtbeia ono 3600 T.....- ais 
a ----|---——  - 
Subtotal, project headquarters__._......-....-.-- drchaelaees Sick "83, “800 
Total, Milestion. .......-eseds phe hee de ta ecdnedadewewweiueetn | 766, 000 Ke hichia acini 
San Marcial division: Carriage system: For continued operation and main- | 
tenance of 35 miles of channel works constructed to salvage water, consisting | | 
of a 2,000 cubic feet per second channel, levees, and a cleared floodway | } 
parallel to the channel. Decrease due to anticipation of less floodway | 
spraying in fiscal year 1958 ‘ | 107, 000 | —$15, 000 
Socorro division: Carriage system: For continued operation and maintenance | 
| 


of 22 miles of existing channel works and 15 miles of new channel works 

completed by January 1958. Increase will provic de adequate maintenance | 

of new channel works during the last half of the fiscal year... 30, 000 | +13, 000 
Belen Division: Carriage system: For continued operation and maintenance | 

of 15 miles of channel works in the Bernardo and La Joya areas. Increase | 


due to maintenance work deferred in previous years | 19,000 | +2, 000 
Albuquerque Division: Carriage system: For continued maintenance of 12 | 
miles of cleared floodway containing approximately 1,500 acres 5, 000 


Espanolo Division: Carriage system: For continued maintenance of 7 miles | | 
of existing channel works and 944 miles comnleted in fiscal year 1957. In- | 
crease will provide adequate maintenance of new channel works in fiscal | 


year 1958_ _. 10, 000 +8, 000 
Maintenance of general property: For maintenance of San Marcial head- | | 

quarters, office furniture, tools, and miscellaneous work equipment | 2, 500 
General expense: For normal administrative expense chargeable to the opera- 

tion’and maintenance of the channel rectification division | 21, 500 


Replacements: For replacement of 2 pickup trucks which have been used in 
excess of General Services Administration replacement standards and are 
no longer economical to operate and a minor amount of miscellaneous equip- 
ment_ oleae ws 7,000 +500 

Additions: For continued installation of jetty and gravel blanket protection 
in existing channels to stabilize banks and prevent future erosion. During | 
fiscal vears 1957 and 1958, under a cooperative agreement with the State of | | 
New Mexico, drains will be constructed along west edge of the wide flood 
plain adjacent to San Marcial channelization and water salvage channels | | 
will be constructed upstream in the uncontrolled portions of the river. | 
These drains and water-salvage channels will make it possible to capture 
or salvage additional waters for conveyance through existing low flow chan- 
nelization to aress of beneficial use. Increase represents contributions in 
excess of those scheduled for fiscal year 1957 to accomplish the cooperative | } 





work under agreement with the State of New Mexico 138, 000 +7, 50 
Total, channel] rectification - ' 340, 000 | +16, 000 
Contribution to civil-service retirement fund: Initial year contribution to } 
civil-service retirement fund 24, 000 +24, 000 
Total operation and maintenance cost 1, 130, 000 | +40, 000 
Contributions: Funds contributed by State of New Mevxico- -. —75, 400 | — 18, 300 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures: Depreciation of State-owned | 
equipment $10,000 and right-of-way contribution —14, 600 | +32, 300 
Total cost to appropriation and funds advanced 1, 040, 000 +54, 000 


RECONCILIATION TO TOTAL OBLIGATIONS 
Cost adjustments: Contributions by State of New Mexico 75, 400 +18, 300 


Total obligations. .-__..-- sa tts ; 1, 115, 400 | +72, 300 


Cost by function, fiscal year 1958 


Irrigation ___ 7 _ $766, 000 
Channel rectification : 340, 000 
Contribution to civil-service retirement fund 24, 000 
Contributions and transfers, credits, and other e xpe nditures __ — 90, 000 


Total cost to appropriation and funds advanced__-_--_-- _.. 1,040, 000 
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Project statistics 


Estimated 
| Actual fiscal a 
Feature or item Unit | year 1956 | 
Fiscal year Fiseal year 
1957 1958 
ee \— caren 
FACILITIES OPERATED BY BUREAU 
Irrigation system: 

Irrigable acreage for service: Irriga- | Acres ‘ 121, 680 121, 680 121, 680 

tion service land—Full. 

Irrigated area do!_. 55, 372 60,000 | 67, 000 
Gross crop value. - | Dollars! 4, 192, 452 4,300,000 | 4,800,000 
Average gross crop value per do.!_. 76 72 72 

cultivated acre. 

Storage dams and reservoirs 2 Number 1 1 1 

Diversion dams. do 6 6 | 6 

Canals. Miles 180 180 180 

Laterals do 587 587 | 587 

Drains. __- do 360 560 360 

Operating roads ; do 150 200 300 

Channel rectification: 

San Marcial division carriage system do 35 35 35 

Socorro division carriage system do 10 22 1814 

Belen division carriage system do 15 15 15 

Albuquerque division carriage sys- do 312 212 212 

tem. 

Espanola division carriage system do 7 1644 1614 

1 Figures on calendar-year basis. 
2 Operation assumed by Bureau May 22, 1956 
3 Cleared floodway only 
R10 GRANDE PROJECT, NEW MExIco-TEXAS 
Summarized financial data 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1956 v ‘ EET re 








Fiscal year 1957: 


Allotment <2 — 6 AP sa 3 ee oe: 788, 000 
Funds advanced by water users________~- aie ciaiea a a 759, 000 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1957 : eee 


Fiscal year 1958: 
Allotment paca E aS. 2 oe 471, 490 
Funds advanced by water users__..-._.__._...___._-__-- ops 1, 006, 800 


aoe 1, 478, 290 
On a cost basis the 1958 program will total $1,472,090 which includes cost 
financed with funds advanced by water users. The narrative justification, 


which follows, explains the 1958 cost program and the relation of costs to 
obligations, 


Total obligations, fiseal year 1958 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


Location.—In central and south-central New Mexico, and El Paso County, 
Tex., embracing an area of approximately 28,800 square miles in the counties 
of Bernalillo, Torrance, Valencia, Socorro, Sierra, Luna, Dona Ana, Grant, 
Otero, and Lincoln, in the State of New Mexico, and El Paso County in the State 
of Texas. 

Description.—Multiple-purpose project consisting of Elephant Butte Dam and 
Reservoir with a storage capacity of 2,185,400 acre-feet, Caballo storage and 
regulating dam with a storage capacity of 340,850 acre-feet, 590 miles of canals 
and laterals which provide water to 178,315 acres of land. Powerplant consists 
of 3 units; has a nameplate rating of 24,300 kilowatts. Power transmission sys- 
tem consists of 499 miles of 115-kilovolt transmission lines and 14 substations 
serving 3 private utility companies, 6 public-owned utilities, and 2 military de- 


fense establishments. The project is required by international treaty to furnish 
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60,000 acre-feet annually to the Juarez Valley, Republic of Mexico, and has a 
Warren Act contract covering excess and waste waters with the Hudspeth 
County Conservation and Reclamation District No. 1, Hudspeth County, Tex., 
which has an irrigable area of approximately 19,000 acres. 

Operation.—All completed power facilities are operated and maintained by the 
sSureau of Reclamation with appropriated funds. The irrigation features are 
operated and maintained by the Bureau with funds advanced by the water 
users, there being two organizations, the Elephant Butte Irrigation District 
comprising all lands within the State of New Mexico, and the El Paso County 
Water Improvement District No. 1, those lands within the State of Texas. The 
water user organizations have been urged periodically to accept the irrigation 
facilities for operation and maintenance; they prefer to have the Bureau con- 
tinue these operations using funds advanced by them. 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1958, cost program 


} 
| Difference, 
increase (+) 


| Program or de- 
| fiseal year | crease (— ), 
1958 | 1958 com- 
pared with 

1957 


Elephant Butte power and storage division 
Elephant Butte Dam and Reservoir: For continued operation and 
maintenance. Decrease is due to completion of silt survey in fiscal 
Si. oe tars vise onn Sciipieieaibema: dad eine oe $16, 000 —$22, 400 
Caballo Dam and Reservoir: For continued operation and maintenance 
Increase required for periodic silt survey of reservoir area and increased 


maintenance of roads_ --- et ee 40, 400 +-20, 900 
Elephant Butte powerplant: For continued operation and maintenance 

of 3 units, 8,100 kilowatts each 85, 500 
Purchased power: For continued purchase power requirements 88, 990 221, 010 


Transmission system: For continued operation and maintenance of 
transmission facilities. Decrease due to completion of emergency 


repairs to transmission system 83, 500 13, 500 
Accounting and collecting expense: For expense in connection with | 

meter readings, billing, and accounting 2, 000 
Maintenance of general property: For continued maintenance of office, 

communication, and miscellaneous property 1, 200 


General expense: For normal administrative exnenses chargeable to the 

operation and maintenance of the Elephant Butt» power division. 44, 350 
Replacements: For replacement of 2 passenger-carrying vehicles, 3 

pickup trucks, gang-operated OCB disconnect switch at Elephant 

Butte switchyard, office, shop, and laboratory equipment, recondition 

carrier current communication equipment. Replace equipment which 

may fail or be damaged in operation of substations, dams, transmission 

lines, or powerplant - - 40, 100 22, 500 
Additions: Minor equipment required to cover system operation changes, 

mobile radio set, interruptor switch for Alamogordo substation reactor, 

pole hole digging machine, and minor additions as heating, cooling, 

fencing, and minor additions to substations and transmission lines 


such as relays, control circuits, and relocation of terminal lines ‘ 21, 000 ~—93, 500 
Total, Elephant Butte power and storage division __. ‘ 423, 040 352, 010 
Las Cruces Branch (irrigation): 
Percha diversion dam. For continued operation and maintenance. - 2, 600 
Leasburg diversion dam. For continued operation and maintenance 1, 800 
Mesilla diversion dam: For continued operation and maintenance 6, 700 
Distribution system: For continued normal operation and maintenance 297, 000 
Drainage system: For continued operation and maintenance 20, 000 
Maintenance of general property: For maintenance of building, furnish- 
ings, and miscellaneous property ‘ 8, 400 |. ad 
General expense: For normal administrative expenses chargeable to the 
operation and maintenance of the Las Cruces Branch 27, 000 


Replacements: For replacement of wornout timber structures on canals, 

laterals, and drains. Decrease in structure replacements. Increase in 

replacement of motor vehicles and heavy maintenance equipment 121, 500 +49, 500 
Additions: For addition of L—P gas storage facilities and motor analyzer 6, 500 +6, 500 


Total, Las Cruces branch-.-- etek dékde ches sjdteumenatnanundinied 491, 500 +56, 000 
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Work proposed, fiscal year 1958, cost program—Continued 





Ysleta Branch (irrigation): 
Franklin Heading: For continued operation and maintenance... eas 
Riverside diversion dam: For continued operation and maintenance 
Tornillo heading: For continued operation and maintenance 


Distribution system: For continued normal operation and maintenanes 
Increase for 


Drainage system: For normal operation and maintenance. 
structure repair, silt removal, weed control, and supervision 

Maintenance of general property: For maintenance of buildings, furnish- 
ings, and miscellaneous property oa : 

General expense: For normal administrative expenses chargeable to 
operation and maintenance of the Ysleta Branch. Increase due to 
smaller amount distributed to replacement work 

Replacements: For replacement of wornout structures on distribution 
system. Decrease for structure replacements. Increase due to replace- 
ment of motor vehicles, heavy maintenance equipment, and small tools 

Additions: For acquisition of one 1/2 C. Y. truck-mounted dragline_- 
Total, Ysleta Branch te 

Project headquarters: 

General expense: For operation and maintenance of the project office 
which serves all divisions. Increase as result of normal fluctuations 


Subtotal, project office ; 
Contribution to civil-service retirement fund: Initial year contribution to 
civil-service retirement fund 


Total operation and maintenance cost 
Transfers, credits and other expenditures: 
able equipment, operation 
equipment repairs 


tepresents depreciation of mov- 
ind maintenance revenues (rentals), major 


Total cost to appropriation and funds advanced 


RECONCILIATION TO TOTAL OBLIGATIONS 


Cost adjustments: Represents net change in stores inventory 


Total obligations 


Costs by functions, fiscal year 1958 
Irrigation 
Power 
Flood control_ 
Contribution to civil-service retirement fund 
Transfers, credits and other expenditures 


Total cost to appropriation and funds advanced - - 


91488—57 





| 


Program 
fiscal year 
| 1958 


. $6, 500 


3, 800 | 


1, 800 


10, 000 
4, 000 


23, 900 


120, 800 
28, 000 


398, 800 


200, 000 | 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


| 


142, 000 | 


142, 000 


54, 300 


1, 509, 640 


—37, 550 


1, 472, 090 


6, 200 


1, 478, 290 


$1, 0 


Difference, 
increase (+-) 
or de- 
crease (—), 
1958 com- 
pared with 
1957 


+3, 000 


+103, 300 
+28, 000 


+139, 800 


+4, 000 


+4, 000 
+ 


—97, 910 





4, 300 


+-29, 200 


, 710 


25, 
118, 
11, 
54, 


—di, 


300 
280 
760 
300 
550 


1, 472, 090 
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Project statistics 














Substations, capacity - - - - -- 


Kilovolts-amperes 


103, 750 





103, 750 


Estimated 
| Actual, went a Ele 
Feature or item Unit | fiscal year il 
1956 | Fiscal year | Fiscal year 
| | | 1957 | 1958 
FACILITIES OPERATED BY BUREAU | 
| 
Irrigation system: | 
Irrigable acreage for service: | | 
Irrigation service land—Full- - - --| ae 178, 315 178, 315 178, 315 
Irrigation service land—Supple- |----- oe : 18, 330 | 18, 330 18, 330 
mental. 
actos ; | ied os 196, 645 196, 645 196, 645 
Ievigsted ares. ...-<<----.-- Sag | = > 142, 382 | 138, 000 150, 000 
Gross crop value. ..-......------- EE 9. connexes | $2,446,623 | 26, 220,000 30, 000, 000 
Average gross crop value per acre. | 1 ee 228 | 190 200 
Storage dams and reservoirs... | re 2 | 2 | 2 
Diversion dams ? ianecks<annae’ 6 | 6 6 
Canals. ..........- | Miles. .........- 147 | 147 147 
Laterals_. ; ee ea Ae 443 443 443 
Drains ; ‘RAN 473 | 473 473 
Operating roads__--- onal eh etetiehMnardeniel 470 | 470 470 
Power system: | 
Annual sales - ._--- | Kilowatt-hours....| 57, 443, 312 41, 248, 000 63, 260, 000 
Revenues from sale of electrical en- | Dollars... 390, 240 278, 424 | 359, 505 
ergy. | 
Powerplants -- - : Number... .-. | 1 1 1 
Plant capacity (n: ime ph ate ¢ capa ucity)_| Kilowatts 24, 300 24, 300 | 24, 300 
Patrol roads__- ‘ Miles_. 435 435 | 435 
Transmission lines: 
Circuit__- do 499 499 499 
Structural___- eet 499 499 499 
Substations. . | Number..-- 14 | 14 14 


103, 750 


! Figures on calendar year basis. ; 
2 ldiversion dam, the American diversion dam, is owned, operated, 
Boundary and Water Commission. 


and maintained by the International 


FAtcon Progect, TEXAS 


Summarized financial data 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1956__- $15, 000 


Fiscal year 1957 allotment__.______--_- 


~ $10, 000 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1957_.._-_-_______-______ Saag. ; 10, 000 
nr NII i ie sea sds milalipcunetrvneren diana $10, 000 
ORR ODULENTIONE, EOCE FORT WhOOk decd ciemencdmenntictinndlesnecwas -. 10,000 


On a cost basis the 1958 program will total $10,000. 
which follows, explains the 1958 cost program. 


The narrative justification, 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 

Location.—This estimate covers the costs involved in the marketing of the 
United States’ share of power generated at Falcon Dam, an international dam on 
the Rio Grande in Zapata County, Tex. 

Description.—-Falcon Dam is under the jurisdiction of the International Boun- 
dary and Water Commission. The Department of the Interior was designated 
marketing agent for the United St utes’ share of power generated at Falcon Dam 
by act of June 18, 1954 (68 Stat. 255). Departmental order of June 30, 1954, 
delegated to the Commissioner of Rec lamation the authority vested in the Secre- 
tary of the Interior. 

Operation.—The Bureau of Reclamation’s only activity is in the marketing of 
the United States’ share of power generated at Falcon Dam. Before beginning 
of each water year (November), the estimates of power and energy available 


for marketing will be prepared, and the Bureau will review and coordinate with 
the International Boundary and Water Commission these water and power 
Additional Bureau activities will include the preparation of the annual 


studies. 








aS 
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average rate and repayment studies, the administration of the power-sales con- 
tract, and the monthly billing and collecting. Also, in administering the sales 
contracts, certain liaison activities will be required with the actual operations 
of the powerplant which will include preparation of marketing and operational 
reports, coordination of operations between the customer, the International 
Boundary and Water Commission and the Bureau. Except for reviews in the 
offices of the Commissioner and the Assistant Commissioner and Chief Engineer, 
all of the Bureau of Reclamation activities are performed in the regional office 
of region 5 at Amarillo, Tex. 


Work proposed, fiscal year 1958, cost program 











——— - ——_——_-_-- Anne ana 
| | Difference, 
| increase (+) 
Program, or de- 
| fiscal year crease (—), 
1958 1958 com- 
} pared with 
1957 
Pine alent panei nee . aes = | __ 
General expense: For normal expense chargeable to the marketing of the | 
P United States’ share of power generated at Falcon Dam__..._..--_..--.-.-. $9, 5 —$500 
Contribution to civil service retirement fund: Initial year contribution to 
civil service retirement fund.-................-.....--.--.---- Sands eala dace 500 +500 
Total operation and maintenance cost...............--..---.---------- 10, 000 ena 
Tihs cnbt: ti OR iis is cei vccrasenexesetxe peedt 3: beets IOS Taio. 
RECONCILIATION TO TOTAL OBLIGATIONS: | 
Ce CN ibiccetadcienncsimeendbacotenceamhedbin daddsdndnetedadeks A tied vs ee ie wee 
Total obligations. -. ‘ 10, 000 | 
Costs by functions, fiscal year 1958 
Dk ee eet. sa ocak wn es gal aie ons tes aa 
Contributions to civil service retirement fund__________- eibacdl Je 500 
Total cost to appropriation _-_--- i . ih ion PS 
Project statistics 
Estimated 
Actual, fiscal | = = - 
Feature or item Unit year 1956 
Fiseal year Fiscal year 
1957 1958 
Facilities operated by Bureau 
Power system 
Annnal sales Kilowatt-hours.. 73, 855, 500 120, 000, 000 | 85, 000, 000 
Kevenues from sale of electrical Dollars $199, 410 1 $495, 000 1 $345, 000 
energy 
Powerplants Number § nae ( 
Plant capacity name plate | Kilowatts (?) . ( 
capacity). 
1 Based on new rate schedule which may become effective in fiseal year 1957 


2? Burecu marketing agent only Pow rplant operated by others. 
ARKANSAS-WHITE-RED BASIN 
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


Mr. Ranaut. Now we will take up the Arkansas-White-Red Basin, 
Bureau of Reclamation. 

General investigations, $293,400. We will put pages BR-1 through 
7 in the record. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 
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Arkansas-White-Red Basin 





Allocation of appropriation, fiscal year 1957_-------------- $308, 043 
Br RE SC VO ie cecticinerresi meee aide mecinion 3, 437 
Niantic deseo ents ng asain acest elegance 12, 577 

ERE GOTRIRCIONID, TCR WORT TOE ck iets ieee nmin $324,057 
Estimated allocation of appropriation, fiscal year 195S8____-~- $293, 400 

LOtAl ODligATIONS, THECAl FORT WOGS a acinin ciicmincincnccmmnmann as 293, 400 


Description.—The appropriation of general investigation funds for the Arkan- 
sas-White-Red Basin provides for the planning of the basin and project develop- 
ments of the Bureau of Reclamation for the utilization of the water resources 
of that basin. 

The program of general investigations may include: 

(1) Engineering and economic investigations to determine the feasibility of 
potential reclamation projects. These investigations may consist of reconnais- 
sance surveys to establish with a minimum of time and funds, the justification 
for further detailed study; basin surveys to establish basinwide plans, or de- 
tailed studies of the feasibility of specific projects. 

(2) Advance planning to prepare newly authorized projects for construction. 

(3) Investigations of existing projects necessary for rehabilitation, financial 
adjustments or water conservation. 

The general investigations program includes, where appropriate, allowances 
for necessary transfers of funds or reimbursements to other agencies, such 
as the Geological Survey, Fish and Wildlife Service, National Park Service, 
Weather Bureau and Coast and Geodetic Survey, Department of Agriculture, ete., 
for work over and above their regular programs which those agencies perform in 
connection with the Bureau’s investigations of specific potential projects and 
which these other agencies are better equipped to do. 

Work underway and proposed.—The general investigation obligation program 
for the current fiscal year in the Arkansas-White-Red Basin is $324,057 which is 
financed with $311,480 of appropriated funds and $12,577 of contributed funds. 
With these funds, planning activities will be active on a total of nine investiga- 
tions. Three of these investigations will be completed in fiscal year 1957. 

The request of $293,400 for fiscal year 1958 for this basin will be utilized for 
planning activites on a total of 8 investigations of which 6 will be continuations 
of prior-year investigations and 2 will be intiation of new investigations. Of the 
total, 4 will be completed in fiscal year 1958. The activity breakdown of work 
proposed in fiscal year 1958 compared with the program for fiscal year 1957 is 
shown in the following “Summary by activities,” and the details of the program 
proposed are presented in the accompanying tabulation entitled “Schedule of 
General Investigations Program, Fiscal Years 1957 and 1958.” 


Summary h ij activities 


I mate co ( v 
Activit 
lotal Total, Program, Pr im, Bala to 
estimated June 30, fiscal year f | year ym plet 
cost 1956 L957 1058 
Engineering and economic in- 
vestigations $1, 481, 620 $869, 550 $335, 889 $293. 400 $17, 219 
Total cost to appropria- 
tions 1, 481, 620 869, 550 335, 889 293, 400 17, 219 
Distributive costs: Service fa- 
cilities, unliquidated obliga- | 
tions, etc_. ‘ | 11, 832 - 
Total oblig ition program — 324, 057 293, 400 
Less unobligated carryover 
and funds advanced 16,014 


Allocation of estimate 308, 043 293, 400 





of 
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Enaine ering and economic investigations detail by acti uly 
Tot i- Tot Pre Balan 
Subactivit mated cost Jur f fiscal year co let 
) 19 1958 
Reconn 100 IRQ % ) ey 4 
Project investigation 1, 381, 481 835, 561 309, 239 280, 000 13, 319 
Total cost to appropriation 1, 481, 62 869, 55 335, 889 293, 400 —17, 219 


Reconnaissance.—¥For the past several years a comprehensive, coordinated 
study has been underway in the Arkansas-White-Red Basin under the guidance 
of the Arkansas-White-Red Basin Interagency Committee. Fieldwork on this 
study was completed in fiscal year 1956 to establish the broad framework for 
the basin development and to indicate those potential developments worthy of 
further study. The data for the basin survey were not in sufficient detail to reach 
final conclusions regarding these potential projects and a program of reconnais- 
sance studies was initiated to obtain the required additional data. Two such 
studies will be completed in fiscal year 1957 with the cost to appropriation pro- 
gram of $26,650. The cost to appropriation program in fiscal year 1958 of 
$13,400 will provide for initiation and completion of one reconnaissance study. 

Project investigations.—The fiscal year 1957 cost to appropriation program of 
$309,239 will be utilized to continue a small amount of work on the Fryingpan- 
Arkansas project in support of any further consideration of project authorization, 
for continuation of detailed feasibility studies of 5 projects in the basin which 
appear to have great potential for developing into feasible developments, for 
completion of 1 study, and for initiation of 1 other. This program will also 
provide for continued work in cooperation with the Corps of Engineers in con- 
nection with the potential Trinidad project being proposed by that agency. 

For fiscal year 1958, the cost to appropriations program of $280,000 will pro- 
vide for studies of the Fryingpan-Arkansas project as necessary for use of the 
Congress in considering legislation, for continuing feasibility studies of 3 
projects, for initiaton of 1 new study, and for completion of 2 studies continued 
from prior years. The program will also permit the start of detailed studies of 
one other project, the Chikaskia project. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Throughout the Arkansas-White-Red Basin are thousands of inherently fer- 
tile acres that produce abundantly during years of adequate rainfall but on 
which crops have been drastically limited in recent years by the unprecedented 
drought now facing much of the area. Additional irrigated farming is badly 
needed to stabilize the agricultural economy of this area. Municipal and indus- 
trial water users are also feeling the pinch of inadequate water supplies and 
are facing arrested growth unless measures are taken to relieve the situation. 
The comprehensive basin study which establishes the broad framework for 
full basin development and delineates those potential projects most worthy of 
further detailed studies has been completed. In view of the great need for full 
utilization of the limited water supply, it is essential that work proceed as 
rapidly as possible on the more promising developments in the basin. 
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LIBERTY BOTTOMS 


Mr. Rasaut. Last year you showed the Liberty Bottoms project as 
a 1-shot study to cost only $7,000. Now your are showing $13,000 as 
being spent this year, and you say the total cost will be $19,470. 
Please explain that. 

Mr. Jenninos. That is principally the result of a drainage prob- 
lem encountered in the lands that we did not know of when we first 
started the investigation, and in order to make a complete report we 
had to get that additional information. 


MORA PROJECT 


Mr. Razavut. The Mora project is even worse than Liberty Bottoms. 
This was shown as a 1-shot appropriation of $12,200. Now you show 
that you spent $20,164 on it in 1956 and a total cost of $55,164. Ex- 
plain this one. 

Mr. JENNINGS. We completed our report on this Mora project but 
encountered in our studies evidence of water shortages, and we could 
not come up with a final answer to the problems involved without 
going into a rather extensive stream-gaging program. Accordingly, 
we entered into a cooperative program with the State of New Mexico 
and the Geological Survey for the securing of additional hydrographie 
surveys to get ‘the information that would answer the problem. 


CHIKASKIA PROJECT 


Mr. Rapavutr. On the Chikaskia project you scheduled $56,000 for 
1957. Now you show that you are only using $17,000. W hat hap- 
pened here? 

Mr. Jennines. In that project we were able to complete a recon- 
naissance report setting out the potential development in the area. We 
completed it a little cheaper than we originally estimated, and gave 
it to the local people. 

Mr. Rapaut. The difference, you mean / 

Mr. Jenninos. No. We gave our report to the local people and be 
fore we proceed further on any studies there are some difficult local 
problems to be resolved so we just brought the report to that point 
and do not propose to go back until agreement is reached. 

Mr. Razavt. That is good. 


FRYINGPAN-ARKANSAS 


On the Fryingpan-Arkansas project you showed last year that a 
total of $935,131 had been spent on the project up to June 30, 1955. 
Now you show that only $776,972 has been spent on the project 
through June 30, 1956, a year later. Do you think you can give the 
committee a correct figure for what has been spent on this project. so 
far and then explain the discrepancies in your budget presentations? 

Mr. Bennett. I think we had better supply a detailed explanation 
for the record. I think it is the result of our having taken out of 


the costs those costs which were due largely to the Gunnison diversion 
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project, of which this became a small part. I would have to check 
that. 

Mr. Rasaur. Where would that appear ? 

Mr. Bennett. That would be charged back into the abandoned- 
work account. 

Mr. Razavut. That had better be pretty minutely set forth in reply 
to my question. 

Mr. Crosrnwair. We will be glad to supply that for the record, 
Mr. Chairman. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


YENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, FRYINGPAN-ARKANSAS PROJECT 


The $935,131 shown in the 1957 congressional justifications for the cost to 
June 30, 1955, for the Fryingpan-Arkansas project included approximately 
$204,000 of costs from the Colorado River development fund. In preparing the 
1958 congressional justifications these Colorado River development fund costs 
were inadvertently omitted and the cost to June 30, 1956, of $776,972 shown 
therein should have been $980,972. 


TRINIDAD PROJECT 


Mr. Rasaur. Last year you showed the cost of the Trinidad 
project as $59,632, and said no funds would be used on it during 
1957. Now you show it costing $121,579, more than double, and 
say you are spending $10,000 on the project in 1957. Why these 
changes ¢ 

Mr. Bennerr. If I remember correctly, Mr. Chairman, last year 
we were talking about the spending of money for designs and speci- 
fications. We did spend some investigation money in fiscal 1957. 
We expect it will run approximately $10,000, with which we intend 
to evaluate the adequacy of the water supply now in the area and 
assess the water rights so that we can begin to get into the basic 
study in fiscal 1958. 

Mr. Rapavut. You had better elaborate on that for the record. 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


TRINIDAD PROJECT INVESTIGATION—REASON FOR CHANGE IN PROGRAM, FISCAL 
YEAR 1957 


The Trinidad project is a potential development of the Corps of Engineers 
and is being proposed for authorization in the Omnibus Flood Control Act now 
being considered by Congress. While Trinidad Reservoir will be primarily for 
flood control purposes, it also will contain conservation storage to provide sup- 
plemental water for some 19,500 acres of land now under irrigation but with 
an inadequate supply. Although no new irrigation facilities will be required, 
the Bureau of Reclamation will be responsible for negotiations with the water 
users for the repayment of the costs allocated to irrigation. In carrying out 
its responsibilities, it will be necessary for the Bureau to make a land classi- 
fication survey of the project area to determine the suitability of the land for 
irrigation, economic studies to determine the repayment ability of the water 
users, and other related studies necessary to insure the return to the Federal 
xovernment of the reimbursable allocation to irrigation. The program for 
fiscal year 1957 provides for the initiation of discussions with the local interests 
and the fiscal year 1958 program will provide for the detailed studies dis- 
cussed above. 
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CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
WASHITA BASIN PROJECT, OKLA. 


Mr. Ranaut. We will now take up construction and rehabilitation, 
Washita Basin project, $3,500,000. We will put pages BR-8 through 
13 in the record. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


WASHITA BASIN PROJECT, OKLAHOMA 


Location.—In southwestern Oklahoma in Caddo, Grady, Custer, and Beckham 
Counties. 

Authorization.—Act of February 25, 1956 (70 Stat. 28). 

Description—The principal purposes of the project are to store, regulate, and 
furnish water for municipal, domestic, and industrial use, and for the irrigation 
of 25,700 acres of land; to control floods by regulating the flow of the Washita 
River; to provide for the preservation and propagation of fish and wildlife; 
and to enhance recreational opportunities, The project is divided into the Fort 
Cobb Dam on Pond (Cobb) Creek which will form a reservoir with a capacity 
of 142,000 acre-feet; irrigation facilities Consisting of diversion works on the 
Washita River, 26 miles of canals, and laterals and drains to serve 9,000 acres 
of land lying on the south side of the Washita River; and the Anadarko Aqueduct 
from the Fort Cobb Reservoir to furnish municipal and industrial water amount- 
ing to 7,215 acre-feet annually to various communities in the area. Facilities 
of the Foss Division include the earth-fill Foss Dam on the Washita River which 
will form a reservoir with a capacity of 302,000 acre-feet; irrigation facilities 
consisting of 45.9 miles of canals along with lateral and drains to serve 9,440 acres 
of land lying along the Washita River from the Foss Dam to the city of Clinton 
and 18.6 miles of canals along with laterals and drains to serve 7,260 acres of 
land lying on the north side of the Washita River downstream from the Anadarko 
diversion works, the 52-mile Clinton-Cordell-Hobart Aqueduct along with the 
Foss and relift pumping plants to furnish municipal and industrial water, in 
the amount of 6,326 acre-feet annually, to the cities of Clinton, Cordell, and 
Hobart, and various communities in the area. Necessary general property 
installations and equipment will be provided in both divisions of the project 
for adequate operation and maintenance facilities. Fish and wildlife and recrea- 
tional facilities will be provided at both of the reservoirs. 

The above description represents the plan as presently contemplated. How- 
ever, changing streamflow conditions and municipal demands subsequent to the 
development of the above plan will require modification of some of the features 
and the allocation of water. The modified plan and the determination of benefits 
will be set forth in a definite plan report prior to start of construction 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.4 to 1 (to be recalculated in D. P. R.). 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated total obligations___._-.___.____- ese Sus 
Oth GpEenOns U0 UU0S GP; SO0G— = oo oe i keke (*) 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1957__ 2 500, 000 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1958_...............____. mtmanna ‘0; 000;,080 
Balance to complete___....._........._- pita sone eet eid be Se! “BR Cen Ce 


1 All preconstruction expenditures from general investigations funds. 


$40, 301, 031 


On a cost basis the fiscal year 1958 program will total $3,410,000. The narrative 
justification which follows explains the fiscal year 1958 cost program and the 
relation of costs to obligations. 


Change in total project costs and obligations 


Costs Obligations 
- | 
1957 Congressional justification. | $40, 600, 000 $40, 273, 214 


1958 Congressional justification. - 4), 600, 000 40, 301, 031 


Increase. Selteaieei anata aioieet ie tel it te : 27, 817 
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The change in obligations reflects actual costs for advance planning from gen- 
eral investigations funds in fiscal year 1956, and anticipated salvage of $40,000 at 
the end of construction. 

Status.—As of June 30, 1956, feasibility investigations and a report setting 
forth a plan of development for the Washita River Basin has been completed. 
In this report the Fort Cobb and Foss Divisions were recommended for authori- 
vation. The Commissioner’s proposed report was approved by the Secretary of 
the Interior in February 1952. During the latter part of fiscal year 1956, addi- 
tional hydrology studies were performed to bring the records in connection with 
the proposed Fort Cobb Reservoir up-to-date and investigations were made of the 
Fort Cobb dam site to determine the design requirements for the dam. During 
fiscal year 1957, the initial volumes of the definite plan report, which will set 
forth the general plan of development for Fort Cobb and Foss Dams will be 
completed, and repayment contracts for Fort Cobb Division will be executed. 


Tentative allocation of estimated total project cost 


Reimbursable: 
Irrigation____- : a ae eee _ $11, 382, 000 
Municipal and industrial water___~~_- : pata os 12, 413, 000 





Subtotal, reimbursable 


Nonreimbursable: 


Flood control a 15, 417. 000 
Fish and wildlife S39, OO 
Recreation Sha : a ati : a D49, OOO 
Subtotal, nonreimbursable ; oT 16, 805, 000 
Total_- ax. ee fs = a ee 40, 600, 000 


A ntic ] ated re payne nt of re im ursable costs 


By irrigation water users ‘ ae ia i 3, 302. 000 
Py municipal and industrial water users itiniess 20: 468: 006 
Total e - ; _. 28, 795, 000 


Re payment costs per acre 


Federal Investment per acre: 


To be repaid from water users ; . ‘ iio kee 

To be repaid from municipal and industrial water users ; ssiceetin seseg  R 

OUR Betaeiseals accel sti in inltgiiaion is — ideas plaialate catia gel oer 13 
Annual water user charges: 

Irrigation construction (average) ; ; 2. 55 

Operation and maintenance 1. 25 

Total irrigation ss . 6. SO 


Repayment contracts.—Present plans provide that repayment contracts will be 
negotiated with two master conservancy districts for repayment of all reim- 
bursable costs. Execution of these repayment contracts are scheduled for March 
and July 1957. The proposed contract or contracts covering the reimbursable 
costs of municipal and industrial water supply will provide for the repayment of 
the costs plus the appropriate interest as certified by the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, Within a period of 50 years. It is contemplated that such contracts will 
provide that annual costs will be graduated in accordance with estimates of total 
water deliveries to the municipalities. Costs allocable to irrigation beyond the 
payment capacity of the irrigation water users within the prescribed repayment 
period will be met by an extension of payments by the municipal and industrial 
water supply users, 
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Physical data 


Feature Type Capacity Height Length 
(feet) | 
Fort Cobb Dam and | Earth fill___- 142,000 acre-feet _ _ - 101 | 9,800 feet. 
Reservoir 
Fort Cobb Division irri- | Diversion dam, canal, lat- | 400 to 250 cubic feet per 
gation facilities. | erals and drains. second to serve 9,000 | 
{ acres, 
Anadarko aqueduct (mu- | Reinforced concrete pipe 15 to 11 cubic feet per sec- 32.8 miles 
nicipal water). | ond. 
Foss Dam and Reservoir_| Earth fill... 302,000 acre-feet 110 | 18,000 feet 
Foss Division irrigation | Canals, laterals and drains.) 140 cubic feet per second 
facilities. to 81.3 to serve 16,700 
acres 
Clinton-Cordell-Hobart | Steel and reinforced con- | 6.4 cubic feet per second 52.0 miles 
aqueduct (municipal crete pipe. 
water) 


Acres to be served 


Full supply : icres 
Fort Cobb division____- ie uptalacn odes acu eetanaemens : _. 9,000 
OU CVO ite cnccies ; : : ___.. 16, 700 

Supplemental supply —---~--. shan ciphi tga nition actasees boa a eae bbe esai peidieawebsi 0 

Ca a a cl ite: : : : ee 


WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1958 


Fort Cobb Dam and Reservoir, $2,346,500.—A construction contract will be 
awarded for construction of Fort Cobb Dam. Construction work will begin dur 
ing the year and will be approximately one-fourth complete at the end of the 
fiscal year. Rights-of-way will be acquired and specifications will be issued for 
reservoir clearing. 

Irrigation facilities, $20,000.—Collection of design data will be initiated dur- 
ing the year, with construction scheduled for fiscal year 1959. 

Municipal and industrial water facilities, $187,000.—Collection of design data 
will be completed and a construction contract will be awarded the latter part 
of the year. 

Foss Dam and Reservoir, $800,000.—Repayment contracts for Foss division 
will be executed. The prime construction contract will be awarded and con- 
struction will begin during the year. Dam-site rights-of-way will be acquired. 

Contribution to civil-service retirement fund, $56,500.—Initial-year contribu- 
tions to civil-service retirement fund. 

Other expenditures and credits, $90,000.—Represents the increase in service 
facilities due primarily to the construction of field office and laboratory build- 
ings at the Fort Cobb and Foss Dam sites. These costs will be distributed to 
project features in subsequent years. 
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Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1957 and 1958—Washita Basin project, 


Oklahoma 
Estimated Total to Program Program | Balance to 
Program item total June 30, current |budget year! complete 
1956 year 1957 1958 
(1) (2 (3 4) (5 6 
Construction program: 
Fort Cobb division 
Fort Cobb Dam and Reservoir. $8, O18, 900 $90, 377 $261,000 | $2, 346, 500 $5, 321, 023 
Irrigation facilities 3, 170, 000 25, 000 7, 000 20, 000 3, 118, 000 
Municipal and industrial water 
facilities 5, 346, 000 | 35, 000 36, 000 | 187, 000 5, 088, 000 
General property is E 538, 500 2, 000 1,000 7 535, 500 
Total construction costs, Fort 
Cobb division a aia 17, 073, 400 | 152, 377 305, 000 2, 553, 500 14, 062, 523 
Foss division 
Foss Dam and Reservoir. _. 14, 425, 700 56, 592 150, 000 800, 000 13, 419, 108 
Irrigation facilities 4, 529, 000 98, 000 6, 000 . 4, 425, 000 
Municipal and industrial water 
facilities 3, 480, 100 29, 000 23, 000 squbacden 3, 428, 100 
General property 554, 500 3, 000 1,000 ‘ 550, 500 
Total construction cost, Foss | 
division 22, Y89, 300 186, 592 180, 000 800, 000 21, 822, 708 
Total construction cost F 40, 062, 700 338, 969 485, 000 3, 353, 500 35, 885, 231 
civil service retirement contribu- 
tion 237, 300 56, 500 180, 800 
Transitional development cost 300, 000 ; i ; 300, 000 
Potal project cost 40, 600, 000 338, 969 485, 000 3, 410, 000 36, 366, 031 
Adjustments 298, 969 $38, YOY 7 7 ‘ 40, 000 
Total cost to appropriation 410, 301, 031 485, 000 3, 410, 000 36, 406, 031 
Other expenditures and credits 15, 000 90, 000 —105, 000 
Potal expenditure 40, 301, 031 500, 000 3, 500, 000 36, 301, 031 
Total obligations 40, 301. 031 500, COO 3, 500, 000 36, 301, 031 


Method of financing 
Allocation of appropriation, fiseal year 
1957 ; 500, 000 
Funds required 


w 


, 500, 000 36, 301, 000 


Mr. Ranaut. Have repayment contracts been executed on any part 
of this project yet ? 

Mr. JENNINGS. No, sir. The project consists of two units, the Fort 
Cobb unit and the Foss unit. Both units have organized an overall 
conservancy district with which we will contract. 

On the Fort Cobb unit, the cities which will get municipal water 
under the project are holding their first elections on the 26th of this 
month. At those elections they will determine their right to incur 
obligations to contract with the overall conservancy district. 

Mr. Rasaur. Apparently the authorizing act requires that the mu- 
nicipal and industrial water users are to underwrite the full cost of 
the project if the irrigators are unable to contribute. What exactly 
are the provisions and what evidence do you have that the municipal 
and industrial users are willing to do this? 

Mr. JeENNiNGs. We have met regularly with the people. I met with 
them on the 20th of last month and explained the provisions of the 
contract they will have to sign, and they are agreeable to those 
provisions. 

Mr. Rapavur. Has any construction work been done on this project 
as vet ¢ 

Mr. JENNINGS. No, sir. 
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Mr. Razavr. When will final plans and specifications be completed 
for the Fort Cobb Dam and for the Foss Dam ? 

Mr. Jenninos. The final designs for the Fort Cobb Dam are just 
now being completed. 

Mr. Ranavr. That means comple tion when, in 30 days 4 

Mr. Jennies. No, sir. That is just the plans. They will have to 
be put into specifications and advertised. We are sc heduling those 
now for about October or November. 

Mr. Razsavut. Both of them ? 

Mr. Jenninos. That would be Fort Cobb. 

Mr. Rasavur. What about Foss Dam ? 

Mr. Jenninos. Foss is scheduled for later on in fiseal 1958. 

Mr. Rasautr. Probably June 20? 

Mr. Jenninos. No, sir; not quite that late. 

Mr. Crosruwatr. May 1. 

Mr. Ranaut. Do you ‘think you could delay it until about June 30? 
How much money do you need for that ? 

Mr. Jennincs. We have $800,000 scheduled for all engineering work 
and rights-of-way, all work necessary to make the initial start. 

Mr. Ranaut. Is the whole $800,000 for Foss Dam ? 

Mr. Jenninos. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ravavutr. How much for Fort Cobb ? 

Mr. Jennines. Fort Cobb would be $5,246,500, 

Mr. Rasaur. Any questions / 

Mr. Botanp. May I ask a question or two on the Washita Basin 
project? What is the flow of water on the Washita ? 

Mr. JennincGs. Last year the Washita went completely dry for a 
short period due to the drought. 

Mr. BoLAND. | would like to have the history of flooding on the 
Washita River. And what is the flow ot water on ¢ ‘ob b ¢ ‘reek ? 

Mr. Jennineos. It has a flow of around 10 to 15 second-feet under 
normal low-flow conditions. 

Mr. Botanp. Who made the allocation of $15,417,000 for flood 
control on this project? The Corps of Engineers / 

Mr. JENNINGS. Yes, sir 


FLOOD-CONTROL BENEFITS 


Mr. Botanp. Mr. Chairman, on these projects we ought to have a 
review of the flood-control benefit on projects where the flow in the 
rivers is practically nil most of the time. I cannot understand how 
$15,417,000 of a project that cost $40 million can be allocated to flood 
control, if this is a project which apparently has more to do with 
irrigation and water for municipal and industrial purposes. It seems 
to me we ought to have another look at a project of this kind. 

Mr. Ranaut. You would like for the record a complete breakdown 
of the benefits ? 

Mr. Botanp. Yes. If there were a real flood-control problem there, 
that would be a different proposition. 

Mr. Crosriwatr. I am sure you understand when these projects are 
authorized that information is submitted to the legislative committee. 

Mr. Botanp. Yes; I understand that. 

Mr. JenniNGs. I havea few records of floods on that. 
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Mr. Botanp. You havea complete record of floods / 

Mr. Jenninoas. I have floods in here from 1934 to 1954. 

Mr. Botanp. 1934 would be a good year to start with. 

Mr. Jennrnes. April 193 

Mr. Botanp. What are you talking about, Washita or Cobb Creek ? 

Mr. Jennines. I have the floods for both. 

Mr. Rasavur. What are you quoting from ? 

Mr. Jennings. This is from data furnished by the Army Corps of 
Engineers. This is for the Washita. 

Mr. Rasavur. Give them one at atime. 

Mr. JenninGs. On the Washita in 1934 there was a flood with a peak 
discharge which occurred about 8 miles above Foss Dam site, 167,000 
second-feet, and volume of 183,000 acre-feet; 17 persons lost their 
lives in this flood: 1.500 head of livestock were lost and the estimated 
damages were from S750.000 to $1 million. Another flood occurred on 
the Washita in May 1949. 

Mr. Botanp. The last one was 1934 / 

Mr. al NNINGS. Yes, The May 1949 flood occurred between Clinton 
and Lindsay, Okla. The maximum peak discharge was 65,000 to 70,000 
second-feet at Anadarko. This same flood had a peak discharge of 
50.000 second-feet at Carnegie and 50.000 second-feet at Tabler. At 
the same time Pond Creek, on which Fort Cobb is to be built, had a 
peak discharge of 35,000 second-feet. Estimated damages due to this 
flood were & 1.540.000 | vt he Cor ps oO f ky 1o ineers, and S83. million by 
the State of Oklahoma. 

In May D5. a flo vd or curred at (Clinton On tT he Washita. The peak 
discharge Wis 6700 ) second f r nen (‘lintor and at Tabler 24 OOO 
second feet. Severn! lives were lost the vicinity of Clinton. 

In April 1954 a flood occurred on the main Washita and was dam 
agin in the Vicinity of ¢ hevenne. The peak discharge at Chevenne 
was 70,000 second-feet and at Clinton 13,000 second-feet. 

Mr. Rapaur. He can supply that for the record. 

Mr. Botanp. Fine. Put it inthe record. I would like to see it. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


History or FLoops—Wasnita RIVER 


The flood-control benefits on the Washita River are reflected in House Docu- 
ment No. 219, S3d Congress, Ist session, pages 105 and 107, copies attached, 
together with tables 11 and 71. These tables show the average annual flood losses 
and the annual flood-control benefits, respectively 

Flood control Average annual damages from floods in the Washita River 
sasin are substantial. An evaluation made by the Corps of Engineers from flood 
records of losses under present-day conditions and evaluated at average 1949 
prices are shown in table 11. The area subject to inundation extends along the 
entire length of the Washita River and on its tributaries. The maximum area 
subject to flooding along the main stream varies from one-half mile to 2 miles in 
width, aggregating 103,260 acres: in the tributary valleys: the flood plain has a 
width varying from one-fourth mile to about 1 mile, and a total area of 34,676 
acres. Most of the flood plain is either cultivated or used for grazing. The major 
portions of the towns of Pauls Valley and Fort Cobb are subject to flooding from 
the Washita River and Rush Creek, and the Washita River and Pond (Cobb) 
Creek, respectively. A part of the city of Chickasha is subject to flooding from 
Line Creek. Other improvements located in the flood plain include railways and 
highways, bridges, municipal water supply, and sewage facilities, communication 
and transmission lines, and oil and gas pipelines. 

Primary flood losses include damage to lands and improvements, crops, live- 
stock, publie utilities, railroad and highway bridges, and town and municipal 
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improvements. In addition to the primary damages, there are certain secondary 
damages which result from floods. They include the losses from (1) evacuation 
and rehabilitation of flooded areas; (2) interruption of business and gainful 
occupations during and after floods; (3) interruption of traffic; (4) disruption of 
industries in cities and towns; and (5) delay in improvement of the areas, both 
from farming and living standpoints, with a general lag in development of 
resources and wealth. 

Characteristics of the Washita River Basin present flood-control problems 
which are difficult of solution. Floods are generally local in character since the 
basin is long and narrow with its axis transverse to the usual storm tracks 
of the region. Numerous floods have originated in the upper and middle portions 
of the basin without affecting lower reaches. This is best illustrated by the 
flood of April 3—4, 1934, which had a peak discharge of over 160,000 second-feet 
in the vicinity of Hammon, 49,000 at Clinton, and was less than bankfull in the 
lower valley. On the other hand, normal streamflow is often experienced in the 
upper reaches during periods of flood flow in the lower reaches. Flood flows 
usually involve one or more of the numerous tributaries which enter the river 
from both banks, together with relatively short reaches of the main stream 
below the mouths of those tributaries. In the period 1908 to the present, only two 
floods (May 1908 and June 1941) were general throughout the basin. Under 
these conditions flood control benefits of any magnitude are largely confined 
to short reaches immediately below potential dam sites. In addition, the channel 
of the main stream and a majority of its tributaries are generally narrow and 
small, requiring large and expensive carryover flood control capacity in potential 
projects to permit a relatively slow release of stored floodwaters commensurate 
with downstream channel capacity and downstream flood conditions. The com- 
bination of relatively small benefits which can be derived from flood-control 
works, together with costly storage facilities and the localized nature of the 
protection provided, makes justification of developments to alleviate the serious 
flood problems in the Washita Basin difficult 
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Mr. Rapavrt. I notice one thing on the pages that we inserted. 

The Federal investment per acre in this Washita Basin is $443 an 
acre. ‘The water users put in $128 and the municipal and industrial 
users put in $315. The total cost of irrigation is $6.80 an acre. 

Mr. Crosruwarr. That latter figure is the annual charge. 

Mr. Rapavut. Yes. This rate is high, but if they pay it, it is all 
right with me. I do not refer to the annual charge, but to the $443. 

That is what is set forth here. The construction is $2.55 and the 
operating and maintenance is $4.25, to the total irrigation is $6.80. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, BurEAU or RECLAMATION 


Mr. Rapaur. Operation and maintenance, $8,400. We will put 
pages BR-14 through BR-17 in the record. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 

W. C. AUSTIN PROJECT, OKLAHOMA 
Summarized financial data 
Total obligations, fiscal year 1956 
Fiseal year 1957: 
Allotment —___- a ee 


Funds advanced by water users__--~~- i Re eed 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1957_-__----~- 
Fiscal year 1958: 


8, 300 


-cbyiiaiete tat tater Ee ee 
ail EOE 


Total obligations, fiscal year 1958 8, 400 


On a cost basis, the 1958 program will total $8,400, which includes cost financed 
with funds advanced by water users. The narrative justification, which follows, 
explains the 1958 cost program. 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


Location.—In southwestern Oklahoma in parts of Jackson, Greer, and Kiowa 
Counties, on the North Fork of the Red River. Most of the irrigable lands are 
within a 15-mile radius of Altus, Okla. 

Description.—Project facilities consist of a concrete, granite-faced gravity dam, 
a reservoir with a conservation active storage of 140,600 acre-feet, 269 miles of 
eanals and laterals, which provide water to 47,809 acres of land, 26 miles of 
drains, and a 3.2-mile concrete pressure pipeline from the canal system to fur- 
nish municipal water to the city of Altus. 

Operation.—All features, except the dam and reservoir, are operated and main- 
tained by the water users. The dam and reservoir are operated and maintained 
by the Bureau with appropriated funds, funds advanced by water users, and 
materials and labor contributed by the water users. The appropriated funds 
cover the flood-control function, and the amount is computed in direct relation 
to the portion of the plant allocated to flood control. 
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Work proposed, fiscal year 1958, cost program 


Altus Dam and Reservoir: For continued operation and maintenance 
General expense: For normal general expenses chargeable to the operation 
and maintenance of Altus Dam and Reservoir 


Contribution to civil service retirement fund: Initial vear contribution to 
civil service retirement fund 
Total operation and maintenance cost 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures: Represents credit for labor and 
materials contributed by the water users 
Total cost to appropriation and funds advanced 
RECONCILIATION TO TOTAL OBLIGATIONS 


Cost adjustments 


Total obligations 


Costs by functions, fiscal year 1958 


Irrigation - 

Flood control ; 

Contribution to civil service retirement fund 
Transfers, credits, and other expenditures 


Total cost to appropriation and funds advanced 


Project statistics 


item Unit \ 195+ 


Facilities operated by bureau 


Irrigation system: Storage dams and | Number ! 
reservolrs,. 
Facilities operated by water users 
Irrigation system: 
Irrigable acreage for service 
Irrigation service land—full Acres $7, 809 
Irrigated area Acres $2, 850 
Gross crop value. - Dollars 4,717, 600 
Average gross crop value per do 11 
acre. 
Canals ‘ Miles 52 
Laterals__-. do 217 
Drains .do yn 
Operating roads-. ; -do 280) 


Program 
fiscal year 
1Y5S8 


$7, 600 
1. 400 
100 
400) 
1, GOO 


8. 400 


17. S09 
4:3, 


+. 8340. O00 


st) 


Difference, 


increase (+ 


or de 
crease ( 
1958 com 
pared with 


1957 
3300 
+400 
(" 
1K 
$7, O50 
1, 950 
100 
1, OO0 
S. 400 
ted 
TOSS 
17, St 
43, OM) 
$4. 830. OOF 
ll 
Zi 
2t 
i 
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Wepnespay, Aprin 17, 1957. 
UPPER MISSISSIPPI BASIN 
EXAMINATIONS AND Surveys, Corps or ENGINEERS 


Mr. Kirwan. We have the Army engineers with us on the 
upper Mississippi Basin. 

Examinations and surveys, $226,000. Put pages 3 and 4 in the 
record. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 
1. Examinations and surveys 


(a) Navigation studies —The amount of $53,400 is requested for completion of 
] report during fiscal vear 1958. 


lotal esti- Allocation Tentative A dditional 
Study mated Fed- | prior to fiscal , allocation, to complete 
eral cost year 1958 fiscal year after fiscal 
1958 year 1958 
Illinois 
Mississippi River 12-foot channel, Illinois 
Missouri, Iowa, Wisconsin, and Min- 
nesota $657, 500 $604, 100 $53. 400 f 
Total : 657, 500 604, 100 53, 400 0 


(b) Flood-control studies—The amount of $155,700 is requested for prosecution 
of 6 studies during fiscal year 1958. This amount will permit completion of 2 
reports and progress on 4 others. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 


Total esti- Allocation Tentative Additional 
Study mated Fed- | prior to fiscal allocation to complete 
eral cost year 1958 fiscal year ifter fiscal 
1958 year 1958 
Illinois: 
Columbia Drainage and Levee District $23, 000 0 $23, 000 { 
Kankakee River, Illinois and Indiana 124, 000 $53, 900 35, OOO $35, 100 
Iowa 
Des Moines River 99, 000 19, 700 10, 000 69, 30K 
Iowa and Cedar Rivers, lowa and Minne- 
sota 310. 100 265, 700 30, 900 13, 500 
Mississippi River urban areas, Iowa and 
Illinois 193, 000 47,100 37, 600 108, 300 
Wisconsin 
Kickapoo River 130, 000 110, 800 19, 200 0 
Total 879, 100 497, 200 155, 700 226, 200 
Grand total 1, 536, 600 1, 101, 300 209, 100 226, 200 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND Design, Corps or ENGINEERS 
Mr. Kirwan. Advance engineering and design. 
MISSISSIPPI RIVER, URBAN AREAS AT ALTON, ILL. 


Put pages 6 to 8 in the record. 
There are no questions. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 
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LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
MISSISSIPPI River, URBAN AREAS AT ALTON, ILL. 
(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—This project is located in the city of Alton, Ilk, 
and lies along the left bank of the Mississippi River between river miles 202.7 
and 203.3 above the Ohio River. The project consists of floodwall, levee, sewers, 
drainage structures, pumping plants, and closure structures, and will provide 
protection equivalent to a stage of 52 feet on the gage at St. Louis to the main 
business district of the city against floods. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.9 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost_ ‘ —_ a : $4, 660, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost__-____~_~- 1, 055, 500 

Cash contributions a ; 0 

Other costs_- 7 a 1, O55, 500 
Total estimated project cost : g 5, 715, 500 
Preconstruction planning estimate. ~~ aes 207, 000 
Appropriations to June 80, 1957__- 7 : 110, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 195s j ‘ 97, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 195s 0 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide protection to the main business district of the city 
of Alton. Included in the protected area are two milling Companies including 
bulk storage bins, numerous retail establishments, a city park, and the main-line 
tracks of the Gulf, Mobile & Ohio Railroad Co. 

The value of the improvements protected is estimated to be at least $20 million. 
It is estimated that approximately 600 people are employed within the area. 

Insanitary conditions, resulting from backwater through the sewers during 
periods of high water, would be eliminated thereby reducing the dangers of a 
disease epidemic to the area. The population of Alton is approximately 35,000. 

The project will complete protection to the upper section of the Wood River 
drainage and levee district which contains many major industries, and provide 
a substitute for a navigation guidewall for lock No. 26, the need for which is 
well established and construction of which is authorized. Recreation benefits 
would also result from protection of existing parks within the area presently 
subject to flooding. 

During the period 19483 to date, estimated flood damages of $1,340,000 have 
been experienced in Alton. Damages ranged from $317,000 for the 1944 flood to 
$352,000 for the 1951 flood. 

Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interest in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $1,055,500, broken down as follows: 


Lands___-_- a : ; wae $13, 500 
Modifications to sewers and drainage structures 1, 042, 000 
SN Det eksccbar cs inchs tcteect i Ei dpn eas eee rane oe _... 1,055, 500 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance, 
operation and replacements will total $13,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—Officials of the city of Alton have indicated the 
city’s willingness to furnish necessary local cooperation. A preliminary report 
is presently being prepared for the city of Alton by consulting engineers, cover- 
ing a sewer improvement program for the entire city. According to the latest 
information, the report is scheduled to be completed about May 1957 and will be 
used as a basis for a contemplated bond issue to be voted on in 1957. Improve- 
ments to be undertaken by the city of Alton as part of the authorized flood 
protection project will be included in this bond issue. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$4,660,000 is an increase of $460,000 over the latest estimate ($4,200,000) sub- 
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mitted to Congress; $230,000 of this increase is due to higher price levels and 
$230,000 is due to additional drainage requirements resulting from hydraulic 
studies made subsequent to the completion of the latest estimate submitted to 
Congress. 


CARLYLE RESERVOIR, ILL. 


Mr. Kirwan. Carlyle Reservoir, $65,000. 
Put pages 10 and 11 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 


LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
Uprer Missitssrppr River, CARLYLE RESERVOTR, ILL. 
(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—The project is located on the Kaskaskia River at 
Carlyle, IL, 106.6 miles above its junction with the Mississippi River. The 
Kaskaskia River, with a length of 825 miles, drains 5,840 square miles of land 
in south central Illinois and empties into the Mississippi River 118 miles above 
the mouth of the Ohio River. 

Authorization.—1938 Flood Control Act. 

Be nefit-cost ratio. ti BO ke 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost ss $34, 200, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost ‘ ie cy 
Cash contributions 

Other costs . ; 

Total estimated project cost 
Preconstruction planning estimate 


s bo 34, 200, 000 
Aaa 420, 000 


Appropriations to June 30, 1957 ; scsibagsns drtatiasisiaciaiaceiemcs ae 395, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1958 ‘ ciopaka tera Seg ea 65, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 

L958 Co ; 4 2 . se: csndbicaapianniaidean 0 


1 Local interest will be required to pay the Federal Government for costs allocated to 
water supply storage. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Operation of Caryle Reservoir will afford partial protection to approximately 
77,500 acres of alluvial valley downstream to the mouth of the river and reduced 
flood stages on the middle and lower Mississippi River. 

The area centered around Carlyle depends generally on surface water for 
municipal and industrial use and in the past few years this supply has become 
critical. The reservoir storage would provide dependable water supply for in- 
dustrial and domestic use for at least 26 communities with a total population 
of 60,680, as well as water supply for rural users adjacent to community supply 
lines from the reservoirs. Other benefits that would result from operation of 
Carlyle Reservoir include aid to navigation to augment low flows on the 
Mississippi River incidental to reservoir operations, fish life, as well as recrea- 
tion development. Adequate transportation facilities throughout the area would 
make the project a recreational attraction to Illinois centers of population as 
well as to the metropolitan area of St. Louis. 

During the period 1943 to date, estimated flood damages of $4 million to crops 
and property in the Kaskaskia Valley below Carlyle have been experienced. 
Damages range from $763,000 for the 1951 flood to $1,490,000 for the 1943 flood. 

Non-Federal costs.—Local interests will be required to pay the Federal Gov- 
ernment for costs allocated to water-supply storage. Such costs are presently 
estimated at $2,685,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Legislature of the State of Illinois passed a 
resolution in March 1955 to the effect that the State was ready and willing to 
assist in the proposed plan for the Kaskaskia Valley. The Kaskaskia Valley 
Association, representing 22 counties, plans to introduce legislation at the next 
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meeting of the State legislature that will allow the State of Illinois to act as 
the sponsoring agency. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current cost estimate of $34,200,000 
is an increase of $1,200,000 over the latest estimate ($33 million) submitted to 
Congress. This increase is mainly attributable to price-level rise. 


HUNT DRAINAGE DISTRICT AND LIMA LAKE DRAINAGE DISTRICT, ILLINOIS 


Mr. Kirwan. Hunt and Lima Lake Drainage Districts, $85,000. 
Put pages 13 and 14 in the record. 

I have no questions. 

(The matter referred to follows: ) 


LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
Hunt DRAINAGE District AND LIMA LAKE DRAINAGE District, ILLINOIS 


(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—The project is located along the Mississippi River 
in Hancock and Adams Counties, Ill. The plan of improvement provides for 
raising and strengthening the district’s inadequate levee system, and related 
work. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.638 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost $3, 650, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost aul 138, 000 
Cash contribution eats : ; 0 
Other costs____ 7 138, 000 
Total estimated project cost as acihed 8, 788, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate___- c A a 160, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957 - a 75, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1958- : i Ba 85, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1958___ 0 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide protection for two adjoining drainage districts (Hunt 
and Lima Lake), comprising 24,496 acres of highly productive farmland. Im- 
provements in the area to be protected include 60 sets of farm buildings on about 
170 operating farm units. Also located in the area is the village of Meyer, III. 
(population about 50 persons), which has a large commercial grain elevator. The 
combined rural and urban population is about 425 persons. The floods of 1908 and 
1944 caused failure of the main-stem levees; in the latter flood, failure occurred 
in the Hunt district and since there are no separating cross levees, the Lima 
Lake district also was flooded, causing damages estimated at $1,620,000 at current 
prices. During the 1929, 1947, 1951, and 1952 Mississippi River floods, consid- 
erable expense and effort were required to prevent levee failures. In 1947 the 
remedial work, flood fighting, and evacuation cost $84,000 (1956 prices). Dam- 
ages to crops in 1947 by seepage water in the protected area are estimated at 
$845,000 at current prices. 

Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $138,000, broken down as follows: 


i ile meet tea tink sessing ata seats acababiarocuk ag icmeacaien acecee CE 
Nh tc ie ethane aia at ate De eee 0 eee 16, 800 
I a a a a Na ae 138, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance, 
operation, and replacements will total $5,900. 
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Status of local cooperation.—In 1950, the commissioners of the Hunt Drain- 
age District and the Lima Lake Drainage District expressed willingness and 
ability to comply with the requirements of local cooperation. Subsequently, 
these drainage districts have through membership in the Upper Mississippi 
Flood Control Association and cooperation in planning reaffirmed their continued 
interest in and desire for construction of the project. Upon approval of definite 
project studies formal assurances of local cooperation will be requested. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$3,650,000 is an increase of $250,000 over the latest (1955) estimate ($3,400,000) 
submitted to Congress, due primarily to higher price levels and provision of an 
adequate allowance for contingencies. 


IOWA RIVER—-FLINT CREEK LEVEE DISTRICT NO. 16, IOWA 


Mr. Kirwan. “Iowa River—F lint Creek, $50,000.” 

Put pages 16 and 17 in the record. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 

LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
IOWA RIVER—FLINT CREEK LEVEE DISTRICT NO. 16, IOWA 
(Initiation of planning) 

Location and description.—The project is located along the Iowa and Mis- 
sissippi Rivers in Louisa and Des Moines Counties, lowa. The plan of im- 
provement provides for the raising and strengthening of the existing Mississippi 
River main stem and flank levees, and related work. 

{uthorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 


Benefit-cost ratio.—1.48 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost ; ____.... $7, 120, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 132, 000 

Cash contributions ; jae As 0 

Other costs__—- es : 32, 000 
Total estimated project cost. ____- ” ee ae . 7,252,000 
Preconstruction planning estimate ae ‘ eee 300, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957 as eos ea 0 
Planning allocation for fiscal vear 1958___._____-_-___--~-- si et ais 50, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1958 250, 0OO 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide a high degree of flood protection to three adjoining 
drainage districts containing 48,800 acres of highly productive farmland, includ- 
ing 235 sets of improvements (farm buildings) valued in excess of $5,000 each, 
on 240 operating farm units. Rural population is about 1,300 persons. Also 
included in the area to be benefited is the town of Oakville, Iowa, population 
360 with about 100 residences, a consolidated school, and several commercial 
units. Additionally, in the district are 7 miles of Minneapolis & St. Louis Rail- 
way main-line track and 22 miles of county and State highways. 

During the high water of January 1946 and June 1947, failure occurred in 
the flank levee along the Iowa River (bordering the area on the north) causing 
inundation of that portion of the area above Hawkeye-Dolbee diversion ditch 
during the April-May 1951 and April-May 1952 Mississippi River floods, heavy 
expense and great effort on the part of residents of the area, augmented by 
National Guard troops, were required for emergency works to provent failure 
and/or overtopping of the levees. Flood damages in the amounts of $893,800 
and $861,000 (current prices) caused by the January 1946 and the June 1947 
floods, respectively, would be prevented from recurring. Expenditures incurred 
for emergency protective works and losses to crops caused by seepage of water 
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through the existing levee system during the 1951 and the 1952 high water 
periods amounted to $295,000 and $248,800 respectively (current prices), 
Damages that would be prevented by the improvement of the project design 
flood occurred are estimated at $3,470,000 at current prices. 

Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $132,000, broken down as follows: 
$95, 500 


I ie a eters Be i a Ne ae 
RN a ee ch Beers ts DV ei 36, 500 


132, 000 


BN inieits phe mepa ee aceaaenielpes Ss cata ee Hiatt ain eh a ates en Gp tact dncooh a 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance, 
operation and replacements will total $12,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—In 1950, the commissioners of the Iowa River 
Flint Creek Levee District No. 16, expressed willingness and ability to comply 
with the requirements of local cooperation. Formal assurances will be requested 
upon completion of definite project studies, proposed for initiation in fiscal 
year 1958. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Fderal cost estimate of 
$7,120,000 is an incerase of $713,000 over the latest estimate ($6,407,000) (1953 
prices) submitted to Congress. Of this incerase, $723,000 is attributable to 
higher price levels and $260,000 to provision of an adequate allowance for 
contingencies. Partially offsetting these increases is a reduction of $270,000 i1 
supervision and administration based on a reanalysis of requirements. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thisisanew start. Please explain it. 

General Berrigan. This is a very highly productive area; three 
adjoining drainage districts containing 48,800 acres of very good land. 
It already has a levee system that is not good enough to protect it 
against the floods that we could have. 

The local interests are very active on this project and very interested 
in it and have been calling on us since I have been in Chicago, asking 
us to get started on this project. 

Mr. Kirwan. With respect to the last levee project which we have 
passed over, the total costs and local contributions compare with this 
one as follows: 

Hunt and Lima, $3,788,000 total cost; local, $138,000. Flint Creek, 
$7,252,000 total cost: loc al, $132,000. 

What is the general policy on local contributions on local protection 
projects such as these ? 

General Berrigan. We have what they call the A-B-C requirement 
for lands, easements, rights-of-way ; hold and save us from damages as 
a result of the work; and to operate and maintain the project upon 
completion. 

Mr. Kirwan. Who built the original levees and how were they 
financed, since on both this project and the previous one there are 
already existing levees ? 

General Brrrtcan. I believe local interests did most of the work, 
although there has been some Federal assistance, particularly in re- 
pairing flood damages. 

Mr. Kirwan. There is no law against giving them some more money 
if they want it, is there ? 

General Berrigan. No, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. Does anyone have any questions? 

Mr. Boxanp. These are all local protection projects, are they not? 

General BerrtGan. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Bouanp. As the chairman indicated, the Iowa River—F lint 
Creek Levee District No. 16—is a new construction project, or a new 
start. 

General Berrigan. New advance engineering. 

Mr. Botanp. I am looking at the history of these floods. Flood 
damage in the amounts of $893,800 and $361,000 caused by January 
1946 and June 1947 floods. The last apparently was 1952 when you 
had damages of $248,800. That is the last serious flood they have had 
inthis particular area? That was the one in 1952? 

General Berrigan. Yes, sir. We have been pretty much in a dry 
spell since the flood of 1952 in most of this area. 

Mr. Botanp. This is on the lowa River ? 

General Berrican. This is on the Mississippi River. 

Mr. Boxanp. Is it near the confluence of the Iowa and the Mis- 
sissippi ¢ 

General Berrigan. Yes,sir. It is just below the Iowa River. 

Mr. Botanp. The Iowa and the Skunk ? 

General Berrigan. You see the north boundary on the west side? 
That is the Iowa River being sort of diverted to the north. 

Mr. Botanp. Isee. Ihave no more questions. 


MUSCATINE ISLAND LEVEE DISTRICT AND MUSCATINE-LOUISA COUNTY 
DRAINAGE DISTRICT NO. 13, IOWA 


Mr. Kirwan. Muscatine Island and Muscatine-Louisa County 
Drainage District No. 13, $75,000. 

We will put pages 19 and 20 in the record. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


MUSCATINE ISLAND LEVEE DISTRICT AND MUSCATINE-LOUISA COUNTY 
DRAINAGE DISTRICT NO. 13 


(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—The project is located along the Mississippi River 
in Muscatine and Louisa Counties, Iowa. The plan of improvement provides for 
the raising and strengthening of Mississippi River main-stem levees and related 
work. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—6.15 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


MU Ie RT A i $2. 620, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost ae Px aa 2 ss ee 36, 000 

Cash contribution a ad rene = en bc ae ae en ee 0 

Other costs _- becaiche scelasaed ate key ‘ Oi lees es 36, 000 
Total estimated proje et cost eae a _. 2,656, 000 
Preconstruction: planning estimate... a6 as ccimcndicmncicuanwanemauetad 150, 000 
Appropriations to June 380, 1957____ he FN Ee ee 75, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1958 FE ee EO! ee ee, 75, 000 


Balance to complete preconstruction planning after ‘fise aly year 1958_- 0 
JUSTIFICATION 
The project will provide a high degree of flood protection for the downstream 


portion of the city of Muscatine, Iowa, and for 26,478 acres of highly developed 
agricultural land, including 277 sets of farm buildings in which 1,120 persons 
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reside. Also included are 6 miles of highway, 10.5 miles of railroad trackage 
the Muscatine Municipal Airport, and a large industrial plant. Included in the 
downstream portion of Muscatine, Iowa, to be provided protection are the mu- 
nicipal power and water plant, about 50 industrial and commercial enterprises, 
and over 675 residences housing in excess of 2,800 persons. Failure and/or over- 
topping of existing inadequate levee was prevented during major floods of 1938, 
1944, 1951, and 1952 by extensive emergency flood fighting and protective works 
to build up and strengthen the levees. Expenditures made for flood fighting, 
excavation, and repair of levee wave wash and damage to crops from seepage 
amounted to $600,000 (1956 prices) as a result of the April 1951 flood and $741,000 
(1956 prices) as a result of the April 1952 flood. In the event the levees had 
failed during the 1951 or 1952 floods, the resulting damages which would have 
occurred to the area in its present state of development are estimated at $2,600,000 
and $3,150,000, respectively. 

Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $36,000, all of which is for lands and 
damages. Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon 
completion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for mainte- 
nance, operation, and replacements will total $5,500. 

Status of local cooperation.—In 1950 the commissioners of the Muscatine Island 
Levee District and Muscatine-Louisa County Drainage District No. 13, lowa, 
expressed willingness and ability to comply with the requirements of local coop- 
eration. Subsequently this drainage district has, through membership in the 
Upper Mississippi Flood Control Association, through appearance before com 
mittees of Congress, and through cooperation in planning, reaffirmed its con- 
tinued interest in and desire for the construction of the project. Upon ap- 
proval of definite project studies, formal assurances of local cooperation will 
be requested. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$2,620,000 is an increase of $160,000 over the latest estimate ($2,460,000) sub 
mitted to Congress, due primarily to higher price levels and provision of ar 
adequate allowance for contingencies. 

Mr. Kirwan. What is the progress there ? 

General Berrigan. That district is making good progress on the 
general design of the project, but they have not yet started on plans 
and specifications. 

Mr. Kirwan. Are they offering anything to us? 

General Berrigan. The local interests ? 

Mr. Kirwan. Yes. 

General Berrigan. No, sir; just the requirements of the law in this 
case. 

Mr. Kirwan. If you have any questions as I move along, stop me, 
will you? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Boranp. The estimated non-Federal cost would be $36,000. 
What would the $36,000 go toward? Would that be the acquiring of 
land? 

General Brrrican. That is acquiring some additional land that is 
required for the levees. 

Mr. Bouanp. It would have to be lands, easements, or something 
like that. 

General Berrigan. Lands and damages; that is right, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. There is nothing offered or no progress on that Mus- 
catine project, is there? They did not offer us anything. 

General Berrican. No, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. They never do, do they ? 

General Berrigan. No, sir. 





RED ROCK RESERVOIR, IA. 


Mr. Kirwan. Red Rock Reservoir, $225,000, 
Put pages 22 and 23 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 


RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
REp Rock RESERVOIR, IOWA 


(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—The project is located on the Des Moines River, a 
tributary of the Mississippi River, in Marion, Warren, Jasper, and Polk Counties, 
Iowa. The plan of improvement provides for an earth dam with a concrete, 
gated spillway and outlet works together with necessary alterations to highways, 
railroads, and utilities. 

Authorization.—1938 and 1944 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.26 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Betimated Federal cost... <2... : ; $80, 200, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost____--~- aa Nk ae eo are 0 
SE OROE MCR RIN ERNEE TINO IOCE, COWIE 5 en cctcidicndie ds th mig ions meanders _.... 8&0, 200, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate___ ehipiaa’ HEA. & exits Pega hes ea ohio ale 1, 800, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957__-_- ietiaet cniciahs aac eacks chek eka aa 1, 595, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1958____~_- een i ice ass 295, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal } year 1958_ 180, 000 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will prevent or reduce flood damages which occur to crops and 
property on 65,000 acres along the Des Moines River and on about 216,000 acres 
in the Mississippi River flood plain between the mouth of the Des Moines River 
and Hamburg Bay, Ill. The project will provide almost complete elimination 
of the substantial average flood damages in 11 communities having a combined 
population in excess of 39,000 persons. Ten railroad and nine State and/or 
Federal highway crossings will be benefited as will those rail lines located in 
the valley. Additionally, important benefits will be realized by industrial, com- 
mercial, residential, utilities, agricultural, railroad, and highway properties 
along the Mississippi River downstream from the mouth of the Des Moines 
River. Flood damages preventable by the project during major flood periods 
in 1944 and 1947 are estimated to be $4,428,900 and $17,198,200, respectively, at 
current prices. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—No change from the latest estimate 
submitted to Congress. However, within the overall estimate some adjustment 
of feature estimates has been effected. 

Mr. Kirwan. This project started last year. Please explain it 
briefly. How firm are the cost estimates and the B-C ratio on this 
project. 

General Berrigan. This project was authorized a long while a 
the Red Rock site, and several years ago the project was lovieiead.: 
a new site was selected, a better site downstream. 

It has more flood control benefits. ‘That was approved in the Senate 
committee report on the Army civil functions appropriation bill for 
fiscal year 1950. 

There has been opposition, however, from the project within the 


State of Iowa, up to about a year ago, when we completed the work 


a 


ay 
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on further study on this Des Moines River. There is before the Public 
Works Committee now a recommendation for another reservoir at 
Saylorville, which is above the city of Des Moines. 

There are certain changes of conservation storage between this and 
that reservoir. However, planning on this project was resumed last 
year. The Iowa Conservation Commission and the State gave us the 
go-ahead and said they were in favor of this particular project. 

Mr. Kirwan. Will that reduce any of the funds on this particular 
project at all? 

General Berrigan, No, sir. 


BEAR CREEK RESERVOIR, MO. 


Mr. Kirwan. Bear Creek, Mo., $90,000 
Put pages 25 and 26 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 


LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
3EAR CREEK RESERVOIR, Mo. 
(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—The project is located on Bear Creek, a tributary 
of the Mississippi River in Ralls and Marion Counties. The plan of improve- 
ment provides for a flood control dam and storage reservoir together with 
requisite remedial, relocation, and appurtenant work, to provide protection to 
the city of Hannibal, Mo. 

{uthorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.37 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost______-_-_- Re Rh EEE ea ee Sahel _. $38,570, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost oa uae at os 157, 000 


ent COMerICIOt so ee ees eee bana sata ect dy 0 

Other costs__ zt a ; ; a ; oe 157, 000 
Total estimated project cost 3d ‘ . 8, 127, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate__ ; wae bee 200, 000 
Appropriations to June 80, 1957 anal a 110, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1958 ; 90, 000 
3alance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1958 0 


JUSTIFICATION 


Flood damages to Hannibal, Mo., with a population of 20,444 (1950 census), 
have been of frequent occurrence. The portion of the city affected by floodwaters 
of Bear Creek has been extensively developed and contains 7 manufacturing 
plants, including one of the Nation’s largest shoe factories, and more than 500 
dwellings. Trackage, shops, and yards of two railroad lines are also located in 
the area subject to inundation. Bear Creek floods are of a flashy nature and, 
under such conditions, no opportunity is afforded to move equipment, stock, 
and furniture to places of safety, and evacuation of residents is sometimes diffi- 
cult and dangerous. Based on current prices, the July 20, 1949, and June 1, 1947, 
floods on Bear Creek resulted in total damages of $515,000 and $830,000, re- 
spectively. While this project would not prevent all flood damages in Hannibal 
from Bear Creek floods nor lessen damages by Mississippi River floods, it would 
reduce the average annual flood damages from Bear Creek floods by approxi- 
mately 84 percent. 

Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $157,000, broken down as follows: 


Lands___- siisuiaanslbie : ‘i = en _. $83, 000 
Relocation of. utilities... tae Aas, ee Beg eee 74, 000 


I siecle 


a ee rm | 





el i i i a i 
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Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance, 
operation, and replacement will total $12,400. 

Status of local cooperation.—In November 1950, the city manager of Hannibal, 
Mo., acting in behalf of the city of Hannibal, furnished a letter to the district 
engineer expressing the opinion that the city was willing and had the ability 
both financially and legally to comply with the requirements of local cooperation. 

The city attorney, at a meeting held in April 1956, verbally reaffirmed the 
opinion that the city of Hannibal either had or could secure the necessary legal 
authority to enter into the required assurances and to carry out the local co- 
operation requirements. Some concern, however, was expressed as to the 
ability of the city to finance its share, approximately $157,000, of the project 
estimated cost. Representatives of the city state that a bond issue will be 
required and a referendum will be scheduled promptly after the approved general 
design Memorandum has been referred to the city. A flood control committee 
on the Bear Creek Reservoir project has been organized in Hannibal and is 
promoting the project with the view of assisting in providing the necessary 
local cooperation. Upon completion of the general design memorandum (expected 
in February 1957), assurances and final rights-of-way maps will be submitted to 
the city of Hannibal for execution. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current cost estimate of $3,570,000 
is an increase of $110,000 over the latest estimate ($3,460,000) submitted to 
Congress, due primarily to higher price levels. 

Mr. Kirwan. There seems to have been some question on local 
cooperation on this project. What is the story ? 

General Brerrican. Actually, we have not told them exactly what 
land to acquire. This project has such good support within the 
city of Hannibal that we are convinced that we will get the required 
local cooperation. Actually, they will have to vote the bonds on it. 

Mr. Kirwan. You will get that? 

General Berrigan. Yes, sir. The city believes the bond issue will 
carry. They are now promoting an educational program on flood 
protection. 

FABIUS RIVER DRAINAGE DISTRICT, MISSOURI 


Mr. Kirwan. Fabius River Drainage District, $65,000. 
Put pages 28 and 29 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 


LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
Fastus River DRAINAGE DISTRICT, MISSOURI 
(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—The project is located along the Mississippi River 
in Lewis and Marion Counties, Mo. The plan of improvement provides for the 
raising and strengthening the district’s inadequate leveee system, and related 
work. 

tuthorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.10 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost a ae ere ee $2, 360, 000 


Estimated non-Federal cost Z ee eae 286, 000 
Cash contributions pet cha mad , el ae 0 
Other costs__— es ‘a ee ee 286, 000 
Total estimated project cost_____- a : eee eee 


Preconstruction planning estimate___ 

Appropriations to June 30, 1957 : iat eee rane 75, 000 

Planning allocation for fiscal year 1958_____.__-_-_-_----_--__- 65, 000 

Balance to complete preconstruction planning after r fisc al year 195 8 __ 0 
91488—57——_77 


salah a Sea ie ears are 140, 000 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide a high degree of flood protection for 14,264 acres of 
productive farmland, including 75 sets of improvements (farm buildings) on 
about 70 operating farm units. The number of persons residing in the area is 
abount 325. Other developments in the area, besides the agricultural units, in- 
clude 9 miles of United States highway, 12 miles of C. B. & Q. Railroad’s main- 
line tracks, together with a recently constructed freight marshaling yard and 
passenger terminal facilities. This district is located directly across the river 
from Quincy, Ill., and commercial and manufacturing developments of the area 
are progressing at a rapid rate. Many residents of Quincy and vicinity work in 
the area. In addition to the railroad terminal facilities, described above, it 
is estimated that $1,500,000 to $2 million has been invested in commercial and 
manufacturing developments during the past few years, with additional construc- 
tion underway and contemplated. The flood of 1917 caused partial failure of the 
newly constructed main-stem levee resulting in partial inundation of the area. 
On one other occasion, a flash flood occurring on Durgans Creek during May 
1955 caused failure of the north flank levee resulting in flooding of approximately 
2,500 acres. Failure and/or overtopping of existing inadequate levees was pre- 
vented during the major Mississippi River floods of 1929, 1944, 1947, 1951, and 
1952 by extensive emergency flood fighting and protective works to build up 
and strengthen the levees. Expenditures made during the June 1947 high water 
for flood fighting, evacuation, and levee repair of wave wash amounted to ap 
proximately $100,000 (1956 prices). In addition to these losses, damages to 
crops in the amount of $376,000 (1956 prices) were caused by seepage of water 
through the existing levee. In the event the present levee structure had failed 
during the 1944 and 1947 floods, damages estimated at approximately $790,000 
and $900,000, respectively, would have occurred to the area based on current 
values and existing state of development. 

Non-Federal costs—The investment required of local interest in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $286,000, broken down as follows: 


ea as Te aE Dee ee a8 i. dea $35, 000 
ht ch eke Se ectln eed Aiwa cites wists dg OO 
COS cg a a waste os el ns 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance, 
operation, and replacements will total $4,100. 

Status of local cooperation.—In 1950, the commissioners of the Fabius River 
Drainage District, expressed willingness and ability to comply with the require- 
ments of local cooperation. Subsequently, this drainage district has through 
membership in the Upper Mississippi Flood Control Association and cooperation 
in planning, reaffirrmed its continued interest in and desire for construction of 
the project. Upon approval of definite project studies formal assurances of local 
cooperation will be requested. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$2,360,000 is an increase of $140,000 over the latest (1955) estimate ($2,220,000) 
submitted to Congress, due primarily to higher price levels and provision of an 
adequate allowance for contingencies. 


FLOOD PROTECTION, ST. LOUIS, MO. 


Mr. Kirwan. St. Louis, Mo., project, $551,000. 
Put pages 31 and 32 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 
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LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


FLoop PROTECTION, ST. Louts, Mo. 
(Continuation of planning ) 


Location and description—tThe project located on the Mississippi River at 
St. Louis, Mo., provides for levee and floodwall improvements together with neces- 
sary alterations to existing sewers. The project extends from Maline Creek to 
Chippewa Street, including portions of the Chain of Rocks waterworks. 

{uthorization.—1955 Flood Control Act 

Bene fit-cost ratio. 1.35 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost : Jit $123, 000, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost —_- cari ce Sotted ed el 7, 970, 000 

Cash contributions ; wa MS os Sal A 2, 740, 000 

Other costs ; ce med 5, 230, 000 
Total estimated project cost iF 4 130, 970, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate : eta ED eames 1, 200, 000 
Appropriations to June 380, 1957 é i wise pee sass 551, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1958 ‘ 649, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fise aly year ‘A 958 _ 0 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide protection to approximately 3,160 acres of highly diver- 
sified commercial and industrial properties within the corporate limits of the city 
of St. Louis. 

More than 600 major industres and commercial enterprises, 5 large railroad 
classification yards, and more than 250 miles of main-line and branch trackage are 
located in the area to be protected. During the period 1943 to date estimated flood 
damages of $12,239,000 have been experienced in St. Louis. Damages ranged from 
$1,783,000 for the 1943 flood to $4,633,000 for the 1951 flood. A single occurrence 
of the design flood would cause a damage of about $120 million based on present- 
day development of the are. 

Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interest in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $7,970,000, broken down as follows: 


Lands Sect isisiien me Gicsianaen ee 
Relocation of buildings, tracks, utilities, ete aie me 
Cash contribution for land enhancement 2, 740, 000 


Total a i a 7, 970, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance, 
operation, and replacements will total $2 “py 

Status of local cooperation—The city of St. Louis has accepted responsibility 
as sponsor of the project. A bond issue sauna by popular vote on May 26, 
1955, authorized $7,547,000 toward non-Federal participation in the project. 
Because of the complexities of the project, the district engineer, in June 1956, 
entered into a memorandum of understanding with the city of St. Louis, under 
which the respective responsibilities of the United States and the city were 
enumerated and which outlined a plan of operation on the part of both parties. 
Work is proceeding in accordance with this plan. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate—No change from the latest estimate 
submitted to Congress. 


Mr. Kirwan. In view of the tremendous cost of this project, which 
is $130 million, and the value of industrial property being protected, 
has any consideration been given to increasing the local contribution 
to the project ? 

General Harpixn. Mr. Chairman, when the project was devised, the 
project took into consideration the enhancement feature and local 
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interests are required to contribute in cash a certain sum, based upon 
3.6 percent of the first cost of construction in reach 3, where land 
enhancement will take place. 

Otherwise, this is an old city, and it is not envisaged that land en- 
hancement will take place. It is a matter of flood damages to be 
prevented. 

Mr. Kirwan. How are the existing levees financed? How much 
is the Federal share and how much is the St. Louis share? 

General Harprn. There are no existing levees in front of St. Louis. 

Mr. Kirwan. How does the present value of the property being 
protected compare with the value at the time of the original project / 

General TLarpin. The values have increased greatly, of course, like 
any modern city, and flood damages now are much more severe than 
they were in the earlier days. As you will note on page 31 of the jus- 
tification, we point out that the losses were of a certain sum—$1,783,- 
000 in 1943—but in 1951 with only a slightly higher stage they were 
$4,633,000, being indicative of the greater values involved, the com 
plexities of utilities, power, sewage, and things in a city of this kind. 

Mr. Kirwan. Missouri provides for levees and flood-wall improve- 
ments, together with necessary alterations of existing sewers, of the 
projects extending from Maline Creek to Chippewa Street. 

General Harpin. [ am afraid I did not understand your question, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kirwan. There are some levees or something there now located 
at the head of the flood protection of St. Louis, Mo. Improvement 
descriptions say “flood-wall improvements” there. 

Mr. Busn. That isa description of the proposed project. 

Mr. Kirwan. It is not there now / 

Mr. Busu. No, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is all right. Since protection being provided is 
for a 200-year flood, a precedent of some sort is being established; is 
it not? 

General Harpin. No, sir; this is a flood which actually occurred. 
It occurred in 184 I, but it isofa frequency that we consider to be about 
the 200-vyear range. 

Mr. Kirwan. You have the upper dams on the Missouri Basin now. 
Do you think you will ever get anything like you did before there / 

General Harpin. Yes, sir; I think they will. The most recent 
studies of rainfall and storm patterns indieate that, even with the 
reservoirs that are in being and expected to be built in the future, that 
kind of storm intensity can result in flood of the magnitude again 
at St. Louis, which as I have said, is of the relative frequency of 1 
in 200 years. 

Not only has the storm information been improved over these 100 
years since that great flood occurred, but we have had demonstrations 
of greater intensity of rainfall and runotf. As late as 1951 our whole 
system of recorded floods was exceeded by the circumstances leading 
to that flood of 1951. 

Our weather records in the whole United States are of rather short 
duration, and frequently the last records are broken by new storms. 

Mr. Kirwan. How many small and new dams do we have in the 
Missouri River Basin? There must be 100. 

General Harprn. If it were not for the dams in the system, of course, 
the protection that would have to be provided at a place like this 
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would have to be of a much greater magnitude. That is true of the 
whole Mississippi system, even the levees below Cairo. 

Mr. Kirwan. If this precedent is established, what could we expect 
to appropriate in the future to protect Memphis, Cairo, and New 
Orleans below St. Louis on the Mississippi ? 

General Hlarpin. They have a greater protection from the stand- 
point of expected frequency. 

Mr. Kirwan. But they are protected through there by the dams 
that were built, the same as the Ohio? 

General Harpin. It is true the dams do provide a degree of protec- 
tion. Let me give _ a concrete example. 

In Cairo, Ill, if it were not for the reservoirs, we would have to 
build our levees 2! feat higher than they are built right now. That 
is the junction of the Mississippi and the Ohio. 

Mr. Kirwan. You say there are other cities. What are they figured 
on, a LOO- or 200-year basis ¢ 

General Harpix. Downstream; the Mississippi / 

Mr. Kirwan. Yes. 

General Harpin. Actually the frequency down there is looked upon 
on a different basis. It is not computed on a frequency basis. It is 
computed on the maximum storm that can reasonably occur, and we 
have arrived at that by storm studies in connection w ith the Weather 
Bureau and transpositi on of storms, to give what is a reasonable likeli- 
hood of occurrence, 

I can estimate it, although it is purely an estimation, but that sort 
of a frequency would be more than the frequency that we are con- 
sidering at St. Louis. 

Mr. Botanp. Are there any other presently located local protection 
works in this area around St. Louis? 

General Harpin. Yes, sir: right across the river from it, in that 
huge industrial complex, Wood River, East St. Louis, Wilson, and 
Wenkel. It is the industrial area immediately across the city of St. 
Louis. 

Mr. Botanp. How does it happen that this project was only author- 
ized in 1955 if it is of such import 4 

General Harpix. In the first place, the storms of 1950 and 1951 
which I mentioned a moment ago crystallized the thinking on the pos- 
sibility of a devastating flood hitting St. Louis. Then there was an- 
other change of circumstances: In the last 10 or 20 years, the char- 
acteristics of the Mississippi in the vicinity of St. Louis have changed. 

In other words, for the same degree or same volume of flow, the 
stages are higher, and that caused us in 1954 to provide for raising 
the protection which had previously been provided for these industrial 
areas, from the 47-foot stage up to 52 feet. It is the natural result 
of the raising of the bed of the river, due to a combination of things 
silt load, for one; the interference from the bridges that are in the river 
in the vicinity of St. Louis; and the mere confinement of the flow of the 
river by the levee lines and the march of civilization has contributed 
to this higher stage discharge relationship that has been so apparent 
in the last 10 years. 

Mr. Bouanp. Will you explain the design flood? You said a single 
occurrence of the design flood would cause a damage of $120 million 
based on present-day development of the area. What is the design 
flood ? 
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General Harpin. The design flood is how the 1844 flood under 
present-day conditions. 

Mr. Botanp. Do you add to that ‘ 

General Harpin. The 2-foot freeboard. 

Mr. Bontanp. That isall. Thank vou. 

Mr. Kirwan. Dr. Fenton / 


LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Mr. Fenton. General, are the pumping plants to be provided by 
the local interests ? 

General Harpin. No, si 

Mr. Fenton. It is not customary for those people to assume the 
cost of pumping / 

General Harpin. No, sit 

Mr. Fenton. What about maintenance / 

General Harpix. They operate and maintain them. 

Mr. Fenron. In the drainage district do they not furnish their 
own pumping / 

General Harpin. Not as a gene ‘ral rule in urban areas. It may be 
that you are thinking of agricultural areas. That is frequently the 
case ; yes, sIr. 

(The following information was later furnished :) 

In the construction of local protection projects local interests are responsible 
for bringing interior drainage to the line of the levee or floodwall protection 
However, the Federal Government normally assumes the responsibility for con 
struction of pumping capacity, modified by economical ponding, for both storm 
and sanitary flows in urban areas, which would otherwise prove damaging as 
a result of blocking gravity drainage during floods. In the case of agricultural 
areas the provision of pumping plants to dispose of storm runoff is often not 
economically justified since interior runoff can normally be ponded with only 
minor damage. Accordingly, design of levee projects for agricultural areas 
usually provides for ponding of interior runoff during floods, with rights-of-way 
for such ponding furnished at local expense. In instances where pumping is 
needed to drain swampy land in an individual district, such pumping is usually 
provided at local cost. On projects which include the construction of pumping 
plants, and where local interests are required to make a cash contribution to 
ward the construction cost of the project for land enhancement, such contribu- 
tion partially defrays pumping plant costs, since the contribution would be ap 
plicable to all construction features. 

In the case of the St. Louis project. a specific requirement of local cooperation 
is as follows: “(e) after initiation of the improvements, design and construct 
all new drainage and sewage facilities within the limits of the protected flood 
plains in such manner as to function at all river stages up to design flood, with 
out cost to the United States.” In addition, local interests are required to make 
a cash contribution to the construction of the St. Louis project for land en- 
hancement. The cash contribution will be utilized to partially defray construc 
tion costs, including costs for pumping plants. 


Mr. Fenton. The statement that he made about contribution 
toward interest fee and some of these expenses: how is that figured 4 

General Harprn. In this case in St. Louis, for instance, there are 
certain areas, if you will glance at your map, in reach 3 in the upper 
portion of this project, opposite Mosenthien Island, that is a rel: itively 
undeveloped area, because it has been historically subject to floods. 

People have not used them except for such things as old brick 
plants and low order of industry, small mills, et cetera, which are 
not severely damaged by water, but now that we conte mplate putting 
protection in front of that, necessar ily the appreciation in values is a 
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real thing, and in keeping with current policy, where there are 
increases in the real estate value as a result of the proposed protection, 
we look upon local interests to share in the cost of the improvement 
to the degree that this appreciation takes place. 

Mr. Fenron. I can imagine that. That is true so far as floods are 
concerned. 

Will you tell us about navigation and the digging of the channels? 

General Harprx. There is only one instance in my recollection 
where we have introduced the idea of appreciation into the navigation 
project, and it is one that is still under study. 

Ordinarily, the developments that occur along the banks of the 
waterway are not looked upon as cause for any contribution from 
local interests, other than the ccnityitiediita that they are historically 
caused to make, and that is providing the land. That is a real con- 
tribution. 

You take the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway. They provided lands 
and rights-of-way and the disposal areas and borrow areas and, of 
course, as a result of putting the Intracoastal Waterway through that 
rich area in oil and gas resources ~~ is tremendous industry now 
that has located itself along the b: inks, | wit there has been nothing more 
than the traditional contribution of rights-of-way for navigation 
projects called for, the idea being the same as it was 150 years ago— 
to fully develop the waterways in the interest of the Nation at large, 
without restriction on free and equal haul. 

Mr. Fenton. That has happened in at least one instance I know of. 

General Harptx. In one, to my recollection, on the east coast, in 
the pone River area, of course, where there is almost a single 
user, or maybe two users, it has recently become the policy to require 
those in users, or very few users, to participate in the cost of the 
undertaking, because the benefits manifestly are not as widespread 
as they would be otherwise. The steel company project in Delaware 
is an example. 

Mr. Fenton. I was trying to figure out whether that is the usual 
custom, or whether they just started that kind of thing. 

General Harpin. It is rather recent in its origin. There are in- 
stances, on the other hand, in the Great Lakes area, where industry 
had built their own harbors and the Federal Government has done 
nothing. 

Mr. Fenton. I believe on the Delaware they have built a lot of 
their own projects, too. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL, Corps OF ENGINEERS 


MISSLISSIPPL RIVER BETWEEN MISSOURT RIVER AND MINNEAPOLIS, MINN, 


Mr. Kirwan. “Mississippi River between the Missouri River and 
Minneapolis.” The request is $65,000, 

Put pages 34 and 35 in the record. 

There are no questions. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 
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LOCKS AND DAMS (NAVIGATION) 


MISSISSIPPI RIVER BETWEEN MIssourI RIVER AND MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 
(RECTIFICATION OF DAMAGES) 


(Continuing) 


Location.—Mississippi River, from the vicinity of Clinton, Iowa, to Alton, Ill. 
Authorization.—1937 River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio —1.5 to 1.0 for the upper Mississippi River canalization 
project. 
Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

Amount percent of 
estimated 

| Federal cost 





Estimated Federal cost $4, 963, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 0 
Cash contribution 0 
Other costs 0 


Total estimated project cost , 963, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 ; , 208, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957. - - 60, 000 
Appropriations to date , 268, 000 46 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 65, 000 47 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 , 630, 000 


n> 


to 


to 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Under the River and Harbor Act of 1937, provision is made for annual pay- 
ments for increased pumping costs of 15 levee and drainage districts situated 
in pools 14, 17, 18, 20, 21, and 22. Also provided for is acquisition of lowlands, 
the performance of certain remedial work and capitalized lump-sum payments 
for damages. 

Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent | Completion sched- 
ule 


Acquisition of lowlands ) 

Remedial works, pools 18 and 21 

Capitalized costs, drainage districts December 1958 
Annual payments, drainage districts (?) Do 


1 Complete. 
2 Continuing. 


JUSTIFICATION 


In accordance with provisions of the River and Harbor Act of August 
26, 1937, annual payments must be made to certain drainage and levee districts 
to reimburse them for any increased cost of operation and maintenance due 
to operation of navigation pools until such time as capitalized lump-sum pay 
ments can be made. Certain studies have been performed and records main 
tained in connection with annual payments to drainage and levee districts 
pending capitalized lump-sum settlements and final discharge of the Govern- 
ment’s obligation for rectification of damages. 

Fiscal year 1958.—Funds in the amount of $65,000 requested for fiscal year 
1958 will be utilized for continuing annual payments to levee and drainage dis 
tricts for increased pumping costs during calendar year 1957. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$4,963,000 is a decrease of $77,000 from the latest ($5,040,000) submitted to 
Congress. This change consists of a decrease of $205,000 by deleting from 
the estimate the cost for remedial works in the Sny Island Levee Drainage 
District, which is being deferred pending studies to be made as to the need for 
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remedial work after completion of the authorized Sny Basin flood-control 
project, and an increase of $128,000 for payments to levee districts resulting 
from the extension of time required to continue making annual payments. 


MISSISSIPPI RIVER BETWEEN THE OHIO AND MISSOURI RIVERS, ILL. AND MO. 
(REGULATING WORKS) 


Mr. Kirwan. Regulating works, Missouri and Illinois navigation 
projects, $500,000. 

Put pages 38 through 40 in the record. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 


MISSISSIPPI RIVER BETWEEN THE OHIO AND MISSOURI RIVERS, ILL. AND MO, 
(REGULATING WORKS ) 


(Continuing) 


Location.—The project involves improvement of the Mississippi River from 
the mouth of the Ohio River to the mouth of the Missouri River. 

Authorization.—1927 and 1930 River and Harbor Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—4.2 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount | percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost $58, 400, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost: | 
Cash contributions 0 c 
Other costs 0 
Total estimated project cost 58, 400, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 42, 083, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 250, 000 
Appropriations to date 42, 333, 000 72 
Appropriations requested for fiseal year 1958 500, 000 73 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 ‘ 15, 567, 000 is 


| Includes $50,000 permanent transfer to project. 


PHYSICAL DATA 


The project provides for obtaining and maintaining a 9-foot depth channel 
for a distance of 195 miles by construction of dikes and revetment to restrict 
the channel; by closing sloughs and secondary channels; and protecting banks 
from erosion; and by dredging and rock removal. Minimum channel width 
from the mouth of the Ohio River to St. Louis is to be 300 feet and thence 200 
feet to the mouth of the Missouri River. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent Completion 
schedule 


Dikes 79 | June 1966. 
Revetment ‘ 66 Do. 
Dredging ; 61 Do. 
Rock removal ‘ 6 | Do. 


Entire project _- 3 72 Do. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The Mississippi River is a major artery of the inland waterway system and 
the section between the Ohio and Missouri Rivers is essential for the develop- 
ment of through commerce. The estimated annual cost for channel maintenance 
dredging is $750,000 and for regulating works (dikes and revetment), and mis- 
cellaneous maintenance $885,000. It is estimated that upon completion of the 
project these costs will be reduced to $300,000 annually for channel maintenance 
dredging, and $500,000 annually for regulating works maintenance. Thus, there 
will be an estimated annual saving of $835,000 in cost of maintenance. In view 
of the great increase in tonnage on this reach of the river and the anticipated 
continued increase, it is important that work be continued and the project works 
installed as soon as practicable in order to retain the desired alinement for the 
navigation channel. The commerce on this reach of the waterway has increased 
steadily from 3 million tons in 1942 to 20,173,000 tons in 1955. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The amount of $500,000 will be applied to: 


Continase’ Ginee. . $210, 400 


Continue revetment —____- 3 : 247, OOO 
Engineering and design _________ _— 2 ; 6, 100 
Supervision and administration_____-__~__.- Foes 36, 500 

PN eee re er eo ee a4 500, 000 


The revetment work scheduled is necessary to maintain the proper bank 
alinement. The dikes are essential to reduce dredging in the reach miles 41-33, 
Illinois and Missouri, where dredging at 40 localities has been required in the 
past 7 years. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$58,400,000 is the same as the latest estimate submitted to Congress. 

Mr. Kirwan. Apparently this item has not been budgeted for sey 
eral years, but was started again by the Senate last vear. 

Briefly describe the project and explain \ hy it was not in the budget 
last year. 

General Harpin. Mr. Chairman, this is a project that extends from 
the confluence of the Ohio, at Cairo, up to St. Louis, and it is a dis 
tance there, as vou can see, of about 180 miles. That is an area or 
reach of the Mississippi which is afflicted with shoals and sandbars 
and it has a steep slope and results in a channel which is not easy to 
maintain. 

A number of years ago, back before 1930, there was an authorization 
given to improve this river by works of man, including such things as 
dikes, revetments, and closing some of these secondary channels to 
restrict the flow, and to enable a 9-foot project to be developed. 

For a number of years it was worked on, as you will see by the ex 
penditures up to date of forty-odd-million dollars. Then, during the 
war years, on account of shortages of materials and use of funds for 
other things, there was no work done on this project. 

It has been very difficult to get the project back in the active con 
struction state. Asa result, the river has deteriorated and much of the 
work which had previously been done, particularly in the pile dikes, 
has been lost. 

We are spending about $114 million on that reach of the river right 
now every year for maintenance purposes, using dredges to keep the 
shoals open and doing repair work to the existing dikes. 

There is a crying need for completing the treatment by dikes and 
revetment and other methods which I mentioned to bring this project 
to a state where maintenance will be reduced, in our estimation, at 
least three-quarters of a million dollars a year. 
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We have been trying to get this project restarted. Last year we got 
a little bit of money, but it is really a very desirable project to get 
back into. This reach of the river is carrying 20 million tons of traffic 
a year, and it has increased from the time that it was envisaged as 
being a profitable undertaking, from 2 million tons to 10 times that 
amount, or 20 million tons a year. 

There is no lack of traffic. As a matter of fact, it is a problem to 
keep it open under present limitations. 


ST. ANTHONY FALLS EXTENSION, MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 


Mr. Kirwan. St. Anthony Falls extension, $550,000. 
Put pages 43 through 16 in the record. 
(‘The matter referred to follows:) 


LOCKS AND DAMS (NAVIGATION) 
St. ANTHONY FALLS EXTENSION, MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 
(Continuing ) 


Location.—On the Mississippi River, 853 to 857.6 miles above the mouth of the 
Ohio River at Minneapolis, Minn. 

{uthorization.—1945 and prior River and Harbor Acts. 

Senecfit-cost reétio—1.03 to 1.0 (for all work remaining after completion of 
lower lock and dam). 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent ol 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost $30, 945, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 3,.120, 000 

Cash contributior 1. 100, 000 

Other costs 2, 020, 000 
Cotal estimated project cost | 34,065, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 195t 10, 566, 000 J 
Appropriations for fiseal year 1957 400, 000 
Appropriations to date 10, 966, 000 35 
Appropriations requested for f | vear 1958 550, 000 | 37 
Balance to complete after f ear 1958 19, 429, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Lower Dam: 
Type: Concrete gravity. 
Height: 25 feet. 
Length : 453 feet (including 223-foot spillway section). 
Spillway (lower dam): Type: Gate-controlled, with three 56-foot Tainter gates, 
with stilling basin. 
Channel: 4.6 miles long, 9 feet deep, 150 feet minimum width except at bridges. 
Widened channel to provide turning basins 
Lower lock: 
Size : 56- by 400-foot clear chamber. 
Normal lift: 25 feet. 
Upper gate: Tainter. 
Lower gates: Miter. There is also an upper gate bay for an auxiliary lock 
with a 56-foot Tainter gate. 
Upper lock (to be constructed in existing upper dam) : 
Size : 56- by 400-foot clear chamber. 
Normal lift: 49 feet. 
Upper gate: Tainter. 
Lower gates: Miter. 
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Relocations: Railroad bridges and privately owned utilities, as follows: 
Provide pier protection for 2 bridges. 
Raise 1 bridge. 
Reconstruct channel spans of 2 bridges. 
Relocate 2 submarine cables and 1 power substation and lines. 
Alter 1 gas main. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent Completion schedule 

Entire project - - 33 | Entire project: Fiscal year 1964. 

Lower pool 66 | Lower pool channels: June 1964 
Relocations... -- ‘. ‘ 100 | Lower lock and dam—December 1958 
Channels : 61 Lock and dam construction—December 

Lower lock and dam unit_-- ae 92 1956. 

Intermediate pool unit < Gates 0 Power, control and lighting—June 1958, 

Upper lock unit_ ; ‘ 0 Esplanade— December 1958 

Upper pool unit ; ‘ sons 0 | Intermediate pool—December 1959 


Upper lock, fiscal year 1962. 

Upper lock power control and lighting, expla- 
nade and utilities, fiscal year 1963 

Upper pool, fiscal year 1962 


JUSTIFICATION 


Minneapolis, Minn., is at head of navigation on Mississippi River and is poten- 
tially one of the most important ports on the Mississippi River system. Present 
harbor, storage, and transportation facilities are extremely inadequate under 
existing conditions, and are not capable of expansion in the present 100-foot deep 
gorge, whereas above St. Anthony Falls there is ample space for harbor facilities 
near to the center of Minneapolis industry, adjacent to a large network of rail- 
roads, and where the water level is only about 20 feet below top of banks which 
are approximately at the level of the surrounding city. The proposed improve- 
ment will enable commerce to pass over St. Anthony Falls and gain access to this 
advantageous area. Commercial traffic in the Twin City area of St. Paul and 
Minneapolis has been steadily increasing, amounting to 2,900,000 tons in 1955. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $550,000 will be applied to: 


Complete construction of power, control, and lighting, lower lock and 


dam co Acoeapimcinboen aici ee ih aid ea a eal _.... $166, 800 
Initiate alteration of Great Northern Railway stone arch bridge____- 80, 000 
Continue relocation of utilities at upper lock site . saephan esa en tiagandith 93, 300 
Engineering and design __-~- a se eS a a : _ 179,900 
Supervision and administration_________~- as sa ‘ 30, 000 

I ence aecacusias seca dco poles aes Sncnecie es eaereacios saa : _ 550, 000 


The funds requested will permit completion of the lower lock and dam unit of 
the project, except for the lock esplanade; continuation of work on relocations in 
the vicinity of the upper lock site which are required to be substantially complete 
prior to initiation of construction of the upper lock structure; and continuation 
of planning for the upper lock and other features to assure continuity of con- 
struction progress. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $3,120,000 broken down as 
follows: 


CS a aa . Pee ee ee ee a a a —_ $300, 000 
Relocations of bridges and utilities__ a irae a .._ 1, 720, 000 
I a a i a i a dition ets Ly LO COU 

| ee st foedi Be dbead one saedagsarepenaced aid a a aii Ta ati stitinn, Boake 


In addition, local interests advise that they have expended about $1,500,000 and 
have committed themselves to undertake additional work estimated at $890,000 
in connection with the project. 

Status of local cooperation.—The city of Minneapolis furnished assurances that 
the requirements of local cooperation would be met which were approved by 
Secretary of War on October 2, 1945. The city has made payment of the 
$1,100,000 cash contribution and has furnished land as required for work under 
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way. Lands and rights-of-way for the intermediate pool dredging, scheduled to 
be advertised in July 1958, will be requested in 1957 as will those for the upper 
lock, scheduled to start abovt March 1959. Local interests have completed 
raising one bridge, have rebuilt a second, and are prepared to replace a third. 
They have established a tax program to raise necessary funds. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—No change from the latest estimate 
($30,945,000) submitted to Congress. 

Mr. Kirwan. Please explain this project. 

General Berrigan. St. Anthony Falls is a series of two locks in 
the city of Minneapolis to extend the upper Mississippi navigation 
project some 414 miles within the city limits of Minneapolis. 

The lower lock and dam was started several years ago and is prac- 
tically complete. The upper lock and dam has not been started. A 
few years ago we were directed to make a review study of this project 
to see if it was economically justified to go ahead with it. 

The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors held public hear- 
ings, 1 in Minneapolis, 1 in Washington, and then another in Wash- 
ington at the request of local interests, they finally concluded that 
the project as a whole was not economically justified, ‘but that the com- 
pletion of the project was economically justified. 

Mr. Kirwan. You show a benefit-cost ratio of only 1.03 to 1 for all 
work remaining after completion of the lower lock and dam. How 
much does this part of the project cost, including the upper pool 
dredging and what would be the Federal Government loss in invest- 
ments to date if this part of the project were abandoned ? 

General Berrigan. We have spent approximately $11 million on 
this project, and in order to complete it, we will spend approximately 
$20 million more. 

We have had benefit-cost ratios by the local interests presented as 
high as 2.35, and we have had benefit-cost ratios by the railroads op- 
posing this project as low as 0.29. 

The benefits are determined on how much wheat will move down, 
and how much coal will move up into this harbor. 

We can get wide disagreement as to how much traffic will move. 
If the traffic moves, the project will be fully justified to complete. 

Mr. Kirwan. In view of the low benefit-cost ratio and the strictly 
local benefit that is the nature of this project, what. have you done 
to get an increase in the amount of local contribution to the project ? 
Have they agreed to give anything? 

General Berrican. Local interests at the start of the project were 
required to contribute $1.1 million in cash, which they did. We have 
spent some of that money. Some is still available. They are also 
required to modify the bridges in the area, and they expect to spend 
a total of $5.5 million as their contribution toward this project. 

Mr. Kirwan. They are going to spend $5 million ? 

General Berrigan. Toward lands, bridges, and their cash contri- 
bution. 

Mr. Kirwan. Is it possible that the benefit-cost ratio of 1.03 to 
might be even further reduced as your specific plans and specifications 
are completed ? 

General BerriGan. As I said before, it is dependent upon the amount 
of traffic, and I feel that the traffic used in arriving at this 1.03 is much 
too low. Our experience in the upper Mississippi itself, shows that 
we grossly underestimated the traffic. I think General Hardin brought 
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out on his project on the middle Mississippi that we underestimated 
the traffic in that area 

Mr. Kirwan. There is more traffic than you thought would occur ? 

General Berrigan. Yes, sir. We believe this 1.03 is based on a 
far too conservative estimate. 

Mr. Kirwan. Do you have any questions, Mr. Boland ? 

Mr. Bouanp. Is the figure of the estimated Federal cost of $30,- 
945,000 a pretty firm figure im view of some of the things that have 
been happening? Is it possible this might be a lot higher than 
$30,945,000 ? 

General Berrigan. I do not think so, Mr. Boland. 

Mr. Botanp. The upper lock is necessary ¢ 

General Brrrican. Yes, sir. We need the upper lock to get trattic 
into the pool and the harbor area. 

Mr. Botanpn. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kirwan. What are the conditions placed on the use of the 
contributed funds, if any, and whose responsibility is it for making 
such arrangements ? 

General BerricAn. We use the contributed funds in proportion to 
the Federal construction funds. Local interests agreed to contribute 
$1,100,000 toward the cost of the project in lieu of altering the rail 
road bridges. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right. 

General Berrican. They are in our hands. 

Mr. Ktrwan. Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Evrns. No questions. 

Mr. Kirwan. Dr. Fenton, do you have any questions on St. Anthony 
Falls? 

Mr. Fenton. No, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right. 


ALTERATION OF BRIDGES (TRUMAN-HOBBS ACT). MEREDOSIA AND 
VALLEY CITY, ILL. 


Mr. Kirwan. “Alteration of Wabash Railroad Co. bridges at 
Meredosia and Valley City, IIl., $350,000.’ 

Put pages 51 through 53 in thei record. 

(The matter refer red to follows:) 


ALTERATION OF BRIDGES (TRUMAN-HOBBS ACT) 


ALTERATION OF WABASH RAILROAD CO. BRIDGES AT MEREDOSIA AND 
VALLEY CITY, ILL. (ILLINOIS RIVER) 


(Continuing) 


Location.—The Meredosia bridge (Illinois River mile 71.1) is located at the 
town of Meredosia in Morgan County, Ill. The Valley City bridge (Tllinois Rive 
mile 61.6) is located at the town of Valley City in Pike County, Il. 

Authorization.—Act of June 21, 1940 (Truman-Hobbs Act). 

Benefit-cost ratio.—Not applicable. 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
| Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost $2, 260, 000 | 
Estimated non-Federal cost 1, 640, 000 

Cash contributions | 0 

Other costs ! 1, 640, 000 | 
Total estimated project cost | 3, 900, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 167, 000 = es 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 500, 000 
Appropriations to date 667, 000 30 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 350, 000 | 45 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 1, 243, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 


The project consists of the construction of a new bridge in the vicinity of the 
bridge at Valley City, Lll., and the removal of the existing bridges at Meredosia 
and at Valley City. 

Status.—(Jan. 1, 1957) : Construction : Not started. 


Completion schedule: June 1960. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Wabash Railroad Co. bridge across the Illinois River at Meredosia, I11., 
mile 71.1 is an unreasonable obstruction to the free navigation of the Illinois 
River due to its location in relation to a curve in the river and inadequate hori- 
zontal clearance through the drawspan. ‘Traffic through this bridge and the 
Valley City Bridge, about 10 miles downstream, annually averages 1,100 boats 
and 3,500 barges with barge fleets often 1,000 feet in length. The 114-foot clear 
ance of the Meredosia Bridge, which is just downstream from a State highway 
bridge, is insufficient for the tows passing through the bridge. Under normal con- 
ditions, the breaking of long tows is required, and under adverse whether 
conditions passage through the bridge is an extremely trying and dangerous 
task. Collisions by vessels with the bridge structure have been frequent, result 
ing in damage to the vessels, barge tows, and to the bridge. During the period 
January 1, 1951 to April 20, 1953, the Meredosia Bridge was struck 71 times by 
boats with damages to the bridge ranging up to $13,000 per collision. During this 
same period, the Valley City Bridge was struck 14 times. Several collisions of 
vessels with the bridge structure were sufliciently severe to put the bridge out of 
service, thereby interrupting rail traffic. Damage of a more serious nature could 
occur even to the extent of completely blocking waterway traffic as well as dis- 
rupting rail service. 

Fiscal year 1958: The requested amount of $350,000 will be used for the Goy- 
ernment share of the cost as follows: 


Initiate construction of superstructure_- ; ‘ceca itin soe a 
Complete construction of river piers shin 145, 200 
Complete construction of substructure 119, 300 

OO se iach —— . _ 850, 000 


The funds requested are necessary to provide for an orderly and economical 
rate of construction of the project, with completion in fiscal year 1960 as 
scheduled. 

Non-Federal costs.—The cost to local interests (bridge owners) under provi 
sions of the Truman-Hobbs Act, is estimated at $1,640,000 based on an appor 
tionment of the cost of constructing the new bridge and removing the existing 
bridges. 

Status of local cooperation.—Under the provision of the Truman-Hobbs Act, the 
bridge owner has undertaken acquisition of needed rights-of-way and will award 
contracts for construction of 4 river piers, approach substructure and superstruc- 
ture during fiscal years 1957 and 1958. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$2,260,000 is an increase of $480,000 over the latest estimate ($1,780,000) sub 
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mitted to Congress; $60,000 of this increase is due to higher price levels, and 
$420,000 is due to changes in design of foundation piling based on additiona} 
borings. 

Mr. Kirwan. You are estimating that almost half of the 1957 ap- 
propriation of $500,000 will be unobligated on June 30 of this year. 
Why is that? 

General Harpin. That was our estimate at the beginning of the year. 

We had trouble getting foundation piling due to the steel shortage 
and we are just now getting the contract agreed to between the Depart- 
ment of the Army and the railroad for prosecuting this contract under 
the Truman-Hobbs Act. 

The railroads, of course, are a factor in this case. We have, of 
course, reduced the funds that we would have asked for this coming 
year, in view of the fact that there is a carryover due to this inability 
to get steel. 

Mr. Kirwan. Steel has loosened up; has it not? 

General Harpin. A little. We had to provide alternate piling for 
this project, concrete-fill piling and let the contractor have his option 
as to what he is able to get. It is still tight. 

Mr. Kirwan. How much of the 1957 funds have been obligated to 
date ? 

General Harpin. They are not all obligated. We have obligated 
$57,800. We are in a position to make the award. Yesterday I was 
told the Secretary of the Army aproved the agreement between the 
railroad and ourselves and we can now make this award effective the 
Ist of May. 

EAST ST, LOUIS AND VICINITY 


Mr. Kirwan. East St. Louis and vicinity, $800,000. 
Put pages 56 through 59 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 


LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECT (FLOOD CONTROL) 


East Sr. LOvuIS AND VICINITY, ILLINOIS 


(Continuing) 


Location.—In St. Clair and Madison Counties, Ill., on the left bank of Missis- 
sippi River between river miles 175 and 195 above the mouth of the Ohio River. 

Authorization.—1936 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—34 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 





Estimated Federal cost__-.-~- $20, 00, 000 
Estimated non- Federal cost. - E | 1, 045, 000 
Cash contributions. ; 0) | 
Other costs . beak 1, 045, 000 | 
Total estimated project cost : 21, 245, 000 | 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 | 7, 804, 000 | 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957- - - 2, 000, 000 | 
Appropriations to date 9, 804, 000 | 49 


Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 800, 000 52 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958_......._--.-- | 9, 596, 000 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Average height, 20.6 feet. 
Length, 104,670 feet (19.8 miles). 
Floodwalls : 
Average height, 18.6 feet. 
Length, 2.8 miles. 
Service road: 13.3 miles. 
Relocations: 
Missouri Pacific Railroad, alteration to bridge. 
Illinois Terminal Railroad, raise and extend bridge and raise approaches. 
Cleveland, Cincinnati, Chicago & St. Louis Railroad, raise bridges and 
approaches at two crossings. 
Gulf, Mobile & Obio Railroad, raise and extend bridge and raise approaches. 
Pumping plants: 


New pumping plants_______--~-_~- ee Ee eer 9 
Alteration to existing plants_____-___-~-- nie tha is hla scale eimai eee 5 
TIE wise apse eeorwe sss a a Sap Na i naa nn pi aac siete Sa idan 14 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent Completion 
schedule 


Relocations-__- 1 | June 1960. 
Levees and flood walls--- 41 | June 1961. 
Pumping plant_. : 17 | June 1960. 
Entire project. - 34 | June 1961 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will protect large business, industrial, and residential areas 
consisting of 111 square miles, including East St. Louis, Granite City, Madison, 
Venice, Brooklyn, Fairmont, and Monsanto, Ill., against floods up to a stage of 
52 feet on the St. Louis gage. It is highly desirable to complete the project 
in order to provide protection to one of the greatest flood-threatened concentra- 
tions of industry and transportation facilities in the United States. Within 
the area are many manufacturing companies producing defense materials, such 
as Monsanto Chemical Co., Aluminum Ore Co., Granite City Steel Works, 
National Enameling & Stamping Co., American Steel Casting Co., and General 
Casting Co., as well as the Granite City United States Engineer Depot, where 
various construction materials and equipment are assembled for Army, Air 
Force, and Navy installations, and for shipment overseas. Railroad yards 
within the protected area serve as the major point of interchange between all 
railroad lines serving the eastern and southwestern areas of the United States. 
Disruption of manufacturing and railroad operations by flooding could have 
disastrous effects upon national economy and the national defense. The average 
annual benefits are estimated at $35,286,000. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $800,000 will be applied to: 


Initiate and complete 1 closure structure (lower flank) -._-___.__-______ $14, 500 
Initiate: 
1 flood-wall item (middle riverfront) : : ‘ 32, 000 
1 pumping plant (lower flank) __ me iia tie atc etd __ 653, 000 
Continue: Erosion protection measures___..-__-._-..----._-----_- _... 40, 000 
Complete : 
1 railroad alteration (lower flank) ___~_- sn ecu cst lila paced ee 
2 levee items (1 in upper flank, 1 in lower flank) __-____-_______-_-____ 54, 000 
1 flood-wall item (middle riverfront) ~.-_.____----_- ban eae _._ 64, 700 
Engineering and design_______...___.___~- sai e igk sd ace capes a 355, 500 
Supervision and administration___________ sok pathic ats a ir 146, 300 
2) A ree ene ree eee res pee es fos Fa. Sg ee a re 


91488—57——_78 
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In order to receive full benefit from the flood-protection project as soon as 
practicable, an appropriation of $800,000 for fiscal year 1958 will be required to 
meet the construction schedules, which provide for completion in 1961. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $1,045,000 broken down as 
follows: 


I LR a $541, 000 
Relocation of utilities, sewers, ete__ ee peace ; a 442, 500 
pee I ns oss. hs pe tecsiedse teenie + Skeoaan coe 61, 500 


1, 045, 000 


I ao ia a NR ck alien al 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple 
tion. The annual cost for operation and maintenance is estimated at $229,000. 

In addition, local interests estimate that they have incurred costs of approxi 
mately $6,600,000 for the construction of flood-protective works prior to the initia- 
tion of the authorized project. 

Status of local cooperation.—Formal assurances of local Cooperation have been 
furnished by the East Side Levees and Sanitary District and were approved by 
the Secretary of War on March 24, 1987. The necessary rights-of-way for all 
construction work underway have been provided. It is anticipated that the 
rights-of-way required for work to be initiated in fiscal vears 1957 and 195s wil 
be acquired so that this work may be advertised as scheduled. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$20,200,000 is a decrease of $1,200,000 from the latest estimate ($21,400,000) sub 
initted to Congress. <As a result of additional design studies, which changed the 
alinement of the lower flank levee and modified the flood-wall design, the estimate 
has decreased $1,645,000. The design studies developed the need for the provision 
of additional pumping capacities which increased the estimate by $299,000. The 
estimate for relocations increased $99,000, based on further detailed design \ 
reanalysis of requirements for engineering and design and supervision and ad 
ministration has resulted in an increase of $47,000. 


Mr. Krrwan. This project has the fantastic benefit-cost ratio of 34 to 
1 and is designed to protect a primarily industrial area which could 
obviously afford to contribute more than $1,045,000 to a $21 million 
project. 

What efforts have been made to increase the local contribution on 
this project 

General Harpix. I do not believe any efforts have been made to 
increase the local contribution, Mr. Chairman. This project is undet 
the 1936 Flood Control Act. They are doing all that is required of 
them under the ABC clauses of that act. 

Mr. Kirwan. In other words, there are more people involved there. 
[t is different than where there is one person. 

General Harpin. This isa great concentration of industrial plants 
chemical, steel, storage, aluminum. It is a tremendous complex of 
industry in East St. Louis. 

Mr. Kirwan. You show an wunobligated balance of $842,500 for 
June 50,1957, and you had a sizable balance at the end of 1956. What 
is the reason for this, and what is your current unobligated balance / 

General Harpin. One of them is the difficulty in resolving these 
complicated engineering problems of relocation, and by being a little 
more deliberate, we have been able to reach an engineering solution to 
some of these perplexing problems and save the Government some 
money. 

As you will notice, the cost of this project has been reduced about 
$1,200,000 this past year, but it is due to many things that have to be 
done to get railroads taken care of: closures for highways, pumping 
plants provided for, and the right-of-way has been one of the most 
difficult things. 
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We are at the present time being paced by the ability of local in- 
terests to provide us the right-of-way. As to our current unobligated 
balance, as of March 31, 1957, that was $1,156,600, 

Mr. Kirwan. I want to ask one more question. 

They are going to contribute $1,045,000 for a $21 million project. 
Right across the river there are two projects. I am not sure of the 
other one, but they are contributing $7 million. 

General Harpin. St. Louis is contributing an equivalent of $7 mil 
lion. Some part of that, as I mentioned earlier, is in cash; but in 
this case, East St. Louis, there is not any land enhancement computed 
for this project as a project benefit. 

Mr. Kirwan. St. Louis is more expensive as an area, too, for the 
projects, but they should contribute. 

General Harprn. The total is more over in St. Louis. 

Mr. Kirwan. No doubt they should contribute. 

Mr. Busn. Their participation is almost $8 million in St. Louis. 

Mr. BoLtanp. Why is there no land enhancement on this! It would 
seem to me a location as favorable as this one would enhance the land 
or the land would be enhanced by this local protection project. 

General Harprn. This land is almost fully developed in East St. 
Louis, Mr. Boland. 

Mr. Botanp. That is the answer. Thank you. 

Mr. Kirwan. Doctor? 

Mr. Fenton. No questions. 


WILSON AND WENKEL AND PRAIRII DUPONT DRAINAGE AND LEVEI 
DISTRICT, ILL. 


Mr. Kimwan. Wilson and Wenkel and Prairie DuPont Drainage 
and Levee District, $600,000. 

Put pages 62 through 65 in the record. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECT (FLOOD CONTROL) 


WILSON AND WENKEL AND PRAIRIE DUPONT DRAINAGE AND LEVEE Districts IN- 
CLUDING FisnH LAKE DRAINAGE AND LEVEE District No. 8, ILLINOIS 


(Continuing ) 


Location.—In Monroe and St. Clair Counties, Ill, on the left bank of the 
Mississippi River between river miles 166 and 175 above the mouth of the Ohio 
River. 

{uthorization.—)936 and 1954 Flood Control Aet 

Benefit-cost ratio 6.3 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

Amount | percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost _- $5, 160, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 521, 600 
Cash contributions 0 
Other costs 521, 600 
Total estimated project cost 5 681, 600 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 2, 442, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 1, 000, 000 
Appropriations to date 3, 342, 000 65 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 600, 000 76 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 1, 218, 000 
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PHYSICAL DATA 

Levees: 

Average height : 24 feet. 

Length : 63,900 feet or (12.1 miles). 

Drains: 10 structures. 

Service road: 12.1 miles. 

Closure structures : 6. 

Seepage control measures: Wells and cutoff trench. 
Relocations: Railroads at two levee crossings consisting of raising bridge and 

approaches. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent Completion 
schedule 


Relocations 1 | December 1957 
Levees 49 June 1960. 
Entire project__. 49 Do, 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will protect 12,000 acres of highly productive agricultural and 
potentially industrial land, as well as the communities of East Carondelet and 
Dupo, Ill., against floods up to a stage of 52 feet on the St. Louis gage. It is 
highly desirable to complete the project in order to provide protection to this 
area as well as the rights-of-way of the Gulf, Mobile & Ohio Railroad and the 
main freight classification yards of the Missouri Pacific Railroad which handles 
an average of 4,000 cars a day in north and south movements. Portions of the 
area to be protected have been inundated by the floods of 1948, 1944, and 1947, 
causing damages estimated at $2,045,000. The average annual benefits are esti- 
mated at $1,462,000. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $600,000 will be applied to 


Initiate: Seepage-control measures (61 wells) - Gecnttin ae _ $78, 000 

Continue: Erosion protection measures____-~- ey 20, OOO 
Complete: 

2 railroad alterations (upper and lower flank) —- Sc ila _ 142, 000 

2 embankment items (lower river front and lower flank) 130, 000 

2 highway closures coe fa el aah he ea dy 40, 000 

1 drain (lower flank ) — sensi seats ‘ 15, 000 

Engineering and design__- ; piece —_ _ _ 90, 000 

Supervision and administration__-_-----------__~~.-- iccsaipatpicciitigcemiiactceasc:.. Le 

ZOtaL..... eras ied i a a 


The funds requested for fiscal year 1958 are required for continuation of orderly 
progress during the fiscal year. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $521,600 broken down as 
follows: 


I a th Saeed ee i a a aiteite $241, 600 

Relocation and alteration of railroads, utilities, sewers, etc__- 215, 000 

Legal, engineering, and administration costs_...-__~- ; cath 65, 000 

Sie irritant tateciniccnie it tilt ati ne ee 5 

Local interest is required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operaiton is estimated at $22,500. 


(In addition to the usual requirements of local cooperation, the authorization 
for that portion of the project within the Fish Lake Drainage and Levee District 
provides that local interests shall make all necessary alterations to the Missouri- 
Pacific Railroad track and bridge over Columbia Creek between the new flank 
levee and the existing levee of the Columbia Drainage and Levee District. The 
eost of this work, $105,100, is included in the relocation item totaling $215,000.) 
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In addition to the above, local interests estimate that they have incurred costs of 
approximately $270,000 for construction of levees prior to initiation of the 
authorized project. 

Status of local cooperation—Formal assurances of local cooperation for the 
project have been furnished by the Prairie du Pont Levee and Drainage District 
and the Fish Lake District. The necessary rights-of-way for all construction 
work underway have been acquired. The Fish Lake District is now engaged 
in rights-of-way acquisition for other items of work to be initiated in fiscal year 
1957. It is anticipated that these rights-of-way will be acquired so that this 
work may be advertised as scheduled. All items of work proposed for fiscal 
year 1958 have been discussed with the local districts and the scheduling of 
these items is based upon supplemental written confirmation of previous assur- 
ances that the local cooperation requirements will be met by dates established. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$5,160,000 is a decrease of $700,000 from the latest estimate ($5,860,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. The estimate for levee work was decreased $696,000 due to 
further design studies, reevaluation of requirements, and final cost on com- 
pleted work. Relocations decreased $154,000 based on further design studies. 
Engineering and design costs were increased $200,000, and supervision and 
administration was decreased $50,000 due to a reanalysis of requirements. 


WOOD RIVER DRAINAGE AND LEVEE DISTRICT, ILL. 


Mr. Kirwan. “Wood River drainage and levee district,” $550,000. 
Put pages 68 through 71 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 


LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECT (FLOOD CONTROL) 
Woop RIVER DRAINAGE AND LEVEE DISTRICT, ILLINOIS 
(Continuing) 


Location.—In Madison County, near Alton, Ill., on the left bank of the Missis- 
sippi River between river miles 195 and 203 above the mouth of the Ohio River. 

Authorization.—1938 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—15 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost $15, 200, 000 
Estimated non-Eederal cost 1, 966, 300 
Contributed funds ; 1 23, 000 
Other costs 1, 943, 300 
Total estimated project cost 17. 166, 300 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 8, 790, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 1, 300, 000 
Appropriations to date 10, 090, 000 66 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 550, 000 70 
Balance to complete after fiseal year 1958 4, 560, 000 


i For increased cost of larger pumping plant requested by local interests. 








1236 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Relocations : 
Illinois Terminal Railroad—Alter bridge and approaches. 
Gulf, Mobile & Ohio Railroad—Alter bridge and approaches. 
Cleveland, Cincinnati, Chicago & St. Louis Railroad—aAlter 2 bridges and 
approaches. 
Levees: 
Average height: 18.4 feet. 
Length: 20.1 miles. 
Flood walls: 
Average height: 18 feet. 
Length: 350 feet. 
Pumping plants: Construction of seven new pumping plants. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent Completion 
schedule 





Relocations 0 | December 1959 
Dam (low water overflow 100 | 

Levees and flood walls 7 | June 1961 
Pumping plants 7 a alate abe 76 | June 1960 
Entire project ‘ PES : ca | 61 | June 196 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will protect approximately 13,700 acres, of which 7,500 acres is a 
high-developed industrial area located in the important cities of Hartford, Wood 
River, Roxanna, East Alton, and a portion of Alton, Ill. During the past 12 
years portions of the area have been inundated by the floods of 1943, 1944, and 
1947. Total damages inflicted by these floods, together with a flash tlood that 
occurred 0n Wood River in August 1946, is estimated at $1,320,000. Portions 
of the area were also inundated by the flood of 1951. However, the damages in 
flicted were not as great as those of previous floods, because of the advancement of 
construction of the project. The average benefit to be derived from this project 
is estimated at $10,788,000. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $550,000 will be applied to 


Continue levee coiustruction $381, 400 
Engineering and design 106, 100 
Supervision and administration 62, 500 

Total__- 550, 000 


The funds are required for orderly progress of construction 

Von-Federal cost.—Local interests must provide, without cost to the United 
States, all lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for construction of the 
project, hold and save the United States free from damages due to the construc 
tion works, and maintain and operate all the works after completion in accordance 
with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army. The cost to local 
interests of complying with the requirements of local cooperation in the construc 
tion of the project is estimated at $1,966,300, broken down as follows: 


Relocation of utilities $1, 110, 000 
Lands and damages 571, 000 
Contributed funds (for larger pumping plant) 23, 000 
Other expenses ; 262, 300 

Total 1, 966, 300 


The Wood River Drainage and Levee District has expended approximately 
$1,500,000 for lands, damages, required alterations and relocations of existing 
improvements affected by the construction work and has agreed to continue its 
share of the required cooperation as work progresses. 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $63,000 





In addition, local interests estimate that they have incurred costs of approxi- 
mateley $250,000 for construction of levees prior to initiation of the project au- 
thorized by the Flood Control Act of 1938. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Wood River Drainage and Levee District 
furnished assurances of local cooperation which were approved by the Secretary 
of War on January 28, 1946. It was recently found necessary to modify the 
project by increasing the height of the levees. As now designed, the project 
would be constructed to a 52-foot grade. The Wood River district has not yet 
furnished assurances of local cooperation for reconstruction of levee to the 
»2-foot grade. 

The necessary rights-of-way for all construction work completed or underway 
have been acquired. The levee district is now engaged in negotiations to acquire 
rights-of-way required for work in fiscal year 1957. The scheduling of work in 
fiscal year 1958 is based upon supplemental written confirmation of previous 
assurances that local cooperation will be provided in time to meet the construc- 
tion schedule. 

Work required for modification of the project to the 52-foot grade height is 
tentatively scheduled for fiscal vear 1959 pending receipt of formal assurances 
of local cooperation. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$15,200,000 is a decrease of $1,150,000 from the latest estimate ($16,350,000) 
submitted to Congress. The estimate for relocations was decreased by $928,000 
based on a reexamination of requirements and facilities required, and levees 
and flood walls decreased $232,000 due primarily to a change in basic design. 
Estimates for other features of the project have been adjusted to reflect further 
detailed planning, bids received, and final costs on completed items. These 
adjustments resulted in an overall increase of $10,000. 

Mr. Kirwan. Last year there seemed to be some question about local 
cooperation. What is the status this year? 

General Harpin. We have no prob lems facing us for the current 
vear 1957 or in 1958 for local cooperation. It is true that this organi- 
zation is having to get legislative authority to increase its taxing 
powers because of the increased cost to them of their share of the 
project, but they are keeping in step with us and have never failed to 
provide the r ight-of way that they promised to give us. 

Here, again, we are being pac ‘ed by their ability to provide right-of- 
way. We could proceed faster in some instances if they could come 
through with their right-of-way at a more accelerated rate. 

Mr. Kirwan. You state in the justification, page 71, that you must 
modify the project to a 52-foot grade, but you have no assurances of 
local cooperat ion on this modification. 

Would it not be less expensive to proceed with construction of the 
levees and flood walls to the ultimate height than to continue the 
present construction program ¢ 


General Harprx. Mr. Chairman, this project was ne and 
large part of it was actually built, on ing en grade prior to the 
time that the determination was made in 1954 that that sspsilanin 


vrade was no longer adequate on account ‘of the changed character- 
istics of the flow of the river, and it was then that we had to eall upon 
these people to provide the right-of-way and the necessary partici 
pation to increase the levee grades 5 feet. 

They do have a levee in front of them now in large part, —— in 
the chart which is tog in brown, up to the 47-foot grade, but we 
are only building things now that they will furnish us the right-of- 
way for the 52-foot grade on, and it is their problem to increase their 
taxing powers to give us the right-of-way for the residue. and in 
creasing the grade from 47 to 52 feet. 
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Mr. Krrwan. There are no funds in here to build up the old 47- 
foot level? 

General Harprn. No, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. What levee height is presently authorized ? 

General Harprn. 52 feet. 


CORALVILLE RESERVOIR, IOWA 


Mr. Kirwan. Coralville Reservoir, Iowa, $900,000. 
Put pages 75 through 77 in the record. 

There are no questions. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
CORALVILLE RESERVOIR, IOWA 
(Continuing) 


Location.—On the Iowa River, a tributary of the Mississippi River, at mile 
83.3 above mouth, and about 4 miles north of Iowa City, Iowa. The reservoir 
extends into Iowa, Johnson, and Linn Counties, Iowa. 

Authorization.—1938 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.74 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost. é $15, 160, 000 
Estimated non- Federal costs_-.-- = 0 

Cash contribution 0 

Other costs 0 
Total estimated project cost 15, 160, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 12, 260, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 - - - 2, 000, 000 |. 
Appropriations to date___ 14, 260, 000 04 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 900, 000 100 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 0 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Earth embankment with control structure having a conduit through 
the embankment. 
Height: 100 feet (above stream bed). 
Length: 1,400 feet (at top of dam). 
Spillway: 
Type: Concrete chute, with ogee control, in right bluff. 
Capacity (design flood) : 244,000 cubic feet per second. 
Reservoir capacity : 
Acre-feet 
Flood control_____—_ Pact i a slides Daaneieasaiid _._.. 475, 000 
RET TREE aes ciew con i Sich sik racine gst easel eainsaiao apex cniae, 17, 000 


PN ise wes | cite abet Sabindeats iewhinessiowed sa tie et _ 492, 000 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent Completion 
schedule 


Lands and damages - - ‘ 90 | December 1957. 
Relocations ive c 65 | November 1957. 
Reservoir: Clearing and erosion control__-- 0 Do. 
Dam:! 

Portion of embankment (Ist stage construction 100 

Outlet works (2d stage construction : 100 

Spillway and remainder of embankment (3d stage construction 27 | June 1958. 
Wildlife facilities (preservation 0 | October 1957. 
Roads, entrance 80 | June 1958. 
Channel (3d stage construction) - 100 
Recreation facilities. 7 0 Do. 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities 

Operational building, water supply system, and telephone line (Ist 100 


Stage construction 
Utilities and landscaping (3d stage construction 
Permanent operating equipment 
Entire project 


October 1957 
June 1958 
Do. 


~I— th 
arnmeo 


1 Closure: Commence, July 1956; complete, December 1957. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project is a unit of the comprehensive plan for the upper Mississippi 
River Basin. It will provide substantial reduction of average annual flood 
damages on 31,000 acres of land in the Iowa River flood plain below the dam 
and 326,000 acres in the Mississippi River flood plain below the mouth of the 
Iowa River. Included within or adjacent to the agricultural areas and likewise 
henefited are 7 railroad crossings over the Mississippi River, 1 rail line parallel- 
ing the Mississippi River, and 6 railroad crossings over the Iowa River. Addi- 
tionally, 6 highway crossings and 2 paralleling highways along the Mississippi 
River and 9 major highway crossings over the Iowa River will be benefited. 
On the Iowa River, urban centers of Coralville (population 977) and Iowa City 
(population 27,212) will be benefited by the project. At Coralville, a combination 
steam-generating and hydroelectric plant, several commercial establishments, 
and numerous residences will receive a major degree of protection. At Iowa 
City, the reservoir will provide substantial protection to the city water plant 
and several commercial facilities, as well as the State University of Iowa water 
plant, heating and light plant, and several major buildings. On the Mississippi 
River, important benefits will accrue to industrial facilities in the towns of 
Fort Madison, Burlington, and Keokuk, Iowa; Quincey, Ill.; and Hannibal, Mo. 
The project will also provide incidental benefits from conservation and recreation. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $900,000 will be applied to com- 
pletion of the east and west access roads and to completion of the third stage 
contract for the dam, which will complete the entire project. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$15,160,000 is a decrease of $1,140,000 under the latest estimate ($16,300,000) 
submitted to Congress. The reduction is based on final costs on several con- 
struction items, favorable bids on a number of contracts recently awarded 
(primarily relocation contracts), reduction in the allowance for contingencies 
as project approaches completion, and minor adjustments in requirements on 
several items of uncommitted work. 


MUSCATINE, IOWA (MAD CREEK) 
Mr. Kirwan. Muscatine, lowa—Mad Creek, $470,000. Put pages 


81 and 82 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 
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LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
MUSCATINE, Iowa (MApD CREEK ) 
(Continuing ) 


Location.—The city of Muscatine is located in Muscatine County, lowa, and 
adjacent to the Mississippi River at mile 456 above the mouth of the Ohio River 
Mad Creek is a small stream which flows through a part of Muscatine and 
discharges into the Mississippi River. 

{uthorization.—1954 Flood Control Act 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.08 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Ac 
4 pert nt f 

Estimated Federal cost SIN), UA 
Estimated non-Federal cost O00 

Cash contribution 

Other costs . 29, VOU 
Total estimated project cost ‘ AA) 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956. - pe ; Biel al a aie’ bs Tal 60, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 - - cs J 100, OOO 
Appropriations to date 300), OOO ; 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 $70, 000 8 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958. 0. 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Average height: 11 feet. 
Length: 2,700 feet. 
lb loodwalls : 
Average height: 9 feet. 
Length: 1,825 feet. 
Pumping plant: 24,000 gallons per minute. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent | Completion sched 
ule 


Levees and fioodwalls, including interceptor sewers ) | Oetober 1958 
Pumping plant June 1958 
Entire project 0 October 1958 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide protection for a highly developed urban, industrial, 
and commercial area of Muscatine, Iowa, against recurring floods on the Mis- 
sissippi River and backup of its flows in Mad Creek. Included in the area for 
which protection is proposed are 11 manufacturing plants, 21 commercial estab- 
lishments, and 10 residences. Additionally, one Federal highway and a branch 
line railroad would be benefited from construction of the project. Damaging 
floods in this area have been of frequent occurrence. During the past 5 years 
a substantial part of the area for which protection is proposed has been inun- 
dated. <A recurrence of the April 1951 and April 1952 floods would cause dam- 
ages in this area estimated at $335,100 and $265,800, respectively. Annual flood 
control benetits for the project are estimated at $92,000. 
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Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $470,000 will be used to— 


Continue levees and floodwalls 5 Mi : _. $386, 300 
Complete pumping plant ; ; 14, 800 
Engineering and design demi et eee) et 700 
Supervision and administration ? 28, 200 

TU. 470, 000 


The requested amount is required for completion of the pumping plant and 
advancement of work on levees and floodwalls during fiscal year 1958 in order 
that project construction can be completed in fiscal year 1959. Completion of 
the project is needed at an early date to eliminate the Mad Creek flood threat 
from this community. 

Von-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $35,000, of which $26,000 
is for acquisition of rights-of-way and related work, and $9,000 for relocation 
of underground utilities and overhead wires, and for removal of a railroad 
siding. 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com 
pletion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $9,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—Assurances of local cooperation as submitted by 
the city of Muscatine, Iowa, together with evidence of legal authority and 
financial ability, were approved and formally accepted by the district engineer 
on May &, 1956. A preliminary rights-of-way map, subject to modification and 
correction, was furnished to local interests on October 2, 1956. Final rights- 
of-way maps will be furnished local interests together with detailed instruc- 
tions upon approval of the general design memorandum, expected in January 
1957. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$980,000 is an increase of $60,000 over the latest estimate ($920,000) submitted 
to Congress. The increase is due to the rise in price levels and refinement in 
design. 


Mr. KirRWAN. You seem To be bogged down on this project since 
nothing has been done, at least by January, and you carried over 
almost half of last year’s appropriation. What is the story ¢ 

General Berrtcan. We have been delayed in engineering and get- 
ting plans finally approved. We submitted to the Chief of Engineers 
a plan to take care of a little area on the left bank. That was deleted. 
That has delayed the district. They do not expect to get the job ad- 
vertised until a month or two from now. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is the story on it. 

General Berrigan. We cannot use all the money we have this year 
in here. We can probably use $150,000 less. 

Mr. Kirwan. You can use $150,000 less of the $470,000 7 

General Berrican. Yes, sir. 


UPPER IOWA RIVER 


Mr. Kirwan. Upper Iowa River, $450,000. 
Put pages 85 and 86 in the record. 

There are no questions. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 
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LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
Upper IowA RIver, lowa 
(Continuing) 


Location.—Improvement of the Upper Iowa River in the vicinity of its mouth 
about 1.5 miles south of New Albin in the extreme northeast corner of the State 
of Iowa, by rectification of the existing channel from mile 4.5 to mile 0.2 and 
construction of a new outlet channel about 3 miles long from the latter point to 
Minesota Slough, a branch of the Mississippi River. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio—1.17 to 1.0. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost : $1, 120, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost c 57, 500 
Cash contribution - 0 
Other costs 57, 500 
Total estimated project cost : ‘ : ; 1, 177, 500 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 43, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 500, 000 
Appropriations to date 543, 000 48 
Appropriations request d for fiseal year 1958. $50, 000 gg 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 ‘ 127, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 

Channel improvement : 

Channel rectification : 4.3 miles. 

New channel: 3 miles. 

Sottom width : 150 feet. 

Side slopes: 1 on 3. 
Status (January 1, 1957) : Construction not started. 
Completion schedule: Entire project—September 1958. 


JUSTIFICATION 


This project is necessary to relieve local economic conditions caused by a 
serious flood problem, which exists along the portion of the upper Iowa River 
covered by the proposed improvements. Frequent floods have often resulted in 
extensive and sometimes complete crop loss in the area. Logs, stumps, and 
other debris have been brought down the river and lodged in the portion of the 
channel lying in the Mississippi River flood plain, forming an effective plug. 
This plug, in turn, has caused silt deposition and the cutting of new outlets 
causing further damage to crops. This condition has advanced to the point 
where every freshet now results in flooding. It is necessary to remedy this 
situation as soon as possible to alleviate further losses to otherwise valuable 
cropland. Annual flood-control benefits for the project are estimated at $71,900. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $450,000 will be used to continue 
excavation of the channel. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $57,500 for acquisition of 
lands. 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon its 
completion. The annual cost for non-Federal maintenance and operation is 
estimated at $5,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—Assurances furnished by Upper Iowa Drainage 
District No. 1 were approved on June 12, 1956. Local interests have acquired 
all privately owned lands and have furnished necessary rights-of-entry for these 
lands. A relocation agreement has been made by local interests with the high- 
way department regarding its bridge and an easement for entry on railroad prop- 
erty has been obtained. 
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Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$1,120,000 is an increase of $60,000 over the latest estimate ($1,060,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress; $48,200 of this increase is due to higher price levels. An 
increase of $48,100 is due to extension of the channel upstream based on further 
design studies. A reduction in the estimate for engineering and design and 
supervision and administration totaling $36,300 is based on a reanalysis of 
requirements. 

CANTON, MO. 


Mr. Kirwan. Canton, Mo., $400,000. 
Put pages 89 through 91 in the record. 
(‘The matter referred to follows:) 
LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
PROJECT: CANTON, Mo. 
(Continuing ) 


Location.—On the Mississippi River, at mile 342 above the mouth of the Ohio 
River, and 157 miles above St, Louis, Mo. 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.76 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost $1. 370. 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 122. 000 
Cash contribution 
Other costs 122. OOK 
Total estimated project cost 1. 492. 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 50, OO 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 275. OOO 
Appropriations to dat 325, 000 24 
Appropriations reque ted for fisc vear LO58 400. OOO 3 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 645. 00F 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Relocations: Extend 1 railroad bridge and construct 1 new railroad culvert. 
Channels: Diversion channels: Length, approximately 2.4 miles. 
Levees: 
Kmbankment: 
Strengthening main stem: Average height increase, 6 feet; approximate 


length, 2 miles 
Diversion channels levees: 
1.5 miles 
Closure structures: 2 on United States Highway 61, concrete 
Burlington & Quincey Railroad, concrete. 
Pumping stations: Construction 2 pumping stations; 1 storm and 1 combined. 


Average height, 15 feet; approximate length, 


2 on Chieago, 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent Com 





0 July 1958 


Relocations 


Channels 0 |} June 1959 

Levees 0 Do 

Pumping stations 0 | July 1958 
0 June 1959 


Entire project 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The town of Canton, Mo., bas suffered frequent flooding of its entire com- 
mercial and business area and a major portion of the residential area. Included 
in the flood area are two industrial plants, approximately 80 commercial establish- 
ments, about 200 residential units and the municipal power and water plants. 
One important railroad and one Federal highway will receive protection from 
the project. It is estimated that damages which would result from a recurrence 
of the floods of May 1944, June 1947, April-May 1951, and April—May 1552 would 
be $312,000, $463,000, $126,000, and $71,500, respectively (1956 prices) Annual 
flood control benefits for the project are estimated at $102,200, 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $400,000 will be applied to: 


Construction of channels( diversion) SSS, GOO 
Construction of levees : ; 249, OOO 
Construction of pumping plants_- 24, 400 
Engineering and design , 3, 0OO 


Supervision and administration_ 35, OOV 


i |) pe y 100, 000 


The requested amount is required for advancement of the above project items 
during fiscal year 1958 in order that project construction can be completed in 
fiscal year 1959. Completion of the project is needed at an early date to 
eliminate the flood threat from this community. 

Von-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $122,000 broken down as follows: 


Lands and damages : i $25, OU 
Roads and ramps__ 18, 300 
Bridges and culverts 71, 200 
Structures (municipal light and powerplant) 7, DOO 

Total =2, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com 
pletion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $5,300. 
In addition, local interests have incurred costs of $127,500 for the construction 
of flood control levees and other structures, a portion of which will be in- 
corporated into the authorized project. The cost figure cited does not retlect 
the cash value of other contributions made by the local citizeus, such as planning, 
supervision, layout, labor, material, use of earthmoving equipment at bare cost, 
and profit on some items purchased for incorporation into the project. 

Status of local cooperation.—The town of Canton, Mo., furnished formal as 
surances on local cooperation to the district engineer on August 20, 1956. The 
assurances have not been accepted as of this date since the town has not vet 
furnished evidence of its legal authority and financial ability to carry out the 
local cooperation provided for in said assurances. Determination of financial 
ability is dependent on supplying the town officials with the detailed require 
ments of local participation based on an approved definite plan for the project 
Upon completion of the general design memorandum (expected in January 1957), 
the plan of improvement, particularly rights-of-way requirements and other 
elements of local participation, will be submitted to the town officials. The 
town officials will then submit the project to the voters through referendum on a 
bond issue to finance the cost of local cooperation. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—-The current Federal cost estimate of 
$1,370,000 is an increase of $30,000 over the latest estimate ($1,340,000) sub 
mitted to Congress. The change is due primarily to higher price levels 

Mr. Kirwan. There appears to be some difficulty concerning local 
cooperation on this project. What is the story ? 

General Berrigan. The local cooperation on this project involves 
3 crossings of State highways, 2 of them on Federal highways, and 
then rights-of-way and other local utility relocations. 

The total cost to the local interests are about $120,000, of which 
$62,000 is the State highway. They have, and even Mr. Cannon, 
I think, has tried to help them get the State highway commission 
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to take care of the changes on the State highway. They have been 
unsuccessful in getting the State to do that. 

They would have to have a bond issue. They feared that about 
$75,000 is all they can do on a bond issue. In fact, a few days ago 
they could have put bonds for this project on another election. They 
were afraid to put the $120,000 on it. 

However, they are still anxious for the project, and they are still 
trying to go ahead with it. However, I am afraid that we will not be 
able to use any of the money we have in the 1958 appropriation re 
quest. We still have money left over from 1957. I am afraid we 
would be in the situation where progress will be slow. 


CAPE GIRARDEAU, MO. 


Mr. Kirwan. Cape Girardeau, Mo., $1,300,000. 
Put pages 94 thorugh 97 in the record. 
There are no questions. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


CAPE GIRARDEAU AND Victniry (REACH No. 2 ONLY) 
(Continuing ) 
Location.—In Cape Girardeau County, Mo., on the right bank of the Mississippi 
River between miles 49.5 and 53.1 above the Ohio River. 


tuthorization.—1950 Flood Control Act 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.8 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost $5, 025, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 112. 500 
Cash contributions 185, 000 
Other costs 297. KOO 
Total estimated project cost 5, 437, 500 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 958. 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 1, 000, 000 
Appropriations to date 1, 958, 000 39 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 1, 300, 000 65 
Balance to complete ifter fiscal year 1958 1, 767, 000 


: For increased cost resulting from change of plan requested by local interests. 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Levees: 
Average height: 20 feet. 
Length: 3,650 feet. 
Floodwalls: 
Average height: 20 feet. 
Length: 4,340 feet. 
Relocations: Sloan Creek Bridge. 
Closure structures: Five. 
Pumping plants: Construct two new pumping plants 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent Completion 
schedule 


Relocations : 0 | June 1958 
Levees and flood wall 15 | April 1961. 
Pumping plants_. 0 | December 1958 
Entire project _.....-.--- 19 | April 1961. 


JUSTIFICATION 


This project (reach 2 only), when completed, will provide protection to 
approximately SO acres of industrial and urban area within the city limits of 
Cape Girardeau, Mo., against a flow of 1,330,000 cubic feet per second, equivalent 
te approximate flood frequency of once in 10 years, with 38-foot freeboard. 
During recent years, the greater part of this area was inundated by the floods 
of 1948, 1944, 1947, and 1951. Total damages caused by these four floods are 
estimated at $2,956,000. 

The project upon completion will provide protection to one of the largest 
industrial sections in southeast Missouri. Located within the area to be pro- 
tected is the main business district of Cape Girardeau and the Missouri Utilities 
Co. electric powerplant. This powerplant is the sources of electrical power for 
the city, its residential suburbs, and surrounding towns and communities. Also, 
within the area is a large shoe factory, a sand and gravel plant, and the Frisco 
Railroad’s passenger and freight stations. Disruption of the manufacturing 
operations and power facilities would have a severe effect on the area’s economy. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $1,300,000 will be applied to: 


Initiate the Main Street Bridge relocation $66, 900 
Continue construction on floodwall_____-_- aS T79, 900 
Continue construction on 2 pumping plants saa 325, 100 
Engineering and design eee ; a 24, 500 
Supervision and administration akan 100, 600 

Total : __ 1,300, 000 


The funds requested for fiscal year 1958 are required for continuing the con- 
struction of the project at an orderly and economical rate so as to provide pro- 
tection to the area within reach 2 by the spring of fiscal year 1961. 

Non-F'ederal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $412,500 broken down as 
follows: 


Lands : ‘ $86, 200 
telocations : 141, 300 
Cash contribution ’ 185, 000 

Total 412. 500 


. ‘For increased cost resulting from change of plan requested by local interests Local 
interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon completion The annual 
cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $10,000 

Status of local cooperation.—Formal assurances of local cooperation for reach 
2a have been furnished by the North Main Street Levee Improvement District 
and were accepted by the district engineer on December 1, 1954; assurances for 
reach 2b were furnished by the Main Street Levee Improvement District and 
accepted on December 1, 1954. The required cash contribution of $185,000 has 
been received. 

The requirements of local cooperation for the work completed or under way 
have been fully complied with. Local interests are now engaged or will enter 
into right-of-way negotiations for additional rights-of-way required for remain- 
ing items of work to be initiated in fiscal year 1957 and continued in fiscal year 
1958. It is anticipated that these rights-of-way will be acquired so that this 
work may be advertised as scheduled. 

No new items of work are presently scheduled to be initiated in fiseal year 
1958. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$5,025,000 is an increase of $190,000 over the latest estimate ($4,835,000) sub- 
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mitted to Congress. The increase of $190,000 is due to the following: An in- 
crease of $233,000 in pumping plant costs was partially offset by a reduction of 
$183,000 in relocations and levee and floodwall costs based on further design for 
a net increase of $50,000. A reanalysis of costs for engineering and design and 
supervision and administration resulted in an increase of $140,000. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, Corps OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Kirwan. Operation and Maintenance, $8,668,000. 

Put pages 100 through 103 in the record. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 
1. Navigation 

(a) Channels and Harbors.—The budget estimate of $1,845,000 provides for 
essential maintenance work on 3 channels and harbor projects named in the list 
which follows. The work to be accomplished under this activity consists of 
maintaining the navigation channels by means of dredging, snagging, operation 
of navigation struetures, and repairing channel stabilization works; periodic 
inspections and surveys to determine conditions of the projects for programing 
purposes and providing navigation interests with adequate information on 
existing channel conditions; all as authorized in the laws adopting river and 
harbor projects. 

Obligations 


[In thousands of dollars] 


Fiscal year 1958 


Fiseal (estimated) 
Fiseal year recurring One- Total, 
Project year 1957 maintenance time fiscal Remarks 
LOAG (esti repairs year 
mated Fj 1958 
An- Peri- 
nual odic 
ILLINOIS 
Mississippi River between Ohio |1, 924 1, 874.8 1, 728 97 1,825 | Operation of locks 
ind Missouri Rivers including dredging and re- 
Chain of Rocks Canal pair of channel 
stabilization 
works 
MINNESOTA 
St. Croix River, Minn. and Wis 1.7 10.5 , : if Dredging and 
nugging, 
Minnesota River 8. 6 4.1 5 10 | Snagging. 
Other projects, maintenance pe 15.0 
riodically. 
Total, channels and har- |1, 937.4 /|1, 904.4 1, 845 
bors. 
(b) Locks, dams, reservoirs, and canals.—The budget estimate of $6,726,000 


provides the minimum amount necessary for annual operational requirements 
of 4 projects and essential channel dredging, repairs and rehabilitation work. 
The estimate includes $445,000 of the $5 million provided in the budget for 
reduction of the backlog of urgently needed maintenance work. The amount 
requested recurring annually is the necessary operation and ordinary mainte- 
nance of project facilities; labor, supplies, materials and parts required for 
the day-by-day functioning of the project. Periodic or onetime requirement is 
indicated under remarks below. 


91488—57——_79 








Obligations 


{In thousands of dollars] 


Fiscal year 1958 


Fiscal (estimated) 
Fiscal year recurring One Total 
Project year 1957 maintenance time fiscal Remark 
1956 (esti- repairs year 
mated) 1958 
An- Peri- 
nual odic 
ILLINOIS 
Illinois and Mississippi Canal 88. 6 80.9 74.0 0 0 74.0 | Custodial maint 
nance 
Illinois Waterway 1, 772. 1 |1, 987. 2 |1, 386. 0 481.0 75.0 |1, 942. ¢ Reconstruct 
starved rock 
guide wall 
dredging; re 
pai lock gat 
ind valves 
Mississippi River between Mis- |4, 271.5 (5,095.5 |3, 705.0 719.0 30.0 '4,454.0 | Report on new 
souri River and Minneapolis, lock 26; paint 
Minn ing, lock and 
dam repair 
MINNESOTA 
Reservoirs and headwaters of 110.9 200. 4 76. 0 180. 0 256. 0 Repair of Le 
Mississippi River. Dam 
Total, locks, dams, reser- (6, 243.1 |7, 224.0 6, 726.0 
voirs, and canals 
Total, navigation 7 8, 180.5 |9, 128.4 8, 571.0 


2. Flood control 

(a) Reservoirs.—The budget estimate of $64,000 for the operation and main 
tenance of three flood control reservoirs in the basin provides for the minimum 
amount necessary for operational requirements. The completion and placing in 
maintenance status of construction features of Coralville Reservoir accounts 
for nearly all of the increase over the prior year requirement. The amount re 
quested for maintenance recurring annually is the necessary operation and 
ordinary maintenance of project facilities; labor, supplies, materials, and parts 
required for the day-by-day functioning of the projects. 


Obligations 


[In thousands of dollars] 


Fiscal year 1958 


Fiscal (estimated re Total, 
Fiseal year curring mainte One-time fiscal 
Project | year 1957 nance repair year 
1956 (esti | 1958 
mated | 


Annual | Periodic 


ILLINOIS } 
Farm Creek Reservoir-.--..-.........- eel 19.4 20. 2 21.0 0 0 21.0 
IOWA 
Coralville Reservoir tle tel 4 0 0 | 24.0 0 0 4.0 


MINNESOTA 


t 


Lac Qui Parle Reservoir -. 1 19.0 0 0 19.0 


Total, reservoirs... sina 36. 4 40.5 ba a 64 


(b) Other (including channel improvement projects, miscellaneous items and 
inspections).—The budget estimate of $33,000 provides for inspection of 50 com 
pleted works within the basin. 


1249 


Obligations 


{In thousands of dollars] 


Fiscal year 1958 


Fiscal (estimated)  re- Total, 

Fiscal | year 1957 eurring mainte- 1-time fiscal 

Project year 1956 (esti- nance repairs | fiscal 
mated) ; wn | | 1958 


Annual | Periodic 


Inspection of completed works 28.0 30. 5 33.0 Brose 33.0 

Other projects, maintenance periodically 35.4 a aBlaedd ad dei neice 

Total, flood control, other _- 63.4 30.8 | ee ete . 33.0 

Total, flood control. - . 99.8 71.3 Lon aics 97.0 

Total, upper Mississippi Basin. -- | 8,279.9 9, 200. 7 Bs 8, 668.0 
| 


Mr. Kirwan. The total navigation maintenance costs in the upper 
Mississippi Basin are $8,571,000 for 1958. On a current basis, what 
are the annual benefits to navigation in this part of the river and 
what was the original estimate of annual benefits, if there was one? 

You can put an answer to it in the record. 

General Berrigan. All right. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 

The current benefit-cost ratio for the Mississippi River between the Missouri 
River and Minneapolis of 1.5 to 1 was based (in 1953) on a projected average 
annual traffic of 3,100,000,000 ton-miles. The average annual savings in trans- 
portation costs were estimated at $18,600,000. 

The authorizing document did not include a benefit-cost ratio but indicated 
an average annual traffic of 9 million tons, consisting of 4,500,000 tons of grain 
at an estimated annual savings of $4 million and 4 million tons of coal at a 
savings of $0.50 to $1 per ton and 500,000 tons of iron ore for which the savings 
were not specified. The 1955 tonnage moved on the waterway amounted to 
18,635,366 tons. 

Mr. Kirwan. Are there any questions / 

Mr. Botanp. Have we cut down on the cost of dredging at all any- 
where in the United States, do you think, from your observations on 
your contractsé All of you have had tremendous experience in 
dredging. 

Is there any opportunity in this year to cut down the cost of dredg- 
ing? That presents quite an item. 

General Harpin. Mr. Boland, the cost of dredging, of course, per 
unit of performance, has gone up in recent years greatly, on account 
of the contractors’ costs going up, too. 

Mr. Botanp. When did it really rise sharply ? 

General Harprn. It started going up 4 years ago. 

Mr. Botanp. Does it look as though it will come down at all? 

General Harpin. I do not think so. I see no chance for it coming 
down, because if he buys any new plant, it will cost him just about 
double what it cost him to get a plant a few years ago. Labor has 
uniformly gone up—almost double is our experience down in the lower 
river in the last 10 or 20 years. 

While we are spending about the same amount of money in certain 
projects for maintenance, it does not mean that we are necessarily 
doing the same amount of work. 

Mr. Bontanp. What is the overall cost of dredging in your part of 
the river? Do you have a rough idea? 
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General Harpry. On the Mississippi, below Cairo, we are spending 
in the three distri icts—I will am to be guessing a little—in the neigh- 
borhood of $3 million a year. Actually, it runs closer to $4 million 
a year. 

Mr. Botanp. That is not too bad. How far down is that? from 
Cairo to where ? 

General Harptn. All the way to New Orleans. 

Mr. Botanp. That is not too bad at that. 

General Harpin. The number of dredges we are operating on the 
river are greatly decreased from what they were 10 years ago. 

Mr. Botanp. Why is that? 

General Harpin. First of all, the dredges are more efficient. We 
are also not doing so much improvement dredging; in other words, 
straightening chi unnels and mi aking cutotfs, as we used to do. In this 
reach of the river we were dealing with a moment ago, from Cairo to 
St. Louis, where we want to do something to improve that by dikes, 
and so forth, we had 5 dredges on that river, only a matter of 10 years 
ago. We only have two dredges on it now. 

Mr. Botanp. From Cairo to St. Louis? 

General Harprn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. 185 miles? 

General Harpy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. Are there further questions ? 


Wenpnespay, Apri, 17, 1957. 


FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND 
TRIBUTARIES 


Program and financing 


1956 actual 


Program by activities 
1. General investigations 
(a) Examinations und surveys $208, 206 $560, 124 S519, OH 
( Colk tion : id study of basic 
1) Sur: 9 nd ot rva 68, 560 $12 845 50), OOM 
(2) Fish ind | wi ilalife studies 47, 266 18, 734 
2. Advance engineering and Gesign 44, 042 102, 458 LOO, OOF 
3. Construction 35, 751, 439 18, 026, 909 12. S11. OO 
4. Maintenance 16, 251, 741 15, 113, 502 15, 520, 00 
Flood control emerget 18. 470 RY 
Total obligations 2, 543, 323 2 441 9, OOO, OOK 
Financin 
Unobligated balance brought forward 1, 762, 264 1, IS1, 441 
Unobligated balance carried forward 1, 181, 441 


Appropriation 


Obligations by objects 


1956 actual 


CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
Total number of permanent positions 716 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions 10 
Average number of all employees 711 
Number of employees at end of year 629 
Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades 
Average salary. $5, 287 


Average grade 
Ungraded positions: Aver 
Grades established by act of 
702h).... ‘ $7, 


GS-7.0 
wwe Salary $4, 3*6 
May 15 J 





01 Personal services: 
Permanent positions $ 
Positions other than permanent 
Regular pay above 52-week base. 
Pay ment above basic rates 


Total personal Services 
02 Travel ; 
03 Transportation of things 
04 Communication services 





12, 906 


05 Rents and utility services__- ; 23 152 
06 Printing and reproduction 12. 041 
07 Other contractual services : 1, 097, 814 
Services performed by 
Other agencie 1, 685, 059 
‘Revolving fund, Corps of Engineers 
08 Supplies and materials 





740 


19, 309, 28¢ 


09 Equipment 

10 Lands and structures 

11 Grants, subsidies, 
retirement fund 


274 


na 
ind 


contributions: Contribution 





13 Refunds, awards, and indemnities 1,379 
i5 Taxes and assessments. 024 
Subtotal 52, 500, 289 
Deduct charges for quarters and subsistence 4, 232 
Total, Corps of Engineer a 496, O57 
ALLOCATION TO FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
DEPARTMENT OF E INTERIOE 
Total number of permanent positior } 
Average number of all employees ¥ 
Number of employees at end of year 9 


A verage salaries and grades 
General schedule grades 
Average salary $4, G67 
A verage grade GS-6.8 
01 Personal services 
Permanent positions $40, 732 
Positions other than permanent 19 
Regular pay above 52-week base 164 


Total personal services 1.9 
02 Travel 
03 Transportation of things 33 


04 Communication services 436 
05 Rents and utility services 257 


06 Printing and reproduction 28 


07 Other contractual services 681 
08 Supplies and materials 1, 029 
09 Equipment 380 
15 Taxes and assessments sles ‘ 36 

Total, Fish and Wildlife Service 47, 266 





Total obligations... ae 7 





1957 estimate 


772 
il 
768 | 
680 
$5, 363 
GS-7.1 
$4, 484 


$7, 500 


35, 695 
49, 305 


525, 000 
3, 810, 000 
475, 000 
90, 000 
15, 000 
$55, 000 
13, 000 
1, 300, 000 


§. 100, 000 

19, 000, 000 
9, 600, OOO 
S00, OOO 


“vu, 765, 517 
1, 500 
190 


63, 928, 207 
4, 500 


8 
YQ 
y 
$4, 761 
GSs-7.0 


$40, 329 


4, 600 
30 
430 
300 
30 
SOO 

1, 500 
650 
50 


48, 734 


63, 972, 441 





4é2 
ll 
768 
HY 
$5, 43 
GS-7.1 
$4, 511 
$7, 500 





, 000 
, 000 
| OOO 
5, 000 
, OOO 

13, 000 
1, 000, 000 





, 100, 000 
18, 294, 000 

9, 500, 000 
00, OOO 
>, JU 


, O00 
1, 500 
3, 200 


59, 005, 000 
5, 000 


59, 000, 000 


59, 000, 000 
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Budget authorizations; ewpenditures and balances 


1956 actual 1957 estimate | 1958 estimate 


BUDGET AUTHORIZATIONS AVAILABLI 
Appropriation $51, 962, 500 $62, 791, 000 $59, 000, 000 
Balance brought forward 
Unobligated - - 1, 762, 264 1, 181, 441 7 
Obligated 5, 477, 064 7, 433, 901 11, 406, 342 
rotal budget authorizations availabie 9, 201, 828 71, 406, 342 70, 406, 342 
EXPENDITURES AND BALANCES 
Expenditures 
Out of current authorizations... 1 50. 585. 486 |f 52, 000, 000 51, 500, 000 
Out of prior authorizations fee 8, 000, 000 8, 500, 000 
Cotal expenditures 0, 536, 456 60, 000, 000 60, 000, 000 
Balance carried forward: | 
Unobligated 1, 181, 441 . 
Obligated 7, 433, 901 11, 406, 342 10, 406, 342 
fotal expenditures and balances . 59, 201, $28 71, 406, 342 70, 406, 342 


Mr. Botanpb. This afternoon we are going to consider the projects 
in the lower Mississippi Basin, under “Flood control, Mississippi 
River and tributaries.” We have with us the commanding general of 
that division, General Hardin, and Mr. Bush. 


“ 7 Yr r , . rr Or ¥ ‘ . ‘ + - 7 . 
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS—Corprs OF ENGINEERS 


We start with “General investigations.” There is an item in here 
of $569,000 for “General investigations.” 

We will put pages 3 and 4 in the record at this point. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


1. General investigations 
(a) Examinations and surveys. ---- nen tee 


(0) Collection and study of basic data: (1) Surveys, gages, and ob- 
SOPVOtiIOns... 25... u 


$519, 000 


50, 000 


Total 569, 000 


(a) Examinations and surveys.—The amount of $519,000 is requested for the 
comprehensive review of the Mississippi River and tributaries project. The 
Mississippi River and tributaries project has not been reviewed comprehensively 
since the period immediately following the flood of 1937. Many authorized 
improvements have been constructed not only along the Mississippi but also on 
the Missouri and Ohio Rivers which affect the lower Mississippi River. The 
weather records in this basin are relatively short for long-range predictions and 
in some areas are meager. The review will include a study for the purpose of 
determining the proper magnitude of the project flood based on present condi- 
tions and will utilize improved methods and additional information not avail- 
able at the time of the last review. In addition, it will determine whether or 
not the present authorization is adequate for the work which remains to be 
done and whether or not the physical limitations on the work should be modified 
in keeping with the changing aspects of the economy of the valley. The study 
will include a reappraisal of the storage in upstream reservoirs and the benefits 
provided by these reservoirs through flood control in the lower Mississippi 
Valley. The funds requested will essentially complete the study. 

(b) Collection and study of basic data.—(1) Surveys, gages, and observa- 
tions: The amount of $50,000 is requested for fiscal year 1958 for collection of 
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essential basic data which is subsequently used in the planning and design of flood- 
control projects. The data collected under this item are for authorized projects 
or units thereof for which funds have not been appropriated. The data collected 
consist of information on stream flow, rainfall, floods, and other items of related 
hydrologie nature. 

Mr. Botanp. Last year on page 348 of the hearings you were esti- 
mating that it would take $868,585 to complete your comprehensive 
review of the river project and figured it would take 3 to 4 years to 
get the work done. You say now that $519,000 will essentis ally com- 
plete the project. Can you not make this even a little better and close 
out the study with this uppropr lation ¢ 

General Harpry. Mr. Chairman, the reason I think—without re- 
ferring to my previous testimony—for this figure is that there has 
been included in this item a so-called reservoir benefit study which the 
Chief of Engineers has assigned to us. It includes all reservoirs in 
the lower Mississippi system, to evaluate the benefits that accrue from 
a flood-control standpoint from this system of reservoirs. 

We will, with the funds being asked for in fiscal 1958, close out the 
comprehensive review of the project for the alluvial valley, and that 
is what I believe my previous testimony referred to. But there will 
be a residue in several years to complete this reservoir benefit study. 
There is $272,000 in fiscal year 1958 for completing this comprehen- 
sive review of the alluvial valley project. The rest is for the reser- 
voir benefit study, or $247,000. 

Mr. Botanp. You say this amount will complete the study of the 
alluvial valley ? 

General Harprn. Yes. 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DestcN—Corps or ENGINEERS 
GRAND PRAIRIE-BAYOU METO BASIN, ARK. 


Mr. Botanp. On “Advance engineering and design,” the next proj- 
ect is the Grand Prairie- Bayou Meto Basin, Ark.. for which the 
amount requested for 1958 is $50,000. 

We will insert pages 5 and 6 of the justifications in the record. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


GRAND PRAIRIE-Bayou Metro BASIN, ARK. 


(INITIATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.—The project is located in east central Arkansas. 
The plan of improvement in the Grand Prairie area provides for water supply 
in an area where the underground aquifer has been overexploited by pumping, 
by the installation of a pumping plant on White River and construction of canals 
and distributaries. The plan of improvement in the Bayou Metro Basin consists 
of channel improvements to Bayou Meto, Little Bayou Meto, Salt Bayou, Wab- 
baseka Bayou and Bradley Slough. 

Authorization.—Flood control Act May, 17, 1950. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.12 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


IN ROO RN ae a echt cies eomtii aak $31, 000, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost: 

I a iat a ce a i ei ahi ¢*) 

I a a ap ese ininalas ciate ns aneisancaeniaie 1, 640, 000 
Total, estimated project cost oe at ee utasmenan  tey Cae 
Precomstzuciuon pmnbing esumate....._.. 1. - a 50, 000 
RTTEEE GO' SEO TD, TON Skit k i ddinenetwe tween 0 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1958_......-____------~--~-~-- pats 50, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1958_ 0 


1The cash contribution of local interests as stated in the project document was made 
on the basis that local interests assume 60 percent of the total charges against the water 
supply features of the project during its 50-year period of amortization. This would 
include provision of all necessary rights-of-way; operation and maintenance and, in 
addition thereto, such repayments to the Government as may be requisite to bring the total 
contribution of local interests to 60 percent of the total charges for the water-supply 
feature. This feature of the project is now being restudied and an allocation of charges 
to local interests cannot be properly made at this time. 

2 Does not include cash contributions. 


Division : Mississippi River Commission. 
District: Vicksburg. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The funds requested are for initiation of planning for the flood-control fea- 
tures of the project estimated to cost $6,200,000. These features will provide 
flood protection and major drainage outlets for Bayou Meto, Little Bayou Meto, 
Salt Bayou, Wabbeseka Bayou, and Bradley Slough, where storm runoff exceeds 
channel capacities and causes serious flooding. During the past 5 years the 
area has been inundated to an average depth of about 3 feet for periods of 30 
days. In 1953, an area of 200,000 acres was flooded with damages totaling 
$1,926,000 which would have been prevented with the project in operation. 

Non-Federal costs.—The investment of local interests in construction of the 
authorized project consists of the payment for all lands and damages and the 
repayment of a portion of the water-supply feature as outlined above. Costs 
of lands and damages on the separable features are as follows: 


Water-supply feature... 22. c..cncuncs niciieetes boas aeuickeandiaa WS eas ar aac aloo, a a 
I aR a a 230, 000 
Pa . Le Oe 


Local interests are also required to maintain and operate the project upon 
completion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for main- 
tenance, operation, and replacements, will be as follows: 


Wy I ONO oo inden ada macitadabldence: OL Oe O00 
Fiood-control feature............-...<... eb ihda wane tt fa exe Sous 98, OOO 
of Ee, See paneer ae Hee cee meyer n> ene TSS eS aad _ 1, 138, 000 


Status of local cooperation.—Local interests have not been formally requested 
to furnish assurances as funds have not been made available for construction. 
However, an informal meeting has been held with the Farelly Lake Levee dis 
trict concerning local cooperation. The levee district is making an investiga 
tion toward setting up the proper organization in the area which will provide 
the assurances required by law. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal estimate of 
$31,100,000 is an increase of $5,917,000 over the latest estimate submitted to 
Congress. This increase is based on price-level rise. 


Mr. Botanp. Since this is a new start, will you give us a brief 
explanation of it / | 

General Harpin. The funds requested are for the initiation of de 
tailed planning on a project which was authorized by the Flood Con 
trol Act of May 17, 1950, having to do with both flood control and 
water supply for an area known as the Grand Prairie-Bayou Meto 
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Basin that hes just north of the Arkansas River in the vicinity of 
Pine Bluff. 

The act of Congress which authorized this project authorized only 
the sum of $6 million for the flood-control features, and the water 
supply features have been under restudy. This sum will enable us 
to initiate the planning on the flood-control features only. 

Mr. Botanp. What is the estimated cost of the water-supply fea- 
tures ? 

General Harpiy. In the vicinity of $26 million for the water-supply 
features. 

Mr. Bonanp. And what assurances are there that the local interests 
will in fact put up the full 60 percent of the cost of the water-supply 
features if they are ultimately undertaken ? 

General Harpixn. We do not have final assurances from the local 
interests, but, of course, the pressures for water in that ricegrowing 
area are so great that there is no question, in my estimation, that they 
will come through with their share. 

Mr. Botanp. Only the drainage features are authorized on this 
project at a total cost of $6 million. 

General Harprn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. If we proceed with this paurt, are we committed 
proceed further / 

General Harprn. No. 

Mr. Bonanp. Is it not true that local interests are usually required 
to stand the full cost of water-supply features when they are included 
In a reservoir project ¢ 

General Harpix. When they are included in a reservoir project, yes. 

Mr. Botanp. Why should not local interests stand the full cost in 
this case / 

General Harprx. This is, in fact, reversing the flow of drainage 
ditches provided by them so that the operators of the plantations or 
farms could take water from sources they themselves had in fact 
created. 

Mr. Botanp. So they have spent some of their own money in this 
area / 

General Harpin. Yes. 

Mr. Botanp. Will not all of the upstream flood-control work on 
the Arkansas and the White Rivers which is now underway alleviate 
the flood problem in this area? 

General Harpin. No, sir. This area is a basin which lies north 
of the Arkansas River and it is flooded by reason of the high intensity 
of rainfall that is typical in that area. Now that we have contained 
the levee line on the north side of the Arkansas, it is flooded only by 
reason of the intensive rainfall. 

Mr. Botanp. Actually, the levee on the north side of the Arkansas 
would contain the water; would it not? 

General Harpin. No: because there are openings in there that would 
permit flooding. 

Mr. Botanp. On page 6 of the justifications you say that during 
the past 5 years the area has been inundated to an average depth of 
3 feet for periods of 30 days. What is in this area? 

General Harprn. It is entirely an agricultural area. They grow 
fairly diversified crops of cotton, corn, rice, soybeans. W hen the 
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inundations occur in the spring season, of course it kills the cotton. 

Mr. Botanp. What acreage in the protected area is in the soil bank? 
Do you know? 

Mr. Busu. It is estimated that 6,700 acres, or 9 percent, of the area 
to be benefited are in the soil bank. 

Mr. Botanp. What acreage in the protected area is producing 
price-supported crops? 

Mr. Busu. 47,500 acres, or 65 percent, of the area to be benefited 
are subject to price supporte, This estimate is based on cleared acre- 
age determinations made in 1953. 

Mr. Botanp. Any questions? 

Mr. Busn. I would like to point out a typographical error on the 
justification sheet. The estimated Federal cost should be $31,100,000. 

Mr. Botanp. That would make the total estimated project cost 
$32,740,000; would it not? 

Mr. Busn. Yes. 


YAZOO BASIN, MISS. 


Mr. Botanp. We will turn now to the Yazoo Basin, in Mississippi. 

Fifty thousand dollars is requested for 1958 for the resumption of 
planning. The reporter will insert page 8 of the justifications in the 
record. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


Yazoo Basin (YAZOO BACKWATER), MISS 
(Resumption of planning) 


Location and description—The Yazoo backwater, a separable unit of the 
Yazoo Basin project, is located in the lower portion of the alluvial valley ex 
tending generally from the latitude of Belzoni, Miss., southward to near Vicks- 
burg, Miss. The work consists of constructing approximately 53 miles of levee 
along the west bank of the Yazoo River below Yazoo City, Miss., and approxi 
mately 45 miles of levee on the east bank of the Yazoo River in the vicinity of 
Satartia, Miss., together with provisions for intercepted drainage. 

Authorization.—Flood Control Act, August 18, 1941, as amended by act of 
December 22, 1944. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.30 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost- ; sista ise $28, 600, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost: 

Cash. contripations.................... Lettie newbacbiak ere 0 

RN Cae ak is wdc hae wei wl J 5 0 
Total estimated cost Seaatibteniinienl a Ly 28, 600, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate (for ‘remaining work) 50, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957 (for completed work) 169, 200 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1958______________ . 50, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal 5 year 1958 0 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide essentially full protection to 535,000 acres, of which 
263,000 acres are cleared and partial protection to an additional 296,000 acres 
of which 120,000 acres are cleared. The Yazoo backwater area is subject to 
flooding from the Yazoo and Mississippi Rivers. These floods generally are of 
extended duration and occur during the spring planting season. The estimated 
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average annual flood damage is $1,160,000. Construction of the Yazoo head- 
water project, which will provide protection against headwater flooding, is well 
advanced and full benefits for the entire basin will not be realized until the 
backwater project is complete. 


Non-Federal costs.—Local interests will be required to maintain the levees 
at an estimated cost of $15,000 annually. 

Status of local cooperation.—Assurances of local cooperation have not been 
requested since construction funds are not recommended for the budget year. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—No change in the latest estimate sub- 
mitted to Congress. 

Mr. Boranp. This is for resumption of planning. Why was the 
planning on this project previously abandoned? When was it aban- 
doned, incidentally ? 

General Harprn. Planning on this project actually has not been 
undertaken in detailed phases up to this time. The planning which 
was done to date is largely on the basis of the authorization type of 
planning conceiving this project. But this is the first money for this 
detailed planning. 

Mr. Busu. The Mississippi Highway Department was relocating 
United States Highway No. 61 just north of Vicksburg and it was 
to use a part of this levee system, and we spent, I believe, around 
$169,000 to build the levee portion of that embankment. That is the 
only work we have done. That $169,000 is not planning money. 

General Harprn. That is construction. 

Mr. Busn. That is construction. 

Mr. Botanp. Was this a project that was inserted a couple of years 
ayo on the floor ? 

General Harpin. No, sir. This was authorized in 1941, actually, 
and was amended in 1944, but it was a part of the broad basin plan- 
ning associated with the alluvial valley project. This project was 
initiated primarily on the main stream but it was pointed out there 
were other elements to be considered in the basins of the tributary 
rivers, and this was a feature that was adopted in the act of 1941, 
to prevent backwater flooding in the lower portion of the Yazoo 
Basin. It had been, prior to this authorization, a project to prevent 
headwater flooding. This came a little later as the backwater feature. 

Mr. Boxtanp. There seems to be some relationship between this 
project and the Yazoo headwaters project. Is there? 

General Harprn. There is this relationship, of course, that this 
large fertile area is subjected to two kinds of flooding. More fre- 
quently the upper portion is subjected to flooding from the Coldwater, 
the Tallahatchie, and the Sunflower and tributaries of that kind, but 
usually when we have major floods on the Mississippi the stages get 
high enough that they back up in this Yazoo Basin, and we want it 
to do that because it serves as a reservoir and stores tremendous vol- 
umes of water that otherwise would have to be contained between 
levee lines. But 1 year in 10, in my recollection, is the only time 
that the lower portion of this basin gets wet from backwater flooding, 
and it can effectively grow productive crops with the amount of pro- 
tection we are giving it. It is not complete protection. 

Mr. Botanp. What crops are grown in this area and what acreages 
to be protected are producing price-supported crops? 

Mr. Busn. I do not have that information. 

Mr. Botanp. Can you supply it? 
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Mr. Busn. Yes. We will have to get an estimate from the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 

Mr. Botanp. What about acreage in the protected area that is in 
the soil bank ? 

Mr. Busu. We do not have that either. 

Mr. Boxtanp. If you can get it and supply it for the record, we will 
appreciate it. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


1. It is estimated that 280,000 acres or 73 percent of the area where crops 
are grown are subject to price support. This estimate is based on cleared acre- 
age determination made in 1953. 


2. It is estimated that 19,000 acres or 5 percent are in the soil bank. 


Mr. Botanp. Any questions ? 
CONSTRUCTION, Cores or ENGINEERS 


We will turn now to construction, and the reporter will insert pages 
9 and 10 in the record. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 

Construction 

Location.—The comprehensive project for flood control, Mississippi River and 

tributaries, will provide flood protection for the lower Mississippi Valley from 
Cape Girardeau, Mo., to the Head of Passes, La., and for improvement of the 
river from Cairo, IL, to Baton Rouge, La. It includes the main river, the basins 
of the St. Francis, White, Arkansas, Tensas, Red, Yazoo, and Atchafalaya 
Rivers, and the alluvial lands around Lake Pontchartrain. The completed 
project will provide protection against a superflood which will amount to a 
flow of 2,450,000 cubic feet per second at Cairo, Ill., and 8 million cubic feet 
per second at the latitude of Old River above Baton Rouge, La. This flow will 
divide at this point, 1,500,000 cubic feet per second going down at Atchafalaya 
River and the West Atchafalaya and Morganza Floodways. The remaining 
000,000 cubic feet per second will continue down the Mississippi River to a 
point above New Orleans where 250,000 cubic feet per second will be diverted 
through Bonnet Carre spillway to Lake Pontchartrain. The flow past New 
Orleans to the Gulf of Mexico will then be 1,250,000 cubic feet per second, which 
is the river’s safe capacity. 

The control of this large quantity of water will be accomplished by every 
practical means of flood control, especially reservoirs, levees, cutoffs, revetment, 
and floodways. 

The justification of the funds requested is presented on separate sheets for 
each major element of the project. These major elements are termed “projects” 
for purposes of accounting and fiseal control, and are further separated into 
their separable units. 

The revised estimates of cost shown for the various “projects” are based 
upon the latest review of need, prevailing unit costs, and detailed plans. Where 
partial authorizations apply, the estimated total cost shown includes the cost 
of the plan presented in the pertinent project document as approved by the Con- 
gress. The estimated cost of the approved plans for which monetary authori- 
zation has not been provided is $108,517,600. 

Authorization.—Act of May 15, 1928, as amended. 

Benefit-cost ratio—5.6 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
{mount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated cost of work within monetary ceiling .__|$1,327,679,600 


Estimated cost of work not within monetary ceiling ‘ 108, 517, 600 | 

Total estimated cost 1, 436, 197, 200 

Appropriations to June 30, 1956 917, 026, 200 | 

Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 1 46, 420, 000 as c 
Appropriations to date 963, 446, 200 2 67 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 : 42,811, 000 270 
Balance to complete within monetary ceiling work after fiscal year 1958 321, 422, 400 dais 
Additional monetary ceiling required to complete adopted plan 108, 517, 600 |_- ii 


i 


! Excludes permanent transfer of $725,000 to maintenance 
2 Based on the total estimated cost of $1,436,197, 200. 


Cost estimates.—This submission of estimates for fiscal year 1958 includes the 
current estimated cost of all elements of the project, although some of these 
elements carry a monetary limitation. 

Full monetary authorization has been withheld for various reasons such as 
necessity for review, need for further development of plans and cost estimates, 
and broad policy determinations. The entire project is now under review to 
determine if any changes in the plan of improvement or cost estimate are in 
order due to changed physical and economic conditions. 

Beginning with the initial authorization in 1928, this comprehensive project 
for flood control and navigation in the alluvial valley of the Mississippi River 
has been controlled and modified from time to time by authorizing the work 
to be done in broad general terms within specified monetary limitations, 


MISSISSIPPI RIVER LEVEES 


Mr. Botanp. For Mississippi River levees a request of $1,925,000 
is made for fiscal 1958. The reporter will insert pages 14 through 
1s. 


(The matter referred to follows :) 


MISSISSIPPI RIVER LEVEES 
(Continuing) 


Location.—The Mississippi River levee system on the west bank extends from 
Allenville, Mo., on the Little River diversion channel generally southward to 
the vicinity of Venice, La., and on the east bank from Hickman, Ky., to opposite 
Venice, La., except where interrupted by hills and tributary streams. Included 
in the system are the levees which protect Mounds, Mound City, and Cairo, IIL, 
and the New Madrid levee and floodgate. 

Authorization.—1928, 1936, 1938, 1941, 1946, 1950, and 1954 Flood Control 
Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio —6.5 to 1 (composite ratio for the main stem). 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost $220, 500, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 17, 986, 900 
Cash contributions 0 
Other cost 17, 986, 900 
Total estimated project cost 238, 486, 900 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 186, 659, 100 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 2, 291, 000 
Appropriations to date 188, 950, 100 R6 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 1, 925, OOO 87 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 29, 624, YOU 


} Excludes permanent transfer of $9,000 from the project. 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Average height: 20-30 feet. 
Length: 1,574.5 miles. 
Flood walls: 
Average height: 14 to 18 feet. 


f->- Length: 6.1 miles, 
Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 
| Percent Completion 
| schedule 
a cn cicadas iios . pecsenenine 185 | After 1963. 


Flood walls.....-..-- sixedeulh eae bem cael wesceesene| 00 | Do. 


1 1,314 miles complete. 
2 4.8 miles complete, 
JUSTIFICATION 


The Mississippi River levee sys stem protects the entire alluvial valley of the 
Mississippi River consisting of 23,621 square miles (15,117,000 acres) against the 
project flood by confining the flow to the leveed channel except where it enters 
the natural backwater areas or is diverted into floodways. The alluvial valley 
is over 650 miles long and varies in width from 20 to 90 miles. Numerous rail- 
roads, highways, and airfields conmecting the transportation centers of New 
Orleans, Memphis, Cairo, St. Louis, Chicago, and Louisville lie within the pro- 
tected area as do several major transcontinental communication routes. In 
jaddition to the vast developed and highly productive agricultural areas, the 
evees afford protection to many large and vital industries whose products have 
a bearing on the welfare, economy, and defense capabilities of this country. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $1,925,000 will be applied to— 


Initiate and complete above Mound City, Ill., R-O-5.3 AC_____---_____ $130, 000 
Initiate and complete Friars Point, Miss., L-647_._._.._._--___-~~- siinis 70, 000 
Initiate and complete Ridgely, Tenn., L-870__..--_-_._____--.------- 130, 000 
Initiate and complete Menglewood, Tenn., L-839 D__.----_---------- 60, 000 
Initiate and complete gravel for roads on levees____.___--___-__--_-- 54, 000 
neice MOOD, I ch COUN i eiineen 21, 800 
Cometlete: Gn0ve MIGWAy, TOUR. EPCC Bik ccccn cc ciccccnnccnncnese 126, 000 
enna SINS II RR OIUO sini datas a ik ec reed tiuinieienecebinens etaainns 124, 700 
Complete Vicksburg floodwall, south extension, Mississippi____._._--~_-_ 183, 700 
Complete Niblett to Bolivar berm, Mississippi_-____._.__-_______-____--_~ 37, 400 
Complete forest home enlargement, Mississippi__._._._._-____-..___------- 183, 000 
Initiate and complete Greenville Harbor dike enlargement, Mississippi i 53, 000 
Initiate Roundaway Bayou berm, Louisiana_________-___-__-------_ 88, 500 
Initiate and complete Derbigny Street enlargement, M-97.8 R_-__---- 32, 000 
Initiate and complete Salsberg enlargement, M—167.2 R----_---------_- 2, 000 
Initiate and complete upper naval reservation enlargement, M 95 bak, iw 30, 000 
Initiate and complete Carrollton Avenue foreshore _ protection, 

I Te Nc ah ei ncn 30, 000 
Initiate and complete Otis-Astoria foreshore protection, M—100.3 L_-- 33, 000 
Initiate and complete Norman foreshore protection, M—76.4 R____---- 20, 000 
Initiate and complete Port Sulphur foreshore protection, M-39.8 R__-_ 50, 000 
Initiate and complete Wood Park-Deer Range foreshore protection, 

ik i cera ere ed ea ack einai Satuigascaniaunadichowbis 130, 000 
ry Ge NO oi ict cece annsas pias late 10, 000 
TR ORI ee itinerant ainleiaees Siaiibieilacatialidaalanat ss 212, 100 
er etn ieee ISRO OR en nde cn ce cdc nweccencnee 103, 800 

PI aca SI ce octane teal aaron tl ca ic oan leap ahem ma eh hiaahl 1, 925, 000 


Above Mound City, Ill.: This item is located in the vicinity of Mound City, IIL., 
and extends from Mound City to the hills north of Mound City, and is deficient 
in section and the slopes are steep which prevents maintenance by local interests. 

Friars Point, Miss.: This item is located along and below the city limits of 
Friars Point, Miss. This item of levee is partially deficient in section and 
requires some riverside berms in the vicinity of Friars Point to prevent under- 


seepage during high river stages. In addition to the above, a roadway em- 
bankment is required for access during flood periods and for proper maintenance. 

Ridgely, Tenn.: This item of levee is located approximately 6 miles south of 
Tiptonville, Tenn., in Lake County, and is deficient in grade and section. Dur- 
ing high river stages there exists underseepage at some locations, and berms 
are required to reduce the underseepage. 

Menglewood, Tenn.: Channel improvement in this area is a part of the au- 
thorized levee project to provide for drainage intercepted by levee construction. 
This item is an upstream extension of the Chic item being constructed during 
fiscal year 1957. 

Obion River (3 cutoffs): This item is located on the Obion River in Dyer 
County, Tenn., upstream from the Menglewood item at approximate miles 26, 
29, and 43. The cutoffs are located at points where the Obion River has a wide 
floodplain and excessive meanders Where drift racks have formed in the back- 
water area during high Mississippi River stages. Removal of the drift racks 
and construction of the cutoffs wil lower flood heights and facilitate runoff of 
intercepted drainage. 

Gravel for roads on levees: This item is for furnishing clay gravel to levee 
districts and placing on recently constructed roadway embankments. This work 
is necessary for maintenance of levees during high water and to assist levee 
districts in the maintenance of these levees at all times. 

Above Midway, Tenn., and Peters, Ark.: Complete the construction of new 
levee and enlargement which was started during fiscal year 1957. 

Vicksburg flood wall, south extension: Funds will complete the continuing con- 
tract for the south extension, thus completing the Vicksburg flood protection. 

Niblett to Bolivar berm: Funds will complete the continuing contract for this 
item of work. 

Forest home enlargement: Funds will complete the continuing contract for this 
item of work. 

Greenville Harbor dike enlargement: This item is deficient in grade and sec- 
tion. Funds required in fiscal year 1958 will initiate and complete the work. 

Roundaway Bayou berm: Construction of the berm will control underseepage 
that may endanger the levee during high water. Funds required in fiscal year 
1958 will initiate and bring the work to approximately 45 percent of completion. 

Item M-97.8—R, Derbigny Street levee enlargement: The existing levee located 
within the city of Gretna, La., just upstream of the ferry crossing the river 
to Jackson Avenue, New Orleans, La., is deficient in respect to both grade and 
cross section, 

Item M-—167.2, Salsberg levee enlargement: The existing levee located a short 
distance downstream from Donaldsonville, La., is deficient in respect to both 
grade and cross section and is one of the weakest sections of the levee in the 
vicinity. 

Item M-—93.1-R, upper naval reservation levee enlargement: The existing levee 
is located within the limits of the United States naval reservation, Head- 
quarters 8th Naval District, beginning at the upstream limits of the reservation 
and is considered to be second item of highest importance. 

Item M-103.8-L, Carrollton Avenue, levee; M-—100.3-L, Otis-Astoria levee; 
M-76.4-R, Norman levee; M-—89.8-R, Port Sulphur levee, and item M-—58.0-R, 
Wood Park-Deer Range levee, foreshore protection of which items M-—39.8—-R 
and M-58.0-R are considered to be of the highest priority, are locations where the 
existing batture is being washed off by wave action caused by wind and passing 
ships when river stages are at approximate bank full. If the present situation 
is permitted to continue, the existing wavewash protection works on the levee 
will be undermined and together with the levee will be seriously damaged. 
Relocation of the levees at these locations for various reasons is impracticable. 

Non-Federal costs.—Local interests are required to operate and maintain the 
project after completion. Local interests are required to provide without cost 
to the United States all rights-of-way for levee foundations and levees on the 
main stem of the Mississippi River between Cape Girardeau, Mo., and the Head 
of Passes, except for maintenance setbacks. It is estimated that local interests 
had spent approximately $292 million for flood protection prior to authorization 
of May 15, 1928. Costs to local interests since 1928 are estimated to be $311,600 
aus a cash contribution toward revetment for levee protection and $17,986,900 
for rights-of-way and maintenance. 

Status of local cooperation.—The levee districts along the Mississippi River, 
totaling 37 in number, adopted resolutions, after passage of the 1928 Flood 
Control Act, assuring the United States that the requirements of local coopera- 
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tion will be supplied. These local interests have acquired all right-of-way for 
work completed and underway. They have furnished assurances that the rights- 
of-way for work scheduled for fiscal year 1958 will be available when the re- 
quirements are made known to them. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate——The current Federal cost of $220,500,000 
is an increase of $334,000 over the latest estimate ($220,166,000) submitted to 
Congress. This increase is due, primarily, to higher price levels, partially offset 
by decreases in engineering and design and supervision and administration. 

Mr. Botanp. Any questions on this project ? 

This is a continuation of what has been going on. As a matter of 
fact, I note here there have been appropriations to date of $188,950,100, 
86 percent of the estimated Federal cost; $1,925,000 is requested for 
fiscal year 1958; leaving a balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 
of $29,624,900. 


PEAK FLOWS DURING MAJOR FLOODS 


Mr. Fenrvon. General, will you furnish for the record the various 
peak flows of the Mississippi River during the major floods of record ¢ 

General Harprn. Yes. 

Mr. Fenron. And also the peak flows south from the confluence of 
the Missouri River at points near the confluence of each major tribu- 
tary, together with the peak contribution to each of these major floods 
by each tributary. 

General Harpin. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenron. And the design flood flows at the same points with the 
freeboard to be provided above such flow. 

General Harpin. Yes, sir. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


Mississippi Rive peak flows of majo) floods of record below the Missouri River 


Mississippi Principal tributaries Mississippi Principal tributari 
River at cubic feet per second River at ‘ubie feet per second 
Columbus, Columbus 
Year Ky. (cubic Year Ky. (eubi 
feet per Mississippi feet per Mi ippi 
second River at Ohio River second Ri r at Ohio River 
St. Louis St. Loui 
1890 1, 312, 000 72, 000 1, 229, 000 1913 2, 015, 000 323. 000 1. 395. 000 
1892 1, 401, 000 408, OOO 882, 000 1916 1, 775, 000 617. 000 RH9, 000 
1893 1, 528, 000 601, 000 S84, 000 1917 1, 420, 000 285, 000 994, 000 
1897 1, 462, 000 283, 000 1, 240, 000 1920 1. 527, 000 146. 000 869, 000 
1898 1, 517, 000 283, 000 1, 079, 000 1922 1, 501, 000 311, 000 1. 137. 000 
1903 1, 483, 000 377, 000 1, 016, 000 1927 1, 728, 000 800, 000 814, 000 
1904 1, 502, 000 383, 000 994, 000 1937 2.010. 000 160, 000 1, 850, 000 
1907 1, 543, 000 429, OOO 918, 000 1945 1, 740, 000 760, OOO 710. 000 
1912 2, 015, 000 592, 000 | 1, 110, 000 1950 1, 580, 000 300, 000 1, 280, 000 


1 At Tiptonville below New Madrid Floodway. 
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Mississippi River peak flows of major floods of record below the Missouri River—Con, 


| 





Mississippi Principal tributaries 
| River at (cubic feet per second) 
Year Arkansas City a 
(cubie feet per 
second) White River Arkansas 
River 
1890 1, 418, 000 271, 000 | 65, 000 
1292 1, 742, 000 180, OOO | 382, 000 
. es oes rc 1, 676, 000 125, 000 47, 000 
1897__. 1, 646, 000 144, 000 221, 000 
1898 1, 514, 000 163, 000 | 43. 000 
1903 1, 743, 000 178, 000 125, 000 
1904 1, 403, 000 103, 000 30, 000 
1907 1, 608, 000 110, 000 77, 000 
1912 2, 007, 000 151, 000 235, 000 
1913 1, 782, 000 136, 000 8, 000 
1916__. 1, 889, 000 320, 000 | , 000 
1917__-. 1, 591, 000 80, 000 000 
1920 1, 513, 000 125, 000 85. 000 
1922 Bites 1, 761, 000 149, 000 280, 000 
 _———— a ‘ aswowsni 1, 712, 000 156, 000 372, 000 
ae eee : Se “ 2, 150, 000 130, 000 45, 000 
NR Ss hee olen ie? #- a aiid ot 1, 920, 000 160, 000 250, 000 
a a a a 1, 790, 000 110, 000 110, 000 
Distribution of total Distribution of total 
Total | flows (cubic feet per Total flows (cubic feet per 
| flowat | second) flowat | second) 
| latitude _ _ latitude |_ sete teed 
Year of Old | Year of Old 
| River Mississippi Atchafa- River | Mississippi} Atchafa- 
| (eubie | River laya-Red cubic | River laya-Red 
| feet per at Red Rivers at feet per | at Red Rivers at 
} second River Simmes- second) River Simmes- 
Landing port Landing port 
1890 1, 689, OOO 1, 283, 000 406, 000 1913 1. 701, 000 1, 306, 000 395, 000 
1892 1, 685, OOO 1, 234, 000 451, 000 1916 - 1, 712, 000 1, 327, 000 385, 000 
1893 1, 595, 000 1, 236, 000 359, 000 1917 : 1, 500, OOO 1, 218, 000 282, 000 
1897 1, 696, 000 1, 2900, 000 4106, OOO 1920 1, 448, 000 1, 142, 000 306, 000 
1898 1, 391, 000 1, 134, 000 257, 000 1922 5 1. 696, 000 1, 355, 000 341, 000 
1903__...- 1, 594, 000 1, 206, 000 3388, 000 1927 2, 053, 000 1, 461, 000 592, 000 
1904 1, 259, 000 1, O18, 000 241, 000 1937 é 1, 900, 000 1, 435, 000 465, 000 
one ct | 1,591, 000 1, 291, 000 300, 000 1945 2, 125, 000 1, 465, 000 660, 000 
|. 1 Ses | 1,912,000 | 1, 499, 000 413, 000 1950 : 2, 055, 000 1, 435, 000 620, 000 


| | 

The design flood is 2,450,000 cubic feet per second at Cairo; 3,065,000 cubic 
feet per second at Arkansas City; and 3,000,000 cubic feet per second at the 
latitude of Old River. 

The design levee freeboard is 1 foot above the design flood flow line except 
that the levees protecting the city of Cairo have a 2-foot freeboard and New 
Orleans has about a 5-foot freeboard. 

The freeboard on the east bank levee from below Memphis to just above 
Vicksburg increases from 1 foot to 3 feet in accordance with an act of Congress. 

Mr. Botanp. What is the freeboard ? 

—' Harpin. It varies from 1 to 3 feet, and around New Or- 
leans it is as much as 5 feet. However, under the review report 
which i planning funds permit us to make, we have made a rec- 
ommendation and the Chief of Engineers has concurred—of course, 
it depends on the action taken by Congress—for a uniform 3-foot 
freeboard, but it does not entail any additional construction. 


CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT 


Mr. Botanp. For channel improvement you are requesting $18,500,- 
000 for 1958. 

The reporter will insert. pages 24 through 29 of the justifications in 
the record. 


91488—57——_80 
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(‘The matter referred to follows:) 
CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT 


(Continuing ) 


Location.—The project is located in the Mississippi River and along its banks 
from the vicinity of Cairo, Ill., to Baton Rouge, La., a distance of approximately 
750 miles. Additional revetment below Baton Rouge placed since 1880 and still 
effective totals 23.6 miles. 

Authorization.—1928, 1936, 1938, and 1944 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—6.5 to 1 (composite for main stem). 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 


Federal cost 

Estimated Federal cost $462, 000, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost { 

Cash contributions __ 0 | 

Other costs 0 
Total estimated project cost 462, 000, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 327, 704, 500 
Appropriations for fiseal year 1957 -- 21, 750, 000 
Appropriations to date__. 349, 454, 500 7A 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 18, 300, 000 80 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 04, 245, 500 

1 Includes permanent transfer of $250,000 to the project 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Revetments: 450 miles. 
Dredging: As required. 
Dikes: 28 miles. 
Status (Jan. 1,1957) 
Percent Completion schedul 

Dredging-. se ‘ &3 | Indefinite 
Revetments ‘ , 51 273 | Fiscal year 1963. 
Dikes 3 - : “eens awekt-eties | l Fiseal year 1962 
Entire project .....-.-.- si .| 77 | Indefinite. 


1 16 cutoffs completed. 
2 326 miles completed. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Mississippi River, with a drainage area of about 1,245,000 square miles, 
has a wide range of flow, increasing from an approximate minimum of 90,000 
cubic feet per second (675,000 gallons per second) to a flood of maximum record 
of 2,345,000 cubic feet per second (17,587,500 gallons per second) which occurred 
in 1927 at the latitude of Red River Landing. The project flood is 3 million 
cubie feet per second (22,500,000 gallons per second). The tremendous energy 
of this volume of water flowing to the sea is partly used up in attacking the 
riverbanks, thus causing the unprotected banks to cave into the river. As this 
caving progresses, the attack becomes more direct, the bendway moves in toward 
the levee, and more sand is placed in the river and deposited downstream in the 
form of a sandbar. This bar gradually builds out into the channel and deflects 
the river current to the opposite bank, thus repeating the cycle. Revetment is 
needed to prevent the river from recapturing the length taken from it by the 
cutoffs which reduced flood heights. It is needed at localities where direct 
attack against a bank is occurring. In localities where the river alinement is 
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satisfactory but the banks are unstable, caving should not be allowed to develop. 
The stabilization of the river’s course is vital to the provision of an effective 
channel for carrying flood flows, safe and dependable navigation, low mainte- 
nance, and the protection of completed works. Dikes are used in localities where 
the greater protection afforded by revetment is not required, to limit the mean- 
der pattern, and, in reaches where the river has not developed a desired pattern, 
to assist it in so doing as a preliminary step to revetting the bank. Dredging 
is used to close auxiliary channels and obtain desirable alinement at critical 
localities. The allocation of fiscal year funds will be applied first to those 
localities where there is danger to main-line levees. 

The Cairo-Memphis, Memphis-Arkansas River, Arkansas River-Vicksburg, 
Vieksburg-Old River, and Old River-Baton Rouge reaches are being stabilized 
under a definite plan. Progress will continue on those reaches with funds 
requested. The rate at which the work can be carried on has a direct bearing 
on the costs involved due to the large expenses in mobilizing and demobilizing 
the construction plant required for this seasonal operation. Failure to continue 
work on the definite plan in the manner proposed will have an adverse effect 
on the revetment completed, and thus delay the completion and increase the cost 
of the channel-improvement project as well as greatly increase the annual 
maintenance costs. 

Fiscal year 1958—The requested amount of $18,300,000 will be applied to 
initiate and complete the following items: 





Revetments: Revetments—Continued 
Islands 3 and 4____-_-~- $339, 000 | Hagaman Se $347, 200 
Slough Landing_---- ps 540, 000 | Cottonwood —..-._---. 463, 000 
LaForge Sea cheek 540, 000 Goodrich ____________ 347, 200 
Little Cypress__- - $32, 000 Milliken Bend Beis 463, 000 
Blaker Towhead__-_-- 756, 000 Opposite Delta Point__- 463, 000 
PROTON (5 OUR iene 432, 000 I aoa 463, 000 
COsnonm joe 324, 000 | Lake Karnac______ 1, 044, 400 
Norfolk-Star eo 432, 000 | Gibson ee ha: Bo 463, 000 
BE | ehbd dts dccnte ds : 324, 000 Boies Point......... . 537, 200 
Island No. 62_____- _ 324, 000 | SOG) PONE oi tees 427, SOO 
BROGCUG . 6 incncanans 216, 000 | Dikes: 
Island No. 67 sci 324, 000 Cat Island-Harckle- 
Lower Bullerton____~- 756, OOO an a 340, 600 
ONAN iid cciestce cs cecscbinn 540, 000 Island No. 63__.---_-- 321, 400 
BARAT WING: 50 cnc nines 324, 000 | Dredging: 
Redman Point (island Loosahatchie ______ 300, 000 
OE asec ican 648, 000 | jo a) ee rie 153, 000 
Dennis ____ op tie és 463, 000 | Engineering and design____ 766, 800 
Big Island____-_-_- 163,000 | Supervision and adminis- 


578, 700} tration -__-------------- 1, 870, 500 
810, 200 | a - 
463, 000 ! Total project _____-_ 18, 300, 000 


Victoria Bend ~~ ~- 
Lakeport ‘3 
Carolina —.--. a 


Dikes: The dikes at Harcklerodes, some 20 miles below Memphis, will promote 
the development of a more stable navigation channel through this excessively) 
wide river by reducing the low-water flow through the chute that is gradually 
developing along the right bank. 

The dikes at island No. 63, some 100 miles below Memphis, are to promote fill 
and reduce the low-water flow through the bend of island No. 63 and assist in 
the maintenance of the navigation channel through the chute of island No, 68. 
The low-water flow around this bend has gradually increased for the past several 
years. 

Dredging: The proposed dredging at Loosahatchie and Ensley Bar will pro- 
mote and assist the river in obtaining a desirable alinement of the navigation 
channel at these locations. In these wide reaches, the river meanders from 
side to side, and the proposed work will assist in stabilizing the channel through 
these reaches. 

Revetments.—The proposed items in the Cairo-to-Memphis reach at islands 3 
and 4, Slough Landing, LaForge, Little Cypress, Keyes Point, Coahoma, Norfolk- 
Star. Helena, island No. 62, Rescue, island 67, lower Bullerton, and Brandywine, 
are extensions of existing revetments, are necessary to assure continued effec- 
tiveness of completed elements of the work and to effect the planned control 
pattern, and are also necessary to prevent loss of revetment and extensive and 
expensive repairs, 
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The proposed new revetments in the Cairo-to-Memphis reach at Blaker tow- 
head and Densford Bar are elements of the planned stabilization program where 
a desired degree of development has been reached and the banks are now ready 
to be revetted. 

In the Memphis to Arkansas River reach, the proposed revetments at Dennis, 
Big Island, Redman Point, and Victoria Bend are important elements in the 
revetment plan because of the need to extend the existing revetments to effect 
the desired plan. 

The proposed Lakeport revetment, also in the Arkansas River at Vicksburg 
reach, is required to provide a connection between two bends already revetted 
for the purpose of preventing flanking losses of the existing revetments. 

The proposed revetments at Carolina, Hagaman, Cottonwood, Goodrich, Milli- 
ken Bend, and opposite Delta Point are in the Arkansas River to Vicksburg reach 
and are necessary to provide extensions to the existing revetments. 

In the Vicksburg to Old River reach, the Diamond revetment is an orderly 
extension of the existing revetment, and the Lake Karnac and Gibson revetments 
are proposed to be constructed in long bends of favorable alinement which are 
ready to be revetted. 

The new revetments proposed at Boies Point and Iowa Point are a continua- 
tion of the adopted plan between the vicinity of Old River and Baton Rouge, La. 

Non-Federal costs.—None required. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost cstimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$462 million is an increase of $475,600 over the latest estimate ($461,524,000) 
submitted to Congress. This increase is due to higher price level. However, 
adustments have been made within the overall estimate between feature esti- 
mates to reflect past cost experience. 

Mr. Botanp. With respect to channel work on the Mississippi, is 
there actually a clear-cut separation between construction and 
maintenance / 

General Harpry. In carrying out the project from an administrative 
standpoint, yes sir; but from a legal standpoint the Congress has 
authorized us to use any appropriated funds to do our maintenance 
work with. In other words, the problems of maintenance on this great 
river cannot always be foreseen. It depends on the flood conditions, 
weather, and so forth. Therefore they permitted us to have flexibility, 
but we always very carefully get advance approv: al from the Chief of 
Engineers on any ‘deviations from the funds Congress considered for 
the project in the current year. 

Mr. Botanp. Ofttimes you do use some of this money for main- 
tenance apparently. 

Apparently the maintenance costs will continue over the years. At 
some point annual costs of fighting the river should level off to only 
a maintenance program. When do you figure this will be and what 
will be the annual cost ? 

General Harpin. Mr. Boland, it is too far in the future, in my 
estimation, to really have any definite views on that subject. This 
project is a very extensive one and I think it will develop to a higher 
degree, just as the country is developing along it, and it may entail 
more capital expenditures in years to come than we now envisage, and 
therefore the maintenance may change along with it. On the other 
hand, as we get this program going, the tendency is to reduce the 
maintenance expense, because in a river like this we are constantly 
needing emergency maintenance funds, and as we get the river under 
a greater degree of control, as some of the rivers in Europe, those 
emergencies will not exist to the extent they do today. 

Mr. Boranp. And there will be a reduction in maintenance costs? 

General Harpin. I think in proportion to new work there will be 


a very different picture. I cannot say just how it will look 20 years 
from now. 
Mr. Botanp. Thank you. 


VICKSBURG HARBOR, MISS. 


Mr. Ranaut. We will take up Vicksburg Harbor, for which $600,000 
is requested in 1958. 

Pages 32 through 35 will be inserted in the record. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


VICKSBURG HARBOR 
(Continuing) 


Location.—The Vicksburg Harbor will be located along the north bank of 
Lake Centennial with an approach navigation channel connecting it with the 
existing Yazoo Canal approximately 2% miles from its confluence with the 
Mississippi River at mile 432 A. H. P. 

Authorization.—Flood Control Act of May 28, 1928, as amended by the acts 
of July 24, 1946, and September 3, 1954. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—3.60 to 1.0. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost $3, 700, 000 V 
Estimated non-Federal cost 380. 000 

Cash contributions | 0 

Other costs 380, 000 
Total estimated project cost 4, 080, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 97, 800 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 1 350, 000 
Appropriations to date 447, 800 12 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 600, 000 28 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 2, 652, 200 


1 Excludes permanent transfer from project of $50,000. 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Harbor channel : 300 feet width, 9,550 feet length. 

Approach navigation channel: 150 feet width, 4,850 feet length. 

Fill: 1,000 feet wide by 10,700 feet length, containing 245 acres at elevation above 
flood stage. 

Highway and railroad approach fills: 1,950 feet and 2,350 feet in length. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent Completion 
schedule 


Approach navigation channel 0 | June 1960 
Industrial fill and harbor channel 0 Do. 
Highway and railroad approach fill. 0 Do 
Engineering and design 79 Do 


Entire project 3 Do 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The proposed improvement will provide an adequate harbor, free from the 
dangers of high velocity flow, which will supplement the present inadequate 
facilities. This harbor will be within easy access of the Mississippi River 
through the existing Yazoo Canal, along which most of the usable area has 
already been developed by business enterprises. There are presently no ade- 
quate facilities available for the transfer of waterborne commerce to highway 
and railroad transportation for inland distribution. Despite this lack of ade- 
quate transfer facilities, the waterborne commerce of the port of Vicksburg in 
1954 was 523,700 tons. An analysis indicates that a total average increase of 
223,000 tons may be expected as a result of the proposed harbor development. 
The dredged spoil material resulting from construction of the harbor will be 
used to place a needed industrial fill adjacent to the harbor to an elevation 
above flood stage. Local interests will provide rail and highway terminal 
facilities, and thus commerce using the harbor will be provided with the neces- 
sary means for the expeditious loading and unloading of waterborne shipments 
The area to be served by the proposed development is situated in west-central 
Mississippi and a relatively small portion of northeastern Louisiana. The area 
consists of approximately 6,000 square miles within a radius of about 45 miles 
from Vicksburg. Important industries in the area are sawmills, cooperage mills, 
furniture and box factories, plants for processing cotton and fabricating stee}, 
and the manufacture of cement, fertilizer and electric lights. Timber, cattle 
raising and dairying are also important industries. During the past few years 
oilfield development in Mississippi has been rather extensive and industrial 
growth has been active. One of the principal oilfields in Mississippi is located 
about 35 miles northeast of Vicksburg and a relatively small oil refinery is 
located near the field. <A new oilfield is now being developed near Bolton, Miss., 
approximately 25 miles east of Vicksburg. The harbor and new industrial 
area will be an important supplement to a major waterway and is justified 
by a total annual saving of about $700,000 in transportation costs that may 
obtain as a result of an adequate harbor and industrial area. Other benefits 
for which no monetary value has been set are increase in traffic on the Mississippi 
River and inland waterways system, indirectly benefiting the entire Nation, 
general enhancement of lands included in the industrial fill, and general develoy 
ment and growth of Vicksburg and vicinity as a result of the improvement. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $600,000 will be applied to— 


Initiate and complete highway and railroad approach fills____._.__._..__. $89, 600 

Continue construction of the approach navigation channel, harbor chan- 
pel and tndustrial Gli... a a RE ke ae Ss oc 151, SUO 
Engineering and design_- as a a a 4, 200 
Supervision and administration._....._...............-......... .-. 44, 400 
- Ne aes a a a ee ee Ne _— 600, OOO 


The work that will be accomplished is as follows: 

Highway and railroad approach fill.—All work will be completed during the 
fiscal year. 

Approach navigation channel.—All clearing and grubbing will be completed 
in preparation for dredging operations. 

Industrial fill and harbor channel.—All clearing and grubbing will be com- 
pleted, drainage and retaining dikes will be completed and a start will be made 
on dredging for the industrial fill and harbor channel. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment of local interests in construction of 
the authorized project is estimated to be $380,000, broken down as follows: 


en Tm | IP cc pe oss meses enon anemone eras $200, 000 
Utility alterations____---_ iain a atctciabiad webiste titee Steiaa a tats ite ee a 2,000 
I al ee 68, 000 
TI nai de mss barista 110, 000 

i ill aaa a al lace abba haatlel 380, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate all works, other than the 
harbor and approach channels, upon completion. The annual cost to local in- 
terests for maintenance and operation is estimated at $18,000. Local interests 
are required to construct railroad tracks on the railroad approach fill, surface the 
highway approach, provide sanitary sewers, water and gas mains, and surface 
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drainage facilities on the fill, powerlines and transformer station, police and fire 
protection, warehousing facilties, barge, highway and rail terminal, including 
a gantry crane for barge loading and unloading and furnish assurances that they 
will construct and operate adequate terminal facilities and the necessary public 
utilities open to all on equal terms as approved by the Secretary of the Army. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Warren County Board of Supervisors on 
November 7, 1955, adopted a resolution assuring the United States that the 
requirements of local cooperation will be furnished. The rights-of-way have 
been acquired for the work scheduled for fiscal years 1957 and 1958. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$3,700,000 is an increase of $480,000 over the latest estimate ($3,220,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress—$296,000 of this increase is the result of higher price levels, 
and the remaining $184,000 the result of changes in design of channel and 
industrial fill necessitated by foundation conditions. 

Mr. Razavutr. Funds for this project were inserted by the Senate 
last year. Please explain it a little bit. 

General Harprn. This is a project at the city of Vicksburg, but it is 
not right on the Mississippi River. It is on the Yazoo River, as a mat- 
ter of fact, that leads into the Mississippi just below Vicksburg. 

This is to provide a modern barge facility, to be a minimum of 12 
feet in depth at low water and to have a channel generally 300 feet 
wide and about 9,000 feet long. The dredged material will be de- 
posited on the bank line and will enable the harbor facilities, the trans- 
fer and storage facilities, to be located on dry land and be above flood 
stage. It will enable modern barge traflic to operate out of the harbor 
at Vicksburg. As it is now there are no modern terminal facilities 
and the city is using ramps and landings which are comparable to the 
usage of the river of a generation ago. 


OLD RIVER CONTROL, LOUISIANA 


Mr. Rapaut. We will take up Old River control, Louisiana, for 
which you are requesting $10 million for 1958. 

Pages 38 through 41 will be inserted in the record. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


OLD RIVER 
(Continuing ) 


Location.—The project is located in the lower portion of the Red River back- 
water area between the Red and Mississippi Rivers and above the Pointe Coupee 
north levee in Louisiana. 

Authorization.—Flood Control Act, approved May 15, 1928, as amended. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—4.74 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 





| | 
| Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
| estimated 
| Federal cost 
} | 
Estimated Federal cost_-.------ aconeeawet iciredicccicaicielh) eee CMU IIny iiedele aise detitelmkcnatie 
Estimated non-Federal cost sc cela Reeth shi asaGa aid tate mesa 0 
Cash contributions. - ; ae . Sea8 0 
Other costs_-_----- ; eniteae in tina j wale a | @ Picodencude 
Total estimated project cost - 73, 600, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956. _ 2, 867, 200 Sie 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957--.-- sil : we eRe 7, 700, 000 = 
Appropriations to date__._- : a : ee 10, 567, 200 14 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958- eee aac 10, 000, 000 | 28 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 ; as sa 53, 032, 800 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


Low-sill structure: Reinforced concrete structure. 11 gate bays each having 44 
feet clear width between piers. Weir crest 10 feet mean sea level except 3 
bays with weir crest at —5 feet mean sea level for passing low flows. Total 
length 566 feet between abutments. Vertical lift steel gates. 

Overbank structure: Reinforced concrete with hinged timber panel gates. 73 
gate bays each having 44 feet clear width between piers. Weir crest 52 feet 
mean sea level. Total length 3,356 feet between abutments. 

Navigation lock: 75 feet by 1,200 feet. 

Maximum water surface elevation : 67.0 feet mean sea level. 

Maximum discharge capacity: Approximately 700,000 cubic feet per second for 
both structures. 

Inflow channel: 0.5 miles long; bottom width 1,000 feet at 5.0 mean sea level. 

Outflow channel: 7.0 miles long, bottom width 900 feet at —9.0 mean sea level 
(average). 

Levees : Approximately 16 miles of enlargement and new levees. 

Bank stabilization : Approximately 5 miles. 

Lands and damages: 2,480 acres for structures and channels; 9,530 acres for 
spoil disposal (easement). 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Featurt Percent complete Completion 
schedul 
Low sill structure 
Structure | 53 percent December 1958 
Gantry crane Contract awarded Oct. 18, | June 1958 
1956 
Vertical lift gates 0.5 percent February 1958 
Overbank structure 
Structure | Contract awarded October July 1959 
| 1956 
Gantry crane | To be awarded in March December 1958 
| 1957 
Outflow channel | 
Clearing (for dredging area only 91 percent March 1957 
Dredging 4 2.5 percent December 1960 
Entire project 8.5 1965 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will prevent the Mississippi River from changing its course to 
that of the Old and Atchafalaya rivers. Should this occur, the cities of Baton 
Rouge and New Orleans and many lesser-size communities would be without 
sufficient quantities of water to supply their domestic needs during low water 
periods. The vast industrial complex located from above Baton Rouge to near 
the river’s mouth would be without fresh water which is vital to its operation. 
The Mississippi River as far as Baton Rouge would become brackish. The plan 
for controlling floods below Old River would have to be redesigned and reeon- 
structed. Cities, towns, railroads, highways, waterways, industry, agriculture, 
and utilities in the Atchafalaya Basin would be subject to partial or complete 
destruction or serious disruption. The investment of the United States in flood 
control and navigation works would be threatened and a large amount of it lost. 
The effect would be felt probably as far upstream as Vicksburg on the Mississippi 
River and boyce on the Red River as a result of swifter currents and increased 
meandering. The cost of these losses, not including the dislocation and disruption 
of industry and agriculture, is estimated conservatively to be $475 million plus an 
additional annual maintenance cost of $6,700,000. The estimate benefits are 
$14,600,000 annually. 
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Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $10 million will be applied to: 


Initiate gantry crane (overbank structure) ~-.----.-~--~-~-----.-~-- $100, 000 

Continue: 
Bere Orr ee nnn ne Di ea eiaaa 4, 000, 000 
Overbank structure____~—- ia on ahs evi ea melinen thigpaatade ious Qe 
Outflow channel—low still structure___-~- gibt tend ee bee 2, 000, 000 
Engineering and design __..-_____----~- Seta sh chad hte shied 200, 000 
Supervision and administration_____.___---~- | ited Ae 720, 700 

Complete: 
Lands and damages._..........___- gece Naan avs Ee ee 31, 300 
Vertical lift gates (low sill structure) _—- sah ead Sadat nth laanboreesteiot 568, 300 
Gantry crane (low sill structure) —_ eae it eoncdiceaseisceetatieukiiaeet 77, 500 
Operational building, control structure___----~~~- svcateioarteaceniie 25, 000 
SONU iinssacanidiccitnti ‘ ar —— at _____ 10, 000, 000 


With the funds requested for fiscal year 1958, construction of the gantry crane 
(overbank structure) will be initiated and all construction features previously 
initiated will progress at arr economical rate and in accordance with the planned 
completion dates. 

Non-F'ederal costs.—The Department of Highways and Bureau of Publie Roads 
will make a voluntary contribution, estimated to be $965,000 for widening the 
low-sill and overbank structures and the levee to provide for a roadway. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Fifth Louisiana Levee District on October 29, 
1928, adopted a resolution assuring the the United States that the requirements 
of local cooperation for levee work along the Mississippi River will be supplied. 
All of the rights-of-way required for levee work scheduled for fiscal years 1957 
and 1958S have been acquired. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$73,600,000 is a decrease of $7,200,000 from the latest estimate (SS80,S00,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. $4,876,000 of this decrease is due to reduction in the size of 
the lock and $3,558,600 is due to savings on contracts for the low-sill structures, 
and gates and gantry cranes. Adjustments in the estimates for land and dam- 
ages; levees; engineering and design; and supervision and administration has 
resulted in a decrease of $3,158,000. The estimates for channels and bank 
stabilization have been increased by $4,392,600 due to reexamination of require 
ments. 

Mr. Rasavur. Are any of the funds requested programed for the 
navigation lock and approach channels to it ¢ 

General Harpin. No, sir. Actually, we did not have the authoriza- 
tion, monetarywise, to undertake that navigation lock. When Con- 
gress authorized this project it was authorized monetarywise without 
the navigation lock. We were directed to make an estimate of the 
cost of the lock. 

Mr. Rasaur. Have you come back to Congress ? 

General Harpin. We have reported to the Chief of Engineers. | 
think it is in the pending bill to be considered in this session. 

Mr. Ranaut. Do you have any idea as to the cost of the lock ? 

General H[arpin. Yes, sir; $25,478,000 is the estimated cost of the 
lock. 

ST. FRANCIS BASIN, MO.—ARK. 


Mr. Rapaut. St. Francis Basin, $3 million. 
We will insert pages 45 through 49 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 








‘ 


Str. Francis BASIN 


(Continuing ) 


Location.—The project is located in the St. Francis Basin in southeastern 
Missouri and northeastern Arkansas, and extends from the hills southwest of 
Cape Girardeau, Mo., near Wappapello, Mo., to the confluence of the St. Francis 
and Mississippi Rivers about 10 miles above Helena, Ark. The project consists 
of the following separable units: Wappapello Reservoir, St. Francis River and 
tributaries, Big Slough and Mavo ditches and Little River drainage. 

Authorization.—1928, 1936, 1938, 1941, 1944, 1946, and 1950 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.40 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
An int percent 

estimates 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost $80, 500, OOO 
Estimated non-Federal cost ” 975, 500 
Cash contributions 0 
Other costs 975, 500 
Total estimated project cost R1. 475, 500 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 24, 865, 300 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 1 2, 014, 000 
Appropriations to date 26, 879, 300 33 
Appropriations request for fiscal year 1958 _- 3, 000, 000 37 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 50, 620, 700 


1 Excludes permanent transfer of $1,236,000 from project. 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Average height: 13 feet. 
Length: 480.5 miles. 
Pumping plants: 
1 pumping plant and floodgate at Madison, Ark. 
I pumping plant below Marianna, Ark., with sector floodgate and powerplant 
for operation of pumping plant. 


Channels: Miles 
Lower St. Francis Basin._..___-.-_- SN alia Se al a, Satine. - wee 
Peete Setver GreDNee. 2. ck cn ee mcwmemadan 3 ao . oan 
Big Slough and Mayo ditches_______ oF itatesal edie tieehichasti wheats ic dcdet eh cai Suen e 
UPN i i a oe as ik hactbices peas ee ahaa el en 
OIE AO hia nse nen cds basen a sae Te miata ca a 

Lands: 70,000 acres (approximately) direct purchase; flowage easements 10,000 


acres. 

Dam and reservoir: 1 Wappapello flood control only. 

Other: Marked Tree syphon drainage structure. 

Relocations: Highway bridges and roads, 16; county and private bridges, 54; 
railroad bridges, 14; and miscellaneous utility lines. 


(Status Jan. 1, 1957) 





Percent Completion schedule 
Big Slough and Mayo ditch-_--- ‘ ‘ 0 | June 1963. 
Little River drainage PABey ; 0 | After June 1963. 
Wappapello Reservoir : 100 | 
St. Francis River and tributaries: 
Lands and damages : : 27 | After June 1963. 
Relocations ‘ . = 4 | December 1961. 
Channels ; é 26 | June 1963. 
Levees. ----- jnicnnes _ 39 | October 1962. 
Pumping plants- ---- pecasindaicee we a 0 | After June 1963. 
Marked tree siphon. --.-.------ etch 100 | 


MO DINING onincdeancccwiccccane fee eo ae 29 | After June 1963. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The project is a single-purpose flood control project and is a unit in the com- 
prehevsive plan for flood control, Mississippi River and tributaries. Protec- 
ti on against headwater floods of the St. Francis and Little Rivers will be afforded 
to an area of approximately 927,500 acres of agricultural lands including numer- 
ous smali towns, several major railroads, and highways and utilities, located in 
Missouri and Arkansas. The construction of adequate outlets for the many 
drainage improvements undertaken by local interests will provide relief from 
overflow on approximately 196,700 acres in the Little River Basin, 20,000 acres 
in the Elk Chute Basin, and 30,000 acres in the Big Slough area. In addition, 
relief from flooding by backwaters of the Mississippi River will be afforded to 
approximately 600,000 acres in the lower St. Francis Basin below the latitude 
of St. Francis Lake by the construction of the Madison to Marianna Cutoff and 
related work including the pumping plant. Flooding has occurred every year 
with few exceptions, and the flood of record which occurred in 1937 caused 
humerous breaks in the locally constructed substandard levees with resultant 
damages of over $2 million. It is estimated that a recurrence of the 1957 flood, 
under present conditions of development in the flood plain, would cause damages 
of over $4,300,000. The average annual flood control benefits for the project are 
estimated at $9,626,000. Continuing construction of this project is needed to 
realize the benefit therefrom and prevent recurring flood losses. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $5 miilion will be applied to- 


St. Francis River and tributaries (separable unit) : 
Lands and damages___.-______- Sa : $35 
Relocations: 
Initiate alterations to Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Ry. 
bridge (Round Pond) ne : y Rea ttae x SO, 600 
Initiate alterations United States Highway No. 70 bridge 
(Round Pon) 2-6 ccenn ces a A 70, 000 
Initiate construction 2 ¢ ounty bridge Ss (Round Pond) _. 100,000 
Complete construction 2 county bridges (Clark Corner Cut- 
off ) __ aie a cisco tip ciaain'nt dined ncaa sipebimma chased a a 
Miscellaneous utilities Be lee ae 3, 100 
Complete Missouri Pacific RR. near Marianna_-_ 631, 600 
‘bannels: 
Initiate construction on Round Pond Cutoff (interior drain- 
age)_-_ See - 100, 000 
Complete Clark Corner Cutoff_-- 566, 000 
HVeeS ; 


, VOD 


we 


Complete Black Oak, Ark., L173 SFR, 54/37-58/438, new levee. 80, 000 
Initiate Mangrum, Ark., L171 SFR, 54/43—-60/46, new levee___ 94, 200 
Complete Patterson, Ark., R a 2 SER, 15/25-18 /26, new levee_ 51, 900 


Complete Leonard, Ark., R-208 SFR, new levee____---------- 100, 000 
Complete Madison er pt extension levee (item 7)____~ 117, 000 
Engineering and design__-__---~- iN Ae 150, 000 
Supervision and administration— » wines iii ncaa RT is 222, 300 


Acquisition of lands are required to permit construction of levees and channels 
without undue delay. 

Alterations to bridges across the proposed Round Pond interior drainage are 
required prior to the completion of the channel excavation for the following: 
Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railway bridge, United States Highway Noe 70 
bridge, construct 2 new county bridges. 

It is proposed to place all these items under a continuing contract to be com- 
pleted along with Round Pond interior drainage channel. 

Two county bridges over Clark Corner cutoff channel: Funds are required to 
continue the construction of these bridges which were placed under continuing 
contract during fiscal year 1957. 

Missouri Pacific railroad near Marianna, Ark.: Funds are required for the 
completion of this work which was placed under contract in fiscal year 1954. 

Clark Corner cutoff: Funds are required to continue the construction of this 
item which was placed under a continuing contract during fiscal year 1957. 

Round Pond interior drainage: Funds requested herein will be used to initiate 
the channel excavation under a continuing contract to be completed in fiscal 
vear 1961. The construction of this item is necessary to provide an interior 
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drainage channel for faster runoff of floodwaters and to give added protection 
to agricultural lands during planting seasons. 

Black Oak, Patterson, and Leonard, Ark.: The funds requested herein will 
be utilized in the completion of this work which was placed under a continuing 
contract during fiscal year 1957. 

Mangrum, Ark.: Funds requested herein will be utilized to initiate the con- 
struction of a new levee, which is an extension of the levee system below 
Black Oak, Ark. The completion of this item will complete all of the levees 
on the east bank of the St. Francis River from the vicinity of St. Francis, Ark., 
to the lower end of Cross County ditch. 

Madison to Marianna extension levee (item 7): The funds requested herein 
are for completion of the work placed under contract during fiscal year 1957. 

Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in con 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $975,000 for lands and ease 
ments. The Flood Control Act of 1946 relieves local interests of the requirement 
to furnish right-of-way. 

Local interests are now required to operate and maintain the project upon 
completion (except Wappapello Dam and Reservoir and the pumping plant and 
appurtenant works) at an estimated annual cost of $379,000. 

In addition, local interests advise that they have incurred costs in excess of $15 
million for levees, locks, et cetera, prior to initiation of construction of the 
authorized Federal improvements. 

Status of local cooperation.—Necessary assurances have been furnished by 24 
levee and drainage districts to operate and maintain the project. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—No change in the latest total estimate 
submitted to Congress. However, adjustments have been made within the overall 
estimate between the estimates for channels and canals; pumping plants and 
supervision and administration. 


WHITE RIVER BACKWATER LEVER, ARK. 


Mr. Ranaut. White River Backwater Levee, $10,000. 
We will insert pages 53 through 55 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 


LOWER WHITE RIVER 
(Continuing ) 


Location—The White River backwater unit is located on the west side of 
the Mississippi River in Phillips, Monroe, and Desha Counties, Ark., and ex- 
tends from the main Mississippi River levee at Oldtown Lake, about 15 miles 
below Helena, to a junction with the main Mississippi River levee opposite Snow 
Lake, Ark. The Augusta to Clarendon unit is located on the east bank of White 
River and extends from the vicinity of Augusta, Ark., to Clarendon, and on the 
west bank at Georgetown, Ark. 

Authorization.—1936, 1941, 1946, and 1951 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—4.06 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 





Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
Estimated Federal] cost -__ $10, 300, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 1, 006, 000 
Cash contributions __ ‘ 0 
Other costs 1, 006, 000 
Total estimated project cost 11, 306, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 9, 093, 600 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 350, 000 
Appropriations to date 9, 443, 600 91 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958_ , 10, 000 92 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 846, 400 








W 





PHYSICAL DATA 
White River backwater unit: 
Levees: 
Average height: 24 feet (approximate). 
Length: 41 miles. 
Drainage structures: 2. 
Augusta-to-Clarendon unit: 
Levees: 
Average height: 15 feet (approximate). 
Length: 47.3 miles. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent Completion 
schedule 


Levees (White River Backwater) - . | 93 
Drainage structures f . adailinelll 100 
Total (White River Backwater) 2 94 Do. 

Levees (Augusta to Clarendon) ‘ J | 66 | June 1962. 


June 1959. 


JUSTIFICATION 


White River backwater unit: These levees will provide protection for 149,000 
acres of agricultural and timberlands, of which approximately 70 percent is 
cleared, from Mississippi and White River floods except during extreme high 
stages, in which case approximately 3 million acre-feet of water will be diverted 
into the area in order to provide safety to the Mississippi River levees below 
the mouth of White River. The flood of 1937 caused damages amounting to 
$124,000. A recurrence of the 1937 flood under present conditions of develop- 
ment in the flood plain would cause damages estimated at $406,800. Annual 
tlood-control benefits for the project are presently estimated at $1,361,000. Com- 
pletion of the project at an early date is needed to prevent recurring flood 
losses. 

Fiseal year 1958.—White River backwater unit: The requested amount 
$10,000 will be applied to gravel for roads on levee. 

Gravel for roads on levee: Gravel is to be furnished to local interests for 
placing on the remaining levees on this project. Gravel on 


of 


levees for roads is 
necessary for maintenance during high water, and complete access to these 
levees cannot be made by any other method. 

Non-F'ederal costs —White River backwater unit: The initial investment re 
quired of local interests in construction of the authorized project is estimated 
at $350,000 for lands and damages prior to the act of 1951. 

Local interests are required to operate and maintain the project after com- 
pletion, The annual cost for operation and maintenance is estimated at $16,000, 

In addition, local interests have agreed to place and spread all gravel on roads 
after the United States has furnished the gravel in a stockpile near the work, 
and to maintain the roads after completion. No estimate of the cost to local 
interests has been obtained for this work, but it 
$200,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—The White River Levee District of Phillips, 
Monroe, and Desha Counties, Ark., on November 2, 1937, adopted a resolution 
assuring the United States that the requirements of local cooperation will be 
supplied for the White River backwater levee unit. Local interests have ac- 
quired all of the rights-of-way required for this entire unit. 

Comparison of l’ederal cost estimate.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$10,300,000 is a decrease of $189,000 from the latest estimate ($10,489,000) 
submitted to Congress. This decrease is due to savings on completed levee work. 


is estimated to be in excess of 


Mr. Rasavr. You are requesting only $10,000 for this project and 
are estimating a $99,000 carryover. Can you give us a more recent 
estimate on carryover so that the record will show there is no need to 
appropriate this SLO,0Q00 4 

General Harpin. This is to finish the contracts which are already 
underway and which have been held up due to weather conditions. 
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A contractor is not required to work under conditions of mud and 
rainfall. 

Mr. Busn. The unobligated balance is $120,000. 

Mr. Rapavct. Is that the June 30 unobligated balance ¢ 

Mr. Busn. Yes. That is our estimated unobligated balance. 

Mr. Ranaut. What do you want $10,000 for now? Do you not have 
enough with $120,000 ? 

General Harprn. The work which remains to be done, we are trying 
to bring to a status of completion. Al] that remains to be done is 
putting in a gravel road. 

Mr. Rapavutr. Can you not finish that without the $10,000 4 

General Harprn. Not under our estimates. We may if we get favor- 
able bids. 

Mr. Rasaur. General, you know you have the power of 15 percent 
transfer. 

General Harpin. That was our best estimate. 

Mr. Ranaut. What contingency are you carrying on this project? 

Mr. Busn. $16,400. 


REELFOOT LAKE AREA, KY.—-TENN. 


Mr. Rapautr. Redfood Lake Area, $166,000. 
Put pages 58 through 60 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


REELFooT LAKE 


(Continuing ) 


Location.—Flood control and major drainage improvements for the Reelfoot 
Lake area in Kentucky and Tennessee, along the lower 16.5 miles of Bayou du 
Chien in Kentucky and Tennessee, and Running Reelfoot Bayou in Tennessee, 
from the spillway at Reelfoot Lake to the Obion River. 

tuthorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Jenefit-cost ratio.—3.57 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount } percent of 
estimated 


Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost. __- ‘ ; dive | $748, 000 
Estimated n»n-Federal cost 407, 200 
Cash evntributions 0 
Other costs _. 407, 200 
Total estimated project erst | 1, 155, 200 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 157, 500 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 174, 000 
Appropri*tions to date 331, 500 14 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 166, 000 87 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 250, 500 


! Excludes permanent transfer from project of $151,000. 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
20 miles of channel improvement on Running Reelfoot Bayou. 
16.5 miles of channel improvement on Bayou du Chien. 








Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


| Percent | Completion 
| schedule 
} 
Channels. | 20 | June 1959. 
Total project : a 20 | Do. 


| 


JUSTIFICATION 


This project will assist in the elimination of flooding of 8,300 acres of land 
along Running Reelfoot Bayou and 10,000 acres in the Bayou du Chien alluvial 
valley, most of which are croplands. The maximum flood of record occurred 
in February 1950 and reached a stage of 285.9 feet which is approximately 4.5 
feet above the Reelfoot Lake spillway crest. This fiood inundated about 26,400 
acres and caused damages in excess of $500,000. Annual flood control benefits 
have been computed to be $225,000. Completion of the project at an early date 
is needed to prevent recurring flood damages. Local interests have agreed to 
furnish all required cooperation as the work progresses. 

Fiseal year 1958.—The requested amount of $166,000 will be applied to- 


Channel cleanout and enlargement of Bayou du Chien (initiate con- 


struction ¢. ¢.)—~ ateans ® ; _... $15, 000 
Complete construction of the above Ridgely and Wynnburg items _. 131, 600 
Engineering and design—- Nee eee ee ican ll aaa are ee 8, 200 
Supervision and administration <a Sp ae 


Total___ aie ‘ ate _._ 166, 000 


Channel cleanout and enlargement of Bayou du Chien is required in order 
to provide drainage into Reelfoot Lake and prevent flooding of croplands in the 
low-lying area between Hickman, Ky., and Reelfoot Lake. It is proposed to 
initiate construction on this item during fiscal year 1958 under a continuing 
contract, for completion in fiscal year 1959. 

Funds requested for the above Ridgely and Wynnburg items are for comple- 
tion of continuing contracts initiated in fiscal year 1957. 

Non-Federal eosts.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $407,200 broken down as 
follows: 


Lands__- : ; ; , se _._. $139, 800 
Highway Bridge (Alternate 18) —- ee eS 267, 400 
Total_ 407, 200 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $22,200. 

Status of local cooperation.—Running Reelfoot Bayou: Departments of High- 
ways and Public Works, State of Tennessee, on July 18, 1955; county court of 
Lake County on July 7, 1955; county court of Obion County on July 4, 1955; 
and county court of Dyer County on July 11, 1955, adopted resolutions assuring 
the United States that the requirements of local cooperation will be supplied. 
Local interests have acquired all of the rights-of-way for all the work except 
two items above Ridgley and Wynnburg, and it is anticipated that these two 
items will be furnished about February or March 1957. 

Bayou du Chien: Requests for assurances of local cooperation have been made, 
but to date they have not been furnished. Local interests, however, have indi- 
cated that assurances will be supplied prior to the time construction is sched- 
uled for initiation. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—No change from the latest estimate 
submitted to Congress. 
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LOWER ARKANSAS RIVER 


Mr. Rapautr. Lower Arkansas River, $400,000. 
We will insert pages 64 through 66 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 


LOWER ARKANSAS RIVER 
(Continuing) 


Location.—The lower Arkansas River project consists of flood protection works 
along the north and south banks of the Arkansas River below Pine Bluff, Ark, 
The north bank levee will extend from the vicinity of Tucker, Ark., down Plum 
Bayou to its confluence with the Arkansas River, thence down the north bank 
of the Arkansas River to opposite Gillett, Ark., and thence to high ground 
in the vicinity of Gillett, Ark. The south bank levee is located along the south 
bank of the Arkansas River, extending from high ground at Pine Bluff, Ark., 
to the junction with the west bank. Mississippi levee system about 12 miles:above 
Arkansas City, Ark. 

Authorization.—Flood Control Acts of May 15, 1928; June 22, 1936; August 18, 
1941; and July 24, 1946. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—North bank, 5.4 to 1; south bank, 6.5 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 

estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost $25, 760, 000 
Estimated non-Federal costs_-- 104, 000 c 
Cash contributions -- a 0 
Other costs 104, 000 
Estimated project cost.............-- ; . 25, 864, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 —_oo pane 17, 774, 100 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957__- 700, 000 oo 
Appropriations to date 18, 474, 100 | 72 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 490, OOO 73 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958. 6, 885, 900 


PHYSICAL DATA 


North bank South bank 


Levees: 
Average height 13.5 feet 22.9 feet 
Length 67.5 miles 85.5 mifes 
Floodgates, number_. 27 4 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957 


Pereent Completion 
chedul 

North bank: 

Lands and damages 19, June 1965 

Relocations 86 | February 1957. 

Channels and canals 100 | Complete 

Levees and flood walls 1 | June 1965 

Bank stabilization 100 | Complete, 
South bank 

Lands and damages 91 June 1965 

Relocations 100 | Complete, 

Channels and canals 100 Do 

Levees and flood walls 88 June 1965 
Total, entire project Raitt 70 Do 


‘ Composite for the main stem. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The lower Arkansas River project is comprised of two separable units, namely 
the North Bank and South Bank. 

The North Bank levee, when completed, will benefit 342,000 acres of the total 
of 568,000 acres that are subject to flooding. The portions of the existing levee 
that remain to be enlarged are from 4 to 6 feet below grade and are deficient 
in section. A failure of the levee would result in loss of production in a rich 
agricultural area and disruption of other important facilities. 

The South Bank levee is an integral part of the main line Mississippi River 
levee system and will afford protection to approximately 3,770,000 acres of highly 
productive farmlands, numerous cities and towns, highways, railroads, oil and 
gas fields, and other developments in Arkansas and Louisiana. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $400,000 will be applied to: 


Continue, lands and damages (North Bank) _- ; = _ $45, 000 
Complete, below big Bayou Meto enlargement (North Bank) —_ aneicen Sy OO 
Jnitiate, upstream levee extension (North Bank) 80, 000 
Initiate and complete, modification of drainage structures (North 
NII fast aha eed een bata cs sn ce y ee sé ZS 50, 000 
Engineering and Design 5 64, 900 
Supervision and Administration___ as ; 24, 000 
Total lB i he : se 400, OOO 


Lands and damages.—Rights-of-way are required for the proposed upstream 
levee extension. 

Below Big Bayou Meto enlargement.—Funds are required to complete the con- 
tinning contract. 

Upstream levee ertension.—This new levee will extend from the upper end 
of the existing levee to high ground to complete the protection. Funds requested 
in fiscal year 1958S will initiate a continuing contract and bring the item to ap- 
proximately 26 percent of completion. 

Modification of drainage structures.—This work will consist of providing tem- 
porary additional freeboard at Little Bayou Meto floodgate and Big Bayou Meto 
floodgate comparable to that provided by the adjacent levee at each floodgate 
site until final design can be prepared. Final design depends on outeome of 
studies on the Arkansas River navigation project The temporary protection 
will prevent those ¢tructures from being overtopped by the project flood. This 
work will be initiated and completed in fiscal year 1958. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated as follows: South bank $104,000 
and north bank zero. 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project after comple 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $40,000 
for the north bank and $50,000 for the south bank. 

In addition, local interests estimate that some $1,700,000 have been expended 
on north bank levee and drainage improvements prior to inclusion of this unit 
under the overall flood control, Mississippi River and tributaries project and 
that some additional $1,048,000 will be expended on connecting ditches, main 
laterals, and on-farm drainage improvements. The annual cost of maintenance 
of the associated local drainage improvements is estimated to be $21,000. Similar 
data for the south bank are not available as this unit is an integral part of the 
main line Mississippi River west bank levee and local interests expenditures 
applicable to each part cannot be separated. 

Status of local cooperation.—Assurances have been furnished by eight levee 
districts to operate and maintain the project. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$25,760,000 is an increase of $30,000 over the latest estimate ($25,730,000) sub 
mitted to Congress. This increase is a minor adjustment ir the estimate for 
levees and flood walls on the south bank 


91488—57— $1 





1280 


TENSAS BASIN, ARK.—LA. 


Mr. Razsavut. Tensas Basin, $950,000. 


+ 


We will insert pages 70 through 74 in the record. 


(The matter referred to follows:) 
TENSAS BASIN 


(Continuing ) 





Location.—The Tensas Basin is located in Arkansas and Louisiana between 
the Mississippi and Ouachita Rivers and extends southward from the Arkansas 


River to the vicinity of Old River, La. 


Authorization.—1941 and 1944 Flood Control Acts, as amended. 


Benefit-cost ratio.—3.47 to 1. 


Summarized jinancial data 


Estimated Federal cost 
Estimated non-Federal cost 

Cash contributions 

Other costs 
Total estimated project cost 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 
Appropriations to date 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 


1 Excludes permanent transfer from project of $200,000 
Physical data 


Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, etc.: Channels: 


Improvement 84.6 miles on Boeuf River, Ark. and La. (includes 5.6 miles of 


no work reaches). 


Al 


Improvement 170.3 miles on Bayou Macon, Ark. and La. 


Improvement 160.0 miles on Tensas River, La. 
work reaches). 


Improvement 89.0 miles on Big and Colewa Creeks, La. 
Improvement 75.8 miles on Bayon Lafourche, La. (includes 11.7 miles of no 


work reaches). 
Improvement 33.3 miles on Big Bayou, Ark. 
Improvement 78.9 miles on canal 19, Ark. 
Improvement 34.5 miles on canal 435, Ark. 
Improvement 34.6 miles on canal 81, Ark. 
Improvement 32.6 miles on lower Boeuf River, La. 
Red River backwater area: 

Levees: 

Average height: 10.2 feet. 

Length: 93.0 miles. 
Floodgates : 


nount 


, 600, 000 
100, 000 
0 

100, 000 
700, 000 
, 589, 300 
, 500, 000 
, O89, 300 
950, OOO 
, 560, T00 


(includes 2.5 


Cocodrie Bayou: Five 10- by 15-foot concrete box culverts. 


Other: Eight 24-inch, one 42-inch, three 36-inch, and two 60-inch pipe 


culverts. 

Drainage: 

Buckner Bayou diversion: Length, 13 miles. 

Miscellaneous ditches: 2.4 miles. 

Brushy Bayou diversion: 1.6 miles. 

Smithland Landing Cutoff: 1.5 miles. 
Relocations : 

6.3 miles roads. 

1 bridge. 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 


Federal cost 


» miles of no 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent Completion 
| schedule 

Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, etc. 60 
Lands and damages | 417 | June 1962. 
Relocations... 59 | June 1961, 
Boeuf River, Ark. and La 100 | November 1956. 
Bayou Macon, Ark. and La 0 | December 1962 
Tensas River, La 70 | June 1963. 

Big and Colewa Creeks, La 100 | Complete. 
Bayou Lafourche, La 100 | Do. 

Big Bayou, Ark 100 Do. 

Canal 19, Ark 16 | December 1960. 
Canal 43, Ark 35 | November 1958. 
Canal 81, Ark 0 | September 1961. 
Lower Boeuf River, La 0 | June 1963. 

Red River backwater area 95 | March 1957. 
Lands and damages__. 99 | March 1957. 
Relocations 100 | Complete, 
Channels and canals | 100 Do. 

Levees and floodwalls 93 | June 1959. 

Entire Tensas Basin project 70 | June 1963. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Tensas Basin project is comprised of two separable units; namely, Boeuf 
and Tensas Rivers, ete., and the Red River backwater area. 

The Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, ete., is an important unit in the overall plan 
for flood control in the Tensas Basin. This unit, when completed, will benefit 
about 733,000 acres of which 540,600 acres lie in the flood plain and 192,400 acres 
adjacent thereto. Based upon a recurrence of floods of record, the annual flood 
damages prevented are estimated to be about $626,000. The estimated value of 
lands and improvements within the flood plain is $23,790,000. The reduction in 
flood frequency will permit more intensive farming on 220,000 acres of cleared 
lands with an estimated increase in average annual net return of $2,289,000. 
Work for the budget year lies principally in an area in which local interests 
constructed a drainage system in the early 1920’s to provide for diversion of 
drainage that formerly entered the Mississippi River through the then existent 
Cypress Creek Gap in the west bank Mississippi River levee. This drainage sys- 
tem built in Arkansas by 16 drainage districts at a cost of approximately $5,500,- 
000 was never fully effective primarily because of the lack of an adequate outlet 
through Louisiana. However, ample outlets will be provided under the Boeuf 
and Tensas Rivers, etc., unit. The State of Louisiana is cooperating with the 
Federal Government by providing adequate drainage in the alluvial valley portion 
of Louisiana which will reactive much of the early drainage works constructed 
by local interests. The State legislature appropriated $5 million to the depart- 
ment of public works in 1945 to provide financial aid to the parishes. In addi- 
tion, the parishes are required to bear a portion of the overall cost. 

The Red River backwater area is also an important unit of the Tensas Basin 
project. It will protect that portion of the alluvial valley known as the Tensas- 
Cocodrie area, which is normally subject to overflow from the Mississippi, Red 
and Ouachita Rivers. This unit will provide protection to approximately 229,000 
acres. In order that the backwater area will remain available for storage during 
major floods, a section of the levee between Shaw and Monterey, La., has been 
constructed as a fuse plug with the exception of a high section extending from the 
Mississippi River levee at Shaw to the vicinity of the Bayou Cocodrie floodgate. 
From the vicinity of the Bayou Cocodrie floodgate to the vicinity of Acme the 
fuse-plug levee has been constructed to a flat grade corresponding to a stage of 4 
feet below the Mississippi River levee grade at Red River Landing. The grade 
in this section also corresponds to the computed flow line of the 1927 flood con- 
fined with Morganza and Bonnet Carre Floodways in operation. Floods of the 
magnitude of the 1927 flood will overtop the fuse-plug section. From the vicinity 
of Acme to the vicinity of Monterey the levee grade starts at the elevation of 
the flat grade near Acme and parallels a flow line starting at 60.2 feet mean sea 
level for the maximum flows of record increased by 20 percent. This unit is 
nearing completion. Essential work remaining consists of roads on levees to 
afford access to those portions of the levee not otherwise accessible. 
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FISCAL YEAR 1958 


Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, ete-—The requested amount of $950,000 will be 
applied to: 
Continue lands and damages a a a acl 1 chibi wiiaset-aeils--a 
Complete relocation of 2 Desha County bridges, canal 45, reach 2_- 40, 900 
Initiate and complete relocation of 2 State bridges, canal 19, reach 3 30, 000 
Complete relocation of powerlines, canal 19, reach 2_- pe ‘ 6, 200 


Complete telephone line, canal 19, reaches 1 and 2__-- ~~ eee 1, 500 
Initiate relocation of powerlines, canal 43, reach 2 i as 1, 000 
Initiate relocation of powerlines, canal 19, reach 3 _---- inks 3, 000 
Initiate relocation of telephone lines, canal 19, reach 5__-~- ? 1, 000 
Continue real-estate work in connection with relocations ; = 3, 000 
Complete channel improvement, canal 19, reaches 1 and 2_--~- 172, 100 
Initiate channel improvement, canal 19, reach 3__----~- abate 60, 000 
Initiate channel improvement, canal 43, reach 2__-_~- ee 
Initiate channel improvement, canal S81, reach 1 ; 20, 000 
Continue engineering and design mi : pine’ _.. 100,000 
Continue supervision and administration : 54, 100 

Total eee eeee an die 950, 000 


The work proposed for fiscal year 1958 is a continuation of the orderly and 
economic plan for completion of this unit. The Boeuf River-Bayou Lafourche 
canals 19 and 43, comprise the main drainage artery of the basin and benefits 
accrue as the work progresses upstream, Landowners in the State of Arkansas, 
with the aid of other Federal agencies, have made extensive progress in provid 
ing drainage for their farms. These improvements will be of little value until 
the improved drainage arteries are extended upstream. 

Red River backwater area—Funds are not requested for the budget year. 
This unit is essentially complete except for raising low reaches of the levee and 
for the roads on the levees. These roads are needed for access to isolated 
areas for maintenance and operation of the project. 

Non-Federal cost—The estimated first costs to local interests required by 
the project document are: Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, ete., $100,000 (includes 
$51,000 incurred for lands and damages prior to passage of the 1950 Flood 
Control Act). 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project after com- 
pletion. The annual cost of maintenance and operation is estimated at $227,000, 
plus $131,000 for maintenance of associated local drainage improvements, for 
Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, ete., and $57,000 for Red River backwater area, plus 
$51,000 for maintenance of associated local drainage improvements 

In addition, local interests estimate that some $5,900,000 have been expended 
in the area of the Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, ete., unit or drainage improvements 
prior to initiation of construction of the authorized Federal improvements 
Similar data on the Red River backwater area unit are not available but it is 
believed that expenditures per acre in this area were comparable to those in 
the Louisiana portion of the Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, etc. unit. 

Also, in addition it is estimated that local interests will expend $6,530,000 on 
Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, ete., and $2,654,000 on the Red River backwater area 
in constructing connecting ditches, main laterals and on-farm drainage improve- 
ments, and that the annual cost of maintenance for these improvements will be 
$131,000 for the Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, ete., and $51,000 for the Red River 
backwater area. 

Status of local cooperation.—Assurances have been furnished by seven levee 
and drainage districts to operate and maintain the project. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$28,600,000 is an increase of $40,000 over the latest estimate (828,560,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. This increase is the result of adjustments in the estimates 
for land and damages; relocations: channels and canals; and levees and flood 
walls. 

YAZOO BASIN, MISS. 


Mr. Raspavut. Yazoo Basin, $4,060,000. 
We will insert pages 82 through 93 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 
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YAzOO BASIN 
(Continuing) 


Location.—The Yazoo Basin project is located in Mississippi and extends, 
generally from Memphis, Tenn., to Vicksburg, Miss., in a north-south direction 
from the escarpment east of Greenwood, westward to the Mississippi River. 

Authorization.—1928 and 1936 Flood Control Acts and amendments. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.78 to 1. 


asl 


Summarized financial data 


| Accumulated 

| Amount | percent of 
} estimated 

Federal cost 





Estimated Federal cost ee $183, 300, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost : 41, 000 
Cash contributions 0 
Other costs 41,000 
Total estimated project cost } 183, 341, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 86, 039, 300 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 1 3, 600, 000 
Appropriations to date. 89, 639, 300 49 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 +, 060, 000 51 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 89, 600, 700 


1 Excludes permanent transfer fi 





I om ( t of $120,000. 
Physical data 
Sardis Arkabutla Enid Grenada 
Reservoirs 

Dam Earth fill Earth fill Earth fill Earth fill 
Spillway. Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Uneontrolled Uncontrolled 
Outlet works (design capac- | 10,000 cubic feet 10,000 cubie feet | 9,400 cubie feet 10.000 eubie feet 

ity). per second per second per second per second 
Gross storage capacity 1,570,000 acre- 525,300 acre-feet 660,000 acre-feet 1,337,400 acre 

feet | feet 

Conservation pool... 92,000 acre-feet 31,500 acre-feet 57,600 acre-feet ..| 85,700 acre-feet 


Upper auxiliary channel: 
Levees: 59 miles; average height 7 feet 
Channels: 48 miles; average depth 18 feet 
Relocations : 
Roads: 2 United States highways, 2 State highways, and 12 county roads. 
Railroads: 1 ICRR and 1 C&G RR., alterations. 
Utilities: 4.14 miles of REA and 1.63 miles of Mississippi Power & Light 
Co. 
Yazoo backwater : 
Levees : 98 miles, variable height 10 to 26 feet. 
Storm water pumping plants: 3—eapacity 800, 2,600 and 12,600 cubic feet 
per second. 
Channels: 26 miles, average depth 10 feet. 
Relocations : 
Roads: U.S. Highway No. 61. 
Railroads: ICRR. 
Utilities: Power and telephone lines 
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Greenwood : 
Levees and flood walls: 29.4 miles; average height, 4.6 feet. 
Pumping plants: 
Sanitary sewage: 1; capacity 1,500 gallons per minute. 
Storm water: 5; capacity from 30,000 to 303,000 gallons per minute 
(67 to 675 cubic feet per second). 
Channel: Pelucia Bayou diversion. 
Relocations: ICRR and Highway No. 7 bridges. 
Yazoo City: 

Levees: 4.3 miles; average height 9 feet. 

Channels: Yazoo River cutoff ; 1.3 miles; average bottom width 160 feet. 

Pumping plants: 

Storm water: 1; capacity 248,000 gallons per minute (540 cubic feet per 
second). 
Sanitary sewage: 1; capacity 2,600 gallons per minute. 
Sanitary sewer line; 1.7 miles; 18-inch line. 
Belzoni: 
Levees and flood wall: 0.7 miles, average height, 6 feet. 
Lower auxiliary channel: 

Levees : 63 miles ; average height 11 feet. 

Channels: 32 miles; average depth 23 feet. 

Relocations : 

Roads: U. S. Highway No. 49-W, 1 mile; county roads—4 bridges and 
3 miles of road. 
Railroads: ICRR, 1 bridge and 0.4 miles of track. 
Utilities : Oil and gas lines, 5 miles; power and telephone lines, 15 miles. 
Main stem: 

Levees : 265.6 miles ; variable height 3 to 25 feet. 

Channels: 44 cutoffs, 251 miles channel clearing and 8 miles channel en- 
largement, all complete except for 4 cutoffs. 

Relocations: 

Roads: 2 bridges and minor bridge alterations. 

Railroads: Alteration of 1.1 mile ICRR. 

Utilities : Power and telephone lines. 
Tributaries: 

Levees : 126 miles, variable height, 3 to 25 feet. 

Storm water pumping plant; 1 (McKinney Bayou) (Increase in capacity 
from 45,000 to 135,000 gallons per minute) (100 to 300 cubic feet per 
second). 

Channels : 360 miles. 

Relocations : 

Roads: 26 county road bridges and 3 highways. 
Railroads: ICRR. 
Utilities : Power and telephone lines and oil and gas pipelines. 
Big Sunflower River, ete.: 
Channels: 
Big Sunflower River: 162 miles. 
Quiver River: 59 miles. 
Steele Bayou: 50 miles. 
Deer Creek: 7 miles. 
sogue Phalia: 52 miles. 
Little Sunflower River: 21 miles. 
Hushpuckena River : 28 miles. 
Bear Creek Diversion: 13 miles. 
Tributaries : 165 miles. 
Relocations : 
Roads: 14 bridges. 
Utilities : Power and telephone lines and oil and gas pipelines. 











on. 6 il i oe 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent Completion schedule 
Sardis Reservoir 100 | Complete. 
Arkabutla Reservoir 95 
Relocation United States Highway No. 51 0 | July 1958 
Comfort station 0 | August 1958. 
All other work 100 | Complete. 
Enid Reservoir 99 | April 1957. 
Grenada Reservoir 99 | June 1957. 
Upper Auxiliary Channel 0 | Indefinite. 
Yazoo backwater Ol Do. 
Greenwood 46) 
Pelucia Bayou Division (including relocations) 0 Do. 
All other work 99 | June 1957. 
Yazoo City 99 
Lands and damages 99 Do. 
Relocations 100 | Comolete. 
Channels 100 | Do 
Levees 100 Do 
Pumping plants 99 | January 1957. 
Belzoni 297 | June 1957. 
Lands and damages ; 78 | February 1957. 
Relocations 0 Do 
Levees and floodwalls : 0 | June 1957. 
Lower auxiliary channel 21 | June 1960. 
Lands and damages. - ’ 57 | June 1958. 
Relocations_.. 10 | June 1959. 
Channels 12 | June 1960. 
MR nab ncncnacnameed ae . 22 Do 
Main stem _-_. 24 | After fiscal year 1963. 
Lands and damages- - - 32 | June 1963. 
Relocations 0 | After fiseal year 1963. 
Roads, railroads, and bridges. 100 | Complete. 
Channels 56 | After fiscal year 1963. 
Levees... - 5 Do. 
Tributaries 18 | Indefinite. 
Lands and damages 14 | Do. 
Relocations 3 Do. 
Roads, railroads, and bridges 100 | Complete. 
Channels 41 | Indefinite. 
Levees 3 | Do. 
Pumping plants 0 | June 1959. 
Bank stabilization 100 | Complete 
Big’Sunflower River, etc- - 11 | June 1963. 
Lands and damages- -- 17 | June 1961. 
Relocations 3 | June 1962. 
Channels 12 | June 1963. 
Entire Yazoo Basin project 48 | Indefinite. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Yazoo Basin project is based on a comprehensive plan of basin develop- 
ment. The total drainage area is 13,400 square miles, of which 6,800 square 
miles are hill lands and 6,600 square miles alluvial valley lands. The area sub- 
ject to overflow by headwater floods comprises 1,632,000 acres, which produce 
cotton, corn, soybeans, oats, and hay. The project will provide protection against 
overflow to 1,067,000 acres, will materially benefit 299,000 acres, and will provide 
protection to Greenwood, Belzoni, Yazoo City, and numerous smaller communi- 
ties. In the western part of the basin the channel-improvement work on the Big 
Sunflower River and its tributaries will alleviate flooding and improve drainage 
on approximately 568,000 acres, of which 352,000 acres are highly cultivated. 
Because of the flatness of the land and poor condition of the natural drainage, 
privately constructed drainage systems emptying into the Big Sunflower River 
and its tributaries have proved ineffective, resulting in prolonged periods of 
inundaton, either killing planted crops or causing late planting with consequent 
reduction in crop yields. The project will improve natural drainage, permitting 
the floodwaters to run off more rapidly, thus increasing the effectiveness of local 
drainage. In addition, approximately 535,000 acres in the Yazoo backwater area 
will be given protection against all but the larger floods, and an additional 296,000 
acres wil be materially benefited. Of these 296,000 acres, about 204,000 acres 
are benefited by the channel-improvement work in the Big Sunflower River area. 
The plan for construction of the Yazoo Basin project is based on priority needs. 
The four reservoirs were constructed to hold back the floodwaters from the hills. 
Protection of Greenwood is complete except for Pelucia Bayou diversion, protec- 
tion of Yazoo City is practically complete, and protection of Belzoni is under way. 
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Some work has been done on the main streams to provide an outlet for improved 
local drainage and the controlled discharges from the reservoirs. The auxiliary 
channels are designed to provide additional capacity over the existing streams 
and thereby eliminate costly levee construction. Work on the tributary streams 
will result in improved channel capacity. Improvements by local interests have 
kept pace with the degree of protection afforded, large sums having been spent 
on clearing land, construction lateral drainage systems, and converting to more 
modern farming methods. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $4,060,000 will be applied as 
follows: 

Arkabutla Reservoir 


The funds ($500,000) requested will 
Continue: 


Relocation U. S. Highway No. 51 across Hickahala Creek _. $476, 000 
InN NO i a asain gs tne de RUNS 10, 000 
Supervision and administration_. iia ot oe wes - 14, 000 

CU ce cs itis Sacer i pec saad iy uta cognac 


Arkabutla Reservoir was completed in fiscal year 1948. It was realized when 
the portion of United States Highway No. 51 across Coldwater River was being 
relocated during World War II that the portion of the highway across Hickahala 
Creek might be flooded by the reservoir, but because of restrictions on construction 
during the war and the indefiniteness of the reservoir flooding, it was decided 
to defer work on raising the road until a later date. In fact, at the time the 
agreement was made with the Mississippi State Highway Commission with re 
spect to the relocation across Coldwater River it was recognized that this reach of 
highway would probably have to be raised at a later date at Government expense. 
Heavy rainfall in 1958 resulted in operation of the spillway of Arkabutla Reser- 
voir. The stage reached at that time caused inundation of United States Highway 
No. 51 across Hickahala Creek for a period of 10 days with the maximum depth of 
inundation being 1.8 feet. The Mississippi State Highway Commission referred to 
the previous agreement and requested that this highway, the most important 
north-south transcontinental route in Mississippi, be raised above the crest eleva- 
tion of the spillway in order to insure uninterrupted traffic on this route. The 
funds are required for completion of the continuing contract for relocation of 
United States Highway No. 51. 


Lower auxiliary channel 


The funds ($2,010,000) requested will 
Complete: Lands and damages_- $169, 000 
Relocations : 


Continue: U. S. Highway 49—W bridge ciiiceceiteaisa center 290, 000 





Initiate: Humphreys County, 3 bridges___.--__.___-_________ 25, 000 
Continue: Real estate work in connection with relocations__ 4, 000 
Complete : Oil pipeline (Sohio Co. ) ; 48, 000 
Channels and canals: 
Complete: Excavation, items LAC—12A and 12B 393, 000 
Initiate: Excavation, item LAC-19______- 64, OOO 
Levees: 
Complete: Embankment, item LAC—3_______~. See 99, 100 
Complete: Embankment, items LAC-12A and 12B ane 710, 600 
Initiate: Embankment, item LAC-19______~_ ar cee De oe 11, 000 
I i ict caine tie ent blidiieriic 60, 000 
Supervision and administration._._._..._____ adalah esaacttbst lib 136, 300 
SO iia a a a _ 2,010, 000 


The streams in the Yazoo Basin have relatively small channel capacities ; con 
sequently, rapid runoff of floodwaters is prevented and the duration of flooding 
is prolonged on large agricultural areas in the basin. Construction of the lower 
auxiliary channel will provide additional channel capacity, hasten the runoff of 
floodwaters and reduce the project flood flow line by 3 feet at Yazoo City and 
7 feet at the head of the channel near Belzoni. Reduction of the flow line is 
necessary in order to obviate comparatively expensive high levees and also to 
greatly reduce the amount of rearrangement of existing improvements on the 
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highly developed lands along the banks of the Yazoo River. The lower height 
of levees will give more positive protection against floods to the adjacent areas. 
The lower flood line will permit drainage structures along the Yazoo River to be 
opened earlier following a highwater, thereby materially improving drainage 
conditions in the protected areas. Also, during reservoir emptying periods, the 
lower flow line will not block drainage outlets for large areas of croplands during 
the growing season. 

The funds are requested for the continuation of the relocation of United States 
Highway No. 49—W bridge which must be completed in fiscal year 1959 so as to not 
delay the channel and levee work proposed for fiscal year 1959; initiation of 
the relocation of Humphreys County bridges (3) so as to not delay the channel 
and levee work proposed for fiscal year 1960; initiation and completion of oil 
pipeline prior to time channel and levee work in the reach is completed; com- 
pletion of levee embankment on item LAC-3 in an orderly and economical 
manner; completion of channel excavation and levees on items LAC-12A and 
12B, and initiation of channel excavation and levees on item LAC-19. 


Main stem 


The funds ($700,000) requested will 
CORSE: DIE OFS COB RR RCO i iit icin cece beeenenees $105, 000 
Relocations : 
Yazoo River: 
Initiate: Greenwood Cutoff bridge_____________________ 100, 000 
Initiate and complete: 


REA powerlines oe ee Ne eed 21, 900 


Mississippi Power & L ight Co. powe rlines ee 4, 000 
24-inch gas line, American-Louisiana Pipeline Cc Ree. 2 7, 200 

Telephone line, Southern Bell Telephone & Telegraph 
N,N erent See ee AE 1, 000 
Telegraph line —- aig tsa dcaglacelatael dacacs gesagt 1, 000 

Levees: 
Coldwater River: 

Continue, below mouth of Pompey ditch -__-____________ 180, 400 


Initiate and complete, levee setback, Pompey ditch (0.64 
mile) 2 . _... 100,000 
Yazoo River: Initiate, east bank, Yazoo City to Tcher va ac reek_ 100, 000 
Engineering and design a eae a abiteuseeecer eas 35, 000 


Supervision and administration 5 auineeetadrcseaeene ies 44, 000 
Total i cinta aang Steinem ageddeen aa cpucaeeseaiedeiee 


The channels of the Coldwater, Tallahatchie, and Yazoo Rivers have relatively 
small capacities, consequently, it is necessary to improve the channels and to 
construct levees throughout most of the basin to prevent flooding of an extensive 
rich agricultural area. These works, when completed, will accomplish the de- 
sired results by reducing the flow line sufficiently to protect the land. 

The funds are requested for the acquisition of the necessary lands for the 
yreenwood Cutoff on Yazoo River well in advance of the initiation of the con- 
struction so as to not interrupt the orderly sequence of construction of the 
project and will make available the rights-of-way for the bridge: initiation of 
the relocation of the Greenwood Cutoff Bridge in advance of the proposed cutoff 
because the Mississippi State Highway Department is planning early construction 
of a new highway at this point, making it imperative that the new bridge be 
constructed; initiation and completion of relocation of REA and Mississippi 
Power & Light lines, a 24-inch gasline, Southern Bell telephone line and tele- 
graph line in advance of construction of the levees now under construction and to 
be initiated in fiscal year 1958; continuation of levee construction on Coldwater 
River below mouth of Pompey Ditch which is a continuation of the levee system 
to provide protection to a highly developed agricultural area; initiation and 
completion of levee setback on Pompey Ditch to replace levee which has been 
seriously threatened by bank caving; initiation of construction of levee on east 
hank of Yazoo River continuing upstream from the Jonestown Cutoff east levee 
to provide protection to Yazoo City and considerable acreage of rich agricultural 
lands. 








Tributaries 


The funds ($200,000) requested will— 


Relocations : Complete: 3 county bridges, David-Burrell Bayous____ $48, 300 

Channels and canals: Continue: Channel improvement, David Bur- 
ch incl anal en cine 120, 000 
I NN inn ies woah i vi tink ci iin ih nc 16, 900 
Supervision and administration__________----__--- SD ace al 14, 800 
SN a a isch tec catieales 200, 000 


The streams in the Yazoo Basin under the classification of “Tributaries” have 
relatively small channel capacities. Consequently, rapid runoff of flood water 
is prevented and the duration of overflow is prolonged on large agricultural 
areas. Improvement of the stream channels by clearing, snagging cutoffs and 
enlargement, together with construction of levees where required, will reduce 
the flood flow lines thereby protecting the agricultural areas to a great extent. 

The funds requested are for the continuation and completion of the relocation 
of three County bridges over David-Burrell Bayous as this work must be com- 
pleted as scheduled to permit the orderly prosecution of the channel improve- 
ment on David-Burrell Bayous; continuation of the channel improvement 
on David-Burrell Bayous. Work on this stream must be continued in order to 
realize at the earliest practicable date the full benefits to be derived from the 
proposed improvement. 

Big Sunflower River, etc. 


The funds ($650,000) requested will— 


Continue: Lands and damages____ ~~~ alla Oe Sate. ___. $120, 000 
Relocations: 
Complete: Holly Bluff Cutoff Bridge________-- ae a 20, 700 
Continue: 2 county bridges, Bogue Phalia_____-_~- e 40, 000 
Complete : 
Telephone lines, Bogue Phalia_____~- so tie es au 1, 500 
Power lines, Bogue Phalia__ eRe —_ : oa 11, 800 


Channels and canals: 
Complete: 
Big Sunflower River, Holly Bluff Cutoff... _- 
Big Sunflower River, Holly Bluff Cutoff to mouth of 


205, 000 





Quiver River, channel improvement___ Resist = 70, 000 

Little Sunflower River, channel improvement a 50, 000 

Bogue Phalia, mile 0 to 23.1, channel improvement 2 50, 000 
Engineering and Design__- ib itiemrteazetsan ; : 42, 400 
Supervision and Administration a - . 38, 600 
hicks dist wibiiees i as Seat ee sr ea a 650, 000 


The Big Sunflower River, etc., a unit of the Yazoo Basin project, will alleviate 
flooding and improve drainage conditions on approximately 568,000 acres of rich 
delta lands. The funds requested are for the acquisition of lands; completion 
of channel excavation and relocations on the Holly Bluff Cutoff; completion of 
the channel improvement on the Big Sunflower River from Holly Bluff Cutoff to 
mouth of Quiver River and continuation of the channel improvement and reloca- 
tions on Bogue Phalia. 

The necessary lands should be acquired and affected relocations completed 
well in advance of the construction so as not to delay the completion of the 
channel improvement. The Holly Bluff Cutoff, located between miles 19.2 and 
33.5 on the Big Sunflower River, is an important and beneficial feature, as it will 
reduce the flood-flow line about 4 feet, decrease the duration of flooding, and 
provide benefits to a highly developed agricultural area extending from near 
Holly Bluff to Indianola, a distance of about 65 miles. The channel improve- 
ment on the Big Sunflower River above the cutoff and on Bogue Phalia will extend 
the benefits further upstream. 

Non-Federal costs.—Local interests are required to maintain and operate 
the works in the Big Sunflower River, etc., and the Yazoo backwater units, and 
the annual cost of maintenance and operation of these units is estimated at 
$264,000 and $15,000, respectively. Local interests are not required to maintain 
the works in the Yazoo headwater area. Local interests have incurred costs of 
$11,000 in the Yazoo headwater area and $30,000 in the Big Sunflower River, 
ete., prior to the passage of the 1950 Flood Control Act. In addition, local in- 
terests estimate that some $20 million have been expended in the Yazoo head- 
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water area on drainage improvements prior to initiation of construction of the 
authorized Federal improvements. In the Big Sunflower River area the ex- 
penditures are estimated at some $3 million. Expenditures in the Yazoo back- 
water area are not known, but they are believed to be relatively small. Also, 
it is estimated that local interests will further expend $11,750,000 in the Yazoo 
headwater area, $3,191,000 in the Big Sunflower River area, and $5,989,000 in the 
Yazoo backwater area on connecting ditches, main laterals, and on-farm drainage 
improvements. 

Status of local cooperation.—Necessary assurances to operate and maintain 
the Big Sunflower River unit have been received from the Yazoo-Mississippi 
Delta Levee District and the Board of Mississippi Levee Commissioners. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-——No change from the latest total esti- 
mate submitted to Congress. However, adjustments have been made within 
the overall estimate between the estimates for the units, Enid Reservoir; 
Arkabutla Reservoir; Grenada Reservoir; Yazoo City; Belzoni; and tributaries 
to reflect final costs and more detailed estimates. 


ATCHAFALAYA BASIN FLOODWAY, LA. 


Mr. Ranaut. Atchafalaya Basin Floodway, La., $2,850,000. 
We will put pages 101 through 105 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


ATCHAFALAYA BASIN 


Location.—The project is located in south central Louisiana below the lati- 
tude of Old River and west of and generally paralleling the Mississippi River. 
The basin is approximately 110 miles long by 45 miles wide. The Atchafalaya 
River flows through the middle of the basin. 

Authorization.—Food Control Act approved May 15, 1928, as amended. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—6.5 to 1 (composite for the main stem). 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


‘Amount 


Estimated Federal cost__-- aeliactiedinaaas 
Estimated non-Federal cost _ _.....-- 
Other costs a ech ateeas 0} 
Tota] estimated project cost __- 105, 700, 000 


| $105, 700, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956______-- tod ‘ enaccacsasacesa| . Cay eaneee 

| 

| 


0} 


Appropriations for fiscal year 1957_._..--- SE Ws Pe iis icwcue doce 
Appropriations to date. -...-- easel abe 86, 913, 600 82 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958____- 2, 850, 000 85 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958__....-- 15, 936, 400 


1 Excludes permanent transfer from project ($208,300). 
PHYSICAL DATA 


Levees: 
Average height : 18 feet. 
Length : 454 miles. 
High level crossings : 
Morganza Floodway : 
United States Highway No. 190, length: 5 miles. 
New Orleans, Texas & Mexico Railway Co., length : 5 miles. 
Texas & Pacific Railway Co., length : 7 miles. 
West Floodway: 
United States Highway No. 190, length: 10 miles. 
New Orleans, Texas & Mexico Railway Co., length: 8 miles. 
Pumping plants: 
Number: 11. 
Capacity : 
Minimum: 50 cubic feet per second (22,500 gallons per minute). 
Maximum: 1,000 cubic feet per second (450,000 gallons per minute). 
Average: 300 cubic feet per second (135,000 gallons per minute). 








1290 


Channels: 

Size: Varying dimensions. 

Length : 28 miles. 

Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 

Drainage structures: 

Pointe Coupee: 2 gates, 10.5 by 15 feet. 

Melville : 72-inch pipe. 

Darbonne: 10 by 10 feet. 

Bayou des Glaises : 72-inch pipe. 

Bayou Courtableau: Weir type. 

Brushy Bayou: 5 by 6 feet gates. 

Bayou Courtableau : 5 barrel, 10 by 15 feet. 
Floodgates: 

Charenton: Sector-gated, 45 feet wide. 

East Calumet: Sector-gated, 45 feet wide. 

West Calumet: Section-gated, 45 feet wide. 
Locks: 

Bayou Boeuf : 75 by 1,120 feet, earth chamber. 

Bayou Sorrel: 56 by 760 feet, earth Chamber. 

Berwick : 45 by 300 feet, concrete. 
Atchafalaya River navigation : New channel, 13 miles. 


Percent |Completio 


schedule 

Entire pro‘ect. _- ; . ‘ 79 1964 
Lands and damages " we 83 1964 
Relocations 

Roads Diath Resale spi ; 17 1960 

Railroads_....-- ‘ 87 1960 

Ceneteries, utilities and structures _- : 66 1961 
Locks, 3.-- bao : 100 |. 
Channels and canals 71 1960 
Levees and floodwalls (approximately 422 miles levees completed 93 1961 
Pumping plants: 4 conpleted__.---. ia 26 1962 
Roads, railroads and bridges 3 bcbaitiahet stabi Ret es ae ee Ei ae 13 1963 
otructures btn eaeaiead hi Poy ee ' 83 1957 


JUSTIFICATION 


General,—The Mississippi River below the latitude of Old River is capable of 
carrying only 1,500,000 cubic feet per second without threatening the integrity 
of the levees along its banks which protect thickly populated areas, highly 
developed agricultural lands, industries, and the city of New Orleans. Studies 
have indicated that the project flood against which the flood-control protection 
works are designed will be of such magnitude that 5 million cubic feet per 
second will pass the latitude of Old River. Since the Mississippi below this 
latitude can carry only one-half this amount, the other one-half must be diverted 
from the main channel. This diversion is made through the natural channels 
of the Old and Atchafalaya Rivers, and through the Morganza and Atchafalaya 
Floodways. In order to prevent diverted waters from spreading over the rich 
agricultural lands in the Atchafalaya Basin, these rivers and floodways have 
been leveed to confine the diverted flow. It is essential that the work proceed 
vigorously and as expeditiously as possible, in order to eliminate unnecessary 
damage. This floodway system is, for all practical purposes, a part of the main 
river system, since the integrity of the main river system depends upon its 
utilization. Since this construction began, people have developed their farms, 
and industries have moved into these areas adjacent to the floodway with full 
confidence that they would receive protection. Therefore overtopping or 
crevassing of the levees would cause far more damage than when the project 
first started. Due to foundation conditions in some localities, the levees some- 
time become deficient due to consolidation of the soil. These levees must be 
maintained at the proper grade. Interrupted drainage has been diverted into 
natural sump areas, and gaps have been left in the levee to prevent impoundment 
of local rainwater. During floods such as that of 1950 these gaps must be 
closed at great expense to the Government, and damage increases on the interior 
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lands because of the additional amount of water impounded. Drainage struc- 
tures and pumping plants must be provided so that these gaps can be closed 
and high flood-fighting costs eliminated. The main protection levees, especially 
below the latitude of Krotz Springs, are almost inaccessible except by boat 
during high water. It is important that they be brought up to grade in order 
that roadways can be constructed on them so that the necessary men and 
equipment can be moved to any threatened spot during an extreme flood. This 
inaccessibility adds additional costs to flood-fighting operations which would 
not be necessary if the levees were brought to grade and access roads constructed 
upon them. 
Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $2,850,000 will be applied to— 


Initiate: Atchafalaya Basin main channel dredging ._--~~_~- -—assnn 440,000 
Lands and damages (flowage below Krotz Springs, levee and 
Re EY Yin action iste eid acta peas maaan 70, 600 
Relocation of U. S. Highway No. 190 across West Atchafalaya 
Me AON iii sein ssi Asa alah cco a tala a deel cies asiaa ies aeiea cab tgaleoe 1, 500, 000 
New Orleans, Texas & Mexico Ry high-level crossing over the West 
Atchafalaya Winoaway (OG It) .4<..6ncectmecso eee 25, 000 
Bayou Boeuf interim lift—- Delaken saad aera seadtin erekaae 15, 000 
Avoca Island, shaping levee to interim grade and section______-_-~~ 75, 000 
Hydraulic lift for increase in base width, Atchafalaya Basin 
levee__- ae -drate nets neta seb oeee was 157, 000 
Engineering and Design__- ‘ ; ‘ i 173, 000 
Supervision and Administration__-___--_--------_- ie 256, 000 
Complete 
Wax Lake East and West, shaping Bayous Blue and Possum___-_- 12, 500 
Extension of Whiskey Bay pilot channel, miles 61.2 to 63.7___-__~- 125, 900 


Ten thousand dollars included in lands and damages is for acquisition of flow- 
age easements below the latitude of Krotz Springs, bringing it to 68 percent 
completion. The remaining funds in the amount of $60,600 will be used to 
acquire right-of-way for dredging operations and for construction of levees. 

United States Highway 190 high level crossing is the last of the high-level 
crossings to be constructed. Funds requested will continue the work at an 
economical rate and bring this item to 42 percent completion. 

Funds for the New Orleans, Texas & Mexico Railway high-level crossing over 
the West Atchafalaya Floodway are required for track adjustment, additional 
ballast, and stabilization of the embankment. 

Dredging to lower flowline, Atchafalaya Basin main channel dredging, and 
extension of Whiskey Bay pilot channel enlargement. Dredging is necessary in 
the lower reaches of the basin in order to develop a single efficient channel for 
the Atchafalaya River. A large number of channels exist, which cause sediment 
deposition as a result of crossflow. The material deposited across the basin acts 
as a low dam and causes increased flood heights which endanger the levees. 
The proposed work will close side channels and provide adequate cross-sectional 
area in localities which obstruct natural-channel development in the lower 
Whiskey Bay reach. 

Shaping to interim grade and section the closures at Bayous Blue and Pos- 
sum and Avoca Island Cutoff Bayou levees are necessary to bring these levees 
to project grade and section. This work has to be done progressively to avoid 
overstressing foundations. 

Due to the nature of the work, it is necessary to make the closure of Bayou 
Boeuf in increments or lifts progressively to avoid overstressing the founda- 
tion. Funds will be applied to the construction of the fourth lift during 
fiscal year 1958. 

In the course of studies of excessive settlement of levees in the Atchafalaya 
Basin it has become apparent that increase in base width will be required be 
fore levees in many localities can be built and held to adequate grade. Due 
to searcity of haul material in the Atchafalaya Basin, this work will be ac- 
complished tby hydraulic-fill methods. Funds in the amount of $157,000 will 
be used during fiscal year 1958 for pumping hydraulic lift for increase in base 
width Atchafalaya Basin levees. 

Non-Federal costs.—Cost incurred by local interests to date (estimated by 
local interests) are as follows: Funds in the amount of $643,000 were spent 
for levee maintenance, operation and maintenance of drainage pumps, purchase 
of maintenance equipment, and costs, in connection with acquisition and fur- 
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nishing of rights-of-way. Local interests are required to maintain and oper- 
ate the project upon completion. The annual cost for maintenance and opera- 
tion is estimated at $75,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—Necessary assurances to maintain the project 
have been furnished by the 2 districts and 2 towns within the basin. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$105,700,000 is an increase of $3,156,000 over the latest estimate ($102,544,000) 
submitted to Congress; $1,126,000 of this increase is due to higher price !evel. 
Relocations have increased $629,000 due to more detailed design. The estimate 
for roads, railroads, and bridges has increased $434,000 due to the inclusion of 
additional access roads in isolated areas. A reexamination of requirements has 
resulted in a net increase of $967,000 in the estimates for lands and damages, 
channels and canals, levees and flood walls, structures, and pumping plants. 


LAKE PONTCHARTRAIN, LA. 


Mr. Rasaut. Lake Pontchartrain, La., $550,000. 
Put pages 109 through 111 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows :) 


LAKE PONTCHARTRAIN, LA. 


Location.—The project is located on the south shore of Lake Pontchartrain, 
in Jefferson Parish, La., and extends from the Orleans Parish line to the St. 
Charles Parish line. 

Authorization——Flood Control Act approved May 15, 1928, as amended. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.86 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


| { 








| Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
| 
$$ | | 
Estimated Federal cost--_---- $4, 780,000 | 
Estimated non-Federal cost - - - - -- : 3, 129, 200 E 
Cash contribution- ---.---- Kai “* ee E ’ 1,050,000 | a 
ds cane unbt tiie ne nna binneannen . Jal 2, 079, 200 
Total estimated project cost - -_- iam ee onal 7, 909, 200 | és 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956__----- a ‘ ; 1, 839, 900 | 2 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957- ---..-.----- id Sick ttidmahind 350,000 | : 
Appropriations to date - - -- siobaiientead hutiingherntats i ‘ 2, 189, 900 46 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 _- eyeniine 2 550, 000 57 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 - - - . 12Jea : i sha Sak 2,040, 100 | 





PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Average height: 
10 feet (lakeshore levees). 
8 feet (levees along Jefferson-Orleans and Jefferson-St. Charles Parish 
lines). 
Length: 
10.2 miles (lakeshore levees). 
7.2 miles (Parish lines levees). 


Status (January 1, 1957) 
Levees: 44 percent. 
Completion schedule: 1963. 
JUSTIFICATION 


Destructive tides in Lake Pontchartrain occurred in the 1901 and 1915 hurri- 
canes and were repeated in the 1947 hurricane. Since 1920, commercial, indus- 
trial and residential development in the city of New Orleans has progressed 
steadily with a very rapid grow since 1940. This growth extended lakeward 
into reclaimed marshland and into the adjacent Jefferson Parish. During the 
hurricane of September 1947 excessive tides overtopped the Jefferson Parish 
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lakeshore levees over much of their length and inundated the highly developed 
urban area of Metairie as well as pasture and other lands. This overtopping of 
the levees weakened them with the result that the crown elevation was reduced 
and a total length of 42,000 feet was crevassed or eroded away. Floodwaters in 
residential sections as far as 244 miles from the lakes were flooded to depths rang- 
ing up to 8 feet. Of the total 50 square-mile area in Jefferson Parish lying be- 
tween Lake Pontchartrain and the Mississippi River (assessed value of $23 mil- 
lion—1947), 39 square miles were inundated. The 3 pumping stations which norm- 
ally remove the interior drainage were flooded and rendered inoperative, as were 
the parish incinerator and sewage disposal plant, creating a serious health hazard 
to about 25,000 people. The Moisant International Airport was flooded and closed, 
urban busline operations interrupted, public schools made inoperable, stocks of 
many mercantile establishments suffered water damage and the livstock of many 
dairy and poultry farms were destroyed ; 2,000 homes were damaged, 800 families 
evacuated, and home furnishing, automobiles, and personal effects damaged or 
destroyed. The present population of the area is in excess of 80,000 and the 
assessed valuation exceeds $38 million. 
Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $550,000 will be applied as follows: 


Complete item A-3, topping Jefferson Parish-St. Charles Parish line 


I ccctiaiins ea aca Sei aie calf elii e oraa ae esiieiecatiniie teal: sa 
Complete item B-6 and B-7, shaping lakeshore levee and continue wave- 

I NN tg nia idle ictal aia caeetian ame cinataoatiicedcae a 397, 300 
Engineering and Design. ___--_ iil: Sahelian aed sseraskteadam 30, 000 
EIS MIAGHMA:, CIID FR CRUE ii es odessa ennai Sales eet 51, 200 

Cinch titania sl hit a eta aa i ois ptt teit 550, 000 


Funds recommended above are required to complete the lakeshore protection 
levee, and provide protection for the levee toe along the most critical areas. 

Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $3,129,200, broken down as follows: 





Cash contribution oa ccm atic oe pa nial ai eteann $1, 050, 000 
Lionas: Gnmetients: G00 FIGNR Of WEY. gee nc enrcrcnmcudnneinmeein 310, 000 
BeDBDILesOn: OF Graimage LACS... 662 cn eds cimsiwiuernmnimnee 1, 500, 000 
SION AIA RTS TR NII esos sis cs ce tia sip cs haan on ds a pine acne ana 120, 000 
Utility alteration end building removal. .c.. ncscceiicenndadudawenue 149, 200 

Total ba sci wish ieee beats ac 5 Coageeeiieatian a atcidain sa nn 3, 129, 200 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. The annual maintenance cost to local interests is estimated to be 
$130,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—Assurances of local cooperation were furnished 
for this project as follows: 

(a) Board of commissioners, Pontchartrain Levee District by resolutions 
adopted on May 22, 1948, and February 3, 1953. 

(b) Board of commissioners of the Fourth Jefferson Drainage District by reso- 
lution adopted on January 9, 1953. 

Local interests have completed the enlargement of approximately 45 miles of 
drainage canals; rehabilitated 4 pumping stations and have contributed $910,000 
of the required cash contribution. Local interests are meeting their obligations 
as required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$4,780,000 is an increase of $5,000 over the latest estimate $4,775,000 submitted 
to Congress. The estimate for levees and flood walls have been increased by 
$144,000 due to higher price levels. Engineering and design and supervision and 
administration have been decreased $139,000 based on experienced cost. 


MAINTENANCE, Corps OF ENGINEERS 
Mr. Rapaut. Next we will turn to maintenance. Put pages 114 


through 117 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 
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FLoop ContTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES 


The work to be accomplished under this category consists of operation and 
ordinary maintenance and rehabilitation of major features of the comprehensive 
project and revision of alluvial valley maps and navigation charts. The tentative 
allocations are based upon presently estimated requirements on recurring annual 
expenses, and known and anticipated needs for maintenance and rehabilitation, 
The recurring and normal needs are based upon experience and actual require- 
ments over a 10-year period. However, the actual expenditures may vary from 
these tentative allocations as much as several million dollars, depending upon the 
weather, river stages, and unpredictable developments in channel conditions that 
may obtain during the fiscal year. 

For levees, funds will be used for condition and operation studies; surveys, 
gages, and observations; foreshore protection of levees against wavewash; con- 
struction of levee setbacks; and major restoration of levees damaged by heavy 
rains and wavewash to place the levees in condition so that they can be adequately 
maintained by local interests. The amount requested includes funds for main- 
tenance of the Bonnet Carre spillway which forms part of the main-line levee 
above New Orleans. 

For channel improvement funds will be used to maintain over 300 miles of revet- 
ment; provide for maintenance dredging of the 9- by 300-foot channel from Cairo, 
Ill., to Baton Rouge, La. ; condition and operation studies ; maintenance of regular 
discharge stations and gages; and repairs to revetment failures and the reinforce- 
ment of areas weakened by heavy attack of river currents during high river stages. 
Immediate repairs to the damaged and weakened areas are necessary to prevent 
additional failure which would result in higher costs if deferred. As additional 
revetment is constructed each year, the annual maintenance requirements will be 
increased also. Maintenance dredging includes the necessary patrol of the channel 
to locate shoaling in the formative stages. There are some 100 crossings in the 
river where shoaling may occur and constant surveillance must be maintained to 
assure uninterrupted navigation on the river. Rehabilitation consists of dredging 
at those locations where shoaling has occurred and inadequate channel dimen- 
sions prevail. 

For mapping, funds will be used to revise and publish 25 quadrangle maps 
which were completed about 20 years ago. Up-to-date maps are required for 
planning and estimating purposes on flood control and navigation works and 
for engineering studies in connection with channel maintenance and revetment 
construction. 

For the St. Francis Basin, funds will be used for maintenance of Wappapello 
Reservoir; for condition and operation studies; gages and discharge observa- 
tions; flood-light planning and liaison work in the entire basin; and for re- 
habilitation of one recently constructed levee item which has been damaged 
by heavy rains. 

For lower White River, funds will be used for condition and operation studies ; 
gages and discharge observations; flood-light planning and liaison work; and 
rehabilitation of one recently enlarged levee item which has been damaged 
by heavy rains. 

For lower Arkansas River, funds will be used for condition and operation 
studies and for rehabilitation of four levee items where heavy rains have so 
badly eroded the slopes that local interests cannot maintain them. 

For Tensas Basin, funds will be used for condition and operation studies and 
rehabilitation of levees at scattered locations where sod has failed to grow 
and the slopes have been eroded by rainwash. 

For Yazoo Basin, funds will be used for operation and maintenance of four 
reservoirs; pumping plants and drainage structures at Greenwood, Yazoo City, 
Belzoni, and along the Main Stem; for condition and operation studies; main- 
tenance of the toe drainage systems on Enid, Grenada, and Arkabutla Dams, 
including cleaning relief wells; removal of drift from channels of Coldwater, 
Tallahatchie, Yazoo, Yalobusha, Little Tallahatchie, and Yocona Rivers, and 
Cassidy 9nd Bobo Bayou: ond maintaining existing public-use launching ramps 
in a safe and usable condition. 

For ‘ower Red River. maintenance funds will be used for eondition and onera- 
tion studies; gages and discharge observations; and restoration of deteriorated 
dike systems and one item of revetment which protect the south bank levees 
from destruction by caving banks. 

For Atchafalaya Basin, maintenance funds will be used on 7 locks and large 
floodgates, the Morganza structure, 5 lesser structures, and their service facili- 








@ 
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ties; condition and operation studies; gages and discharge observation; 5 levee 
setbacks on the Atchafalaya River where caving banks threaten the integrity 
of the main-line levee system; restoration of Atchafalaya Basin protection 
levees where subsidence has occurred and the top of levee is below grade; and 
maintenance of the lower reaches of the Atchafalaya navigation channel. 

For Bayou Cocodrie and tributaries, funds will be used for gages and dis- 
charge observations. 

The tentative allocations by projects follow: 








Obligations, | Obligations, | Obligations 
| fiscal year fiscal year fiscal year 
Project 1956 1957 (esti- | 1958 (esti- 
| mated) | mated) 
Mississippi River levees: 
Levees... Ste Pa ee teint daa ta ae tl ap ates $1, 704, 128 $1, 591, 106 | $1, 576, 000 
I ai a et ea siete ited ee Aan ia 121, 000 91, 747 76, 000 
Channel improvement: 
i i ae ee ee eee Be 6, 781, 025 6, 767, 421 6, 497, 000 
Dredging. ----- tion : I sara all a 4, 420, 045 4, 168, 714 4, 198, 000 
Mapping. ..--..--.-.-- Snschetiacin tie aii ie eis 40, 482 256, 518 250, 000 
St. Francis Basin: | 
Wappapello ; : | 123, 406 143, 867 129, 500 
St. Francis River and tributaries : eto | 81, 275 74, 648 | 72, 500 
Lower White River: 
White River backwater-- ; ‘ Seal 64, 305 31, 659 | 31,000 
Augusta to Clarendon. - - kienteshintweeal 41, 841 4, 163 | 14, 000 
Lower Arkansas River: | 
North bank___- paluulawn ame esene es soke ate 42, 428 17, 463 31, 000 
South bank _-_- c ili ok oe ne 0 anal 0 | 21, 000 25, 000 
Tensas Basin: Red River backwater-_---- bbGhcddakstaeed 107, 756 63, 623 | 69, 000 
Yazoo Basin: 
TE SNE CONN vn ccc dennacndasueseacs aes ei ee 129, 914 259, 000 131, 000 
Arkebutiea Reservoir... ............... ; wishes ile | 213, 827 88, 945 105, 000 
Enid Reservoir pecan ie eraeie cca aolabins dh 108, 481 87, 500 113, 000 
Grenada Reservoir............-- — shpevnipishalaloekipiietends 132, 827 126, 000 155, 000 
OPCW O0G sc daccccantsune a aR Et a RE Be - 41, 400 20, 000 20, 000 
WROD Gre idccdcnecwadantd ‘ et Pad tes 3 0 12, 000 14, 000 
OE EOE OE ae = diciledt atenttalca da 0 0 5, 000 
Main stem... aia Gnicecidnaaseag a dias aaa See ed a oar 183, 660 166, 500 173, 000 
Qi)... sasae al apeaihnasadeacaadlee net theae a nies ; 60, 200 | 50, 215 50, 000 
Lower Red River. jess gaa pe a ee 5 243, 025 103, 032 260, 000 
Atchafalaya Basin floodway - --. ‘ axa a fiom 1, 590, 906 | 1, 668, 692 1, 500, 000 
Bayou Cocodrie and tributaries eaendes i aeate ease cakes 19, 811 24, 689 25, 000 
a a a a at als ietulihaa 16, 251, 742 15, 838, 502 15, 520, 000 


Mr. Ranaut. The amount requested is $15,520,000, which is a reduc- 
tion below both 1957 and 1956 appropriations. 


LOWER MISSISSIPPI RIVER BASIN 
We will turn next to the lower Mississippi River Basin. 
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS—CorpPs OF ENGINEERS 


For “General investigations” you are requesting $13,000. We will 
put page 118 in the record. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 
1. Examinations and surveys 

(a) Navigation studies—The amount of $5,500 is requested for completion of 
1 report during fiscal year 1958. 


| 





Total esti Allocation Tentative Additional 
Study mated Fed- | prior to fiseal | allocation to complete 
eral cost year 1958 fiscal year after fiscal 
1958 year 1958 
Louisiana: Tangipahoa River_..............--- $12, 000 $6, 500 $5, 500 0 
ON a eis - / mo : 12, 000 6, 500 5, 500 0 
91488—57——_82 
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(b) Flood-control studies —None. 
(c) Beach erosion cooperative studies —The amount of $7,500 is requested for 
initiation and completion of 1 report tee fiscal year 1958. 


| Total esti- | Allocation Tentative Additional 
Study | mated Fed- | prior to fiscal| allocation to complete 
| eral cost | year 1958 fiscal year | after fiscal 
| | 1958 year 1958 
, ~~ —=. eo ee TS a a BS a 
Louisiana: Grande Isle............-.__._-- $7, 500 0 | $7, 500 0 
= | — | — om 
A bikie betes Ghichaaswice 7, 500 |_ 0 7, 500 0 
Grand total.......... | 19, 500 | 
| | 


$6, 500 | 13, 000 0 


Mr. Razavut. What is the urgent need to undertake a new investiga- 
tion such as that proposed for Grand Isle? Where is that? 

General Harpin. That is just off the coast of Louisiana just west 
of New Orleans. That is a sand island that has been under attack 
by wave action and hurricanes and this is a cooperative beach-erosion 
study. 

Mr. Ragsaut. Is there a beach there? 

General Harpin. It is a recreational area. 

Mr. Ranaut. You mean it is to this area about what Belle Isle is 
to Detroit ? 

General Harprn. That is about it. 

Mr. Razaut. The local interests contribute to that; do they not? 

General Harprn. Yes; it is a partnership proposition. 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DesiGn, Corps oF ENGINEERS 
MISSISSIPPI RIVER-BATON ROUGE TO THE GULF OF MEXICO 


Mr. Rapaut. We will turn next to advance engineering and design. 
Mississippi River-Baton Rouge to the Gulf of Mexico, $240,000. 
Put pages 120 through 121 in the record. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


MISSISSIPPI RIVER-BATON ROUGE TO THE GULF OF MEXICO 
(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—The project is located on the lower reaches of the 
Mississippi River between Baton Rouge, La., and the Gulf of Mexico and pro- 
vides for a 40-foot depth through the Southwest Pass at the mouth of the 
Mississippi River. 

Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—15.12 to 1 for overall improvement from Baton Rouge to 
Gulf of Mexico. 

Summarized financial data 


I og aint seeing geioetes tues peg aie a mbglaieoana $8, 556, 000 
NN se saniccn ok scsi iris nhsey nine alibi aaaniganlonieiee None 

Cash contributions_____.._----- sah cea acme end ee Aes eae one None 

I eee a diana tin ph cen dati anise Sivkao er ree ted None 
I a ewan ot acne eineniidsligias nas aencne ns ereinsennnio mance 8, 556, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate_._._._._.---~- alge rah ease CSR 672, 000 
Appropriations to dune SO, 1907... nn ene nn 432, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1955........................... 240, 000 


Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1958_. 0 


a ee ee eee | a a a 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The port of New Orleans, located on the Mississippi River about 110 miles 
inland from the Gulf of Mexico, is one of the major ports in the United States. 
Oceangoing vessels up to 33-34-foot draft regularly use its facilities. The 
Mississippi River above the passes affords an excellent 40-foot channel to New 
Orleans and 35-foot channel to Baton Rouge, 135 miles farther upstream. The 
maintained depth of the channel of the Southwest Pass is, however, only 35 feet 
which seriously limits its usefulness for traffic to New Orleans. Military and 
naval supplies move across the wharves of the New Orleans Port of Embarka- 
tion, the Algiers Naval Station and across the public wharves in the harbor. 
General export cargo consists in part of cotton, grain, sulphur, lumber, and 
manufactured goods bound to all parts of the world. Principal imports are 
bananas, coffee, sugar, molasses, aluminum ore, coal tars, nitrates and phos- 
phates. These items are vital to the national defense and the civilian economy, 
and a number of them require special handling facilities not available in suffi- 
cient quantity at other ports. The shoaling that occurs during the high-water 
season in the channel between New Orleans and the gulf is normally composed 
of fine, hard-packed sand, subject to bed load movement which often changes 
the controlling depth in the channel several feet in a very short time. The large 
tankers using the southwest pass normally draw from 33 to 34 feet of water and 
it is unsafe to utilize a sea channel where there would be less than about 5 feet 
between ship’s bottom and channel bed. Practically all industry in the city of 
New Orleans depends to a large degree upon the harbor facilities and the outlet 
to the gulf. In 1955 this project handled commerce amounting to 70,252,820 tons. 

The trend of modern shipping is toward larger, deeper draft vessels. Since 
channel depths greatly in excess of 40 feet already exist between the Head of 

*asses and New Orleans, a 40-foot channel in the Southwest Pass will permit 
ships destined for the port of New Orleans to load to deeper drafts. A greater 
depth will also eliminate the hazards to deep-draft vessels due to fluctuation in 
depths at the pass. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal estimate of 
$8,556,000 reflects an increase of $510,000 over the latest estimate submitted to 
the Congress of $8,046,000. The increase is based on the price level rise. 


RELATIONSHIP TO GULF OUTLET 


Mr. Ranaut. What is the general relationship between this project 
and the gulf outlet? Show me that on the map. 

General Harpry. The project called Mississippi River-Baton Rouge 
to the Gulf of Mexico, is a project on the main river. It is a deep 
sea improvement. ‘The authorized depth is 40 feet at the mouth of 
the river, although we have not yet attained that dependable depth. 
We have money in here for continuing the planning toward getting 
that dependable 40-foot depth. The rest of that project is a 35-foot 
depth. 

Mr. Rasaut. How high is the tide there? 

General Harprx. About a foot and a half. That is the main river 
and that is the only way ships have of getting into New Orleans and 
Baton Rouge at the present time, and of course New Orleans and 
Baton Rouge together are a great port complex. New Orleans is the 
second port in the Nation now from the standpoint of money value of 
the shipping. 

Mr. Razavut. Of course everything does not come in through here. 

General Harprn. Into the Mississippi, yes. 

Mr. Razaut. What about this intracoastal waterway ? 

General Harprn. That is shallow draft. 

Mr. Ranaut. It has a lot of tonnage, though ? 

General Harpin. Tremendous. 
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Mr. Rasavr. Does not that add to the position of these ports? 

General Harprn. Very greatly, it rounds out the total tonnage of 
New Orleans, but it is not the essential reason for this project. 

Mr. Ranaut. I was talking about the tonnage feature. 

General Harptn. The money in our budget request under this head- 
ing is to finish the engineering and the accumulation of material in 
the w: ay of engineering data so that we can attain this authorized 
40-foot depth. 

Mr. Rasautr. What about this Gulf outlet ? 

General Harpin. That is a separate project from this. 


PURPOSE OF GULF OUTLET 


Mr. Ranaut. I flew over this. They showed me where it would go, 
That is for the purpose of protecting shipping when you have high 
waters in the Mississippi; is it not? 

General Harprn. No, sir. 

Mr. Ranavr. What is the purpose of it, then ? 

General Harprn. It was brought about to supply the needs of ex- 
pansion of the port of New Orleans. As it is now, New Orleans is a 
river port and it is a very old port, and as a consequence the river and 
the city are so intermixed that there is no chance of expanding the 
port of New Orleans. It has about 714 miles of river terminals along 
it under present conditions, and it is impossible to expand the r: ail- 
road and highway nets to serve any greater expansion of the port. 
So the new concept of the Mississippi-gulf outlet is to provide a tide- 
water channel through the sound area that has been pointed out. It 
will be directed into the port area of New Orleans so that the port can 
expand, The justification for this undertaking is to provide a means 
for expanding the general cargo fac ‘ilities of this port which are now 
badly in need of more room and cheaper cargo-handling opportunities. 

Mr. Rarnavt. In other words, you feel it is bulging at the seams? 

General Harprx. Yes. The tonn: ige in New Orleans is going up at 
such an alarming rate that it is hard to keep track of the statistics. 
When I appeared before the Congress 2 years ago in justification of 
this new undertaking, I said that the tonnage then in the port of New 
Orleans was 41 million tons. Last year, calendar year 1955, in just 1 
year, it jumped up to 47 million tons. 

Mr. Rapwavut. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


NEED FOR PRESENT OUTLET 


Mr. Rapavut. You have $240,000 in here for the Mississippi River, 
Baton Rouge to the gulf. That is an $8 million project. Why 
should we go on spending money on that project if we are really going 
to take up the gulf outlet project? Maybe we will have a lot of 
empty piers when we get the gulf outlet project ? 

General Harptixn. No. None of the facilities will be abandoned. 
The port of New Orleans is spending $45 million to improve the piers. 
But that does not relieve the pressure for additional space and in par 
ticular to provide for the growth of this port which is so obviously 
needed. There is no space along the river for it to grow. 


SS 
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Mr. Rasaut. How much farther are you planning to dig this chan- 
nel? You ask for $240,000. Is that for digging the channel or what 
is it for? 

General Harptn. That is only planning money. This is not con- 
struction money. 

Mr. Razavut. How much planning are you preparing for? You 
have a quarter million dollars for planning. How much more do you 
want to open up? 

General Harprn. We are trying to get 40-foot depth at the mouth 
of the river, whereas now we only have 35. 

Mr. Rasaur. According to small map of justifications, you want 
$240,000, and this is a little over an inch long where you want to 
deepen that to 40 feet 

The channel, from the gulf in, is 514 inches long on this little map. 

General Harpin. Yes, sir; that is north. 

Mr. Razavut. That is a $94 million project. Do you need to start 
this, that is costing a quarter of a million dollars just for the planning, 
if you are really contemplating, and I think we are, going down this 
channel to the gulf with the new channel, so it will give them a tide 
water height, as against the floodwater heights of the river itself? 

That tide 1 range, as you said, is only 114 feet. 

General Harpin. Mr. Chairman, let us take the river project first, 
the one that we are asking $240,000 for planning. That is an old 
entrance route into the Mississippi, Southwest Pass. 

Mr. Rasavut. The committee knows that. We are talking about a 
brandnew one that will cost $94.3 million. 

General Harprn. In order to get to New Orleans with the modern 
type of oil tankers, supertankers and cargo carriers bringing in baux- 
ite to the aluminum industry that has been set up in the lower river, 
this is the only way they can get in without coming in with light 
drafts. 

Mr. Rasavut. I am talking about two projects at one time. I have 
not put this one in the record yet. f 


MISSISSIPPI RIVER GULF OUTLET PROJECT 


We had better put the gulf outlet project in the record. It is listed 
as $375,000. 

Put pages 122 and 123 in the record. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


MISSISIPPIT RtIveER-GULF OUTLET, LOUISIANA 
(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—The project is located in the southeastern portion 
of Louisiana east of the Mississippi River. It is essentially a deep draft seaway 
canal extending for approximately 76 miles in a southeasterly direction from the 
city of New Orleans to the Gulf of Mexico. The plan of improvement provides for 
a 36 foot by 500 foot channel, protective dikes and jetties, a turning basin, and a 
highway bridge. Also provided for, when economically justified, is a new lock 
in the vicinity of Meraux, La., or the replacement of the existing lock at the 
entrance to the Mississippi River. 

Authorization.—Publie Law 455, 84th Congress, 2d session, approved March 29, 
1956, House Document 245, 82d Congress, Ist session. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.5 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


a i ek EE ect edinade ae _... $92, 000, 000 
I ICN, asc alte eemenen hen ese te ranallipindenn mn eajeao mm ani 2, 300, 000 

I I a od llecenres emt ahnips cies laa bd deen wien te bai taveaiod 0 

I i al Dat acer aati aidlebaenniaiin estan actaehopek as epak ia saree 2, 300, 000 
I OS TIE ie cette eiesicisete ennai nem enesicesta eats 94, 300, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate____.__-_--------..------ a ae 700, 000 
PSOTORTIMAORE G0 RRO BO, TOU 1s kdiieint disown ne amsnnmnenmnsion 325, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1958__.._._-__--__-_-------------- 375, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1958_ 0 


JUSTIFICATION 


New Orleans is the gateway to the great system of inland waterways of 
the central valley of the Nation. Adequate outlets to the Gulf of Mexico are es- 
sential to provide economical transportation to this area. The project will pro- 
vide an additional outlet to the gulf via a shorter route than the existing river 
route and one which will not be subject to large fluctuations in the stages of 
the river. The improvement will provide a tidewater outlet and harbor suf- 
ficiently spacious for dispersion of docks and cargo-handling facilities, thus per- 
mitting flexible operation of the inland and seagoing commerce which will utilize 
the river, the tidewater canal and the Intracoastal Waterway. The project will 
provide savings in sailing time and ship-turnaround time, reduce navigation 
hazards, and offer relief from congestion. 

Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interest in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $2,300,000 for furnishing the required 
rights-of-way. Local interests are required to operate and maintain the highway 
bridge to be built by the Government, also provide or modify and maintain all 
necessary utility and other highway bridges or relocations that may be required. 
It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance, operation, 
and replacements will total $40,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—On December 10, 1956, the Governor of the State 
of Louisiana designated the Board of Commissioners of the Port of New Orleans 
as the cooperating agency for this project. No request has yet been made on 
this agency as to willingness to provide the necessary assurances. However, no 
unusual difficulties are anticipated with respect to local cooperation. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal estimate of $92 
million (July 1956) reflects an increase of $4 million over the latest estimate 
submitted to Congress of $88 million (1955 prices). The increase is based on a 
price-level rise of $8,500,000 and a decrease of $4,500,000 due to a further analysis 
of the planning, supervision, and administration requirements. 


LOCAL COOPERATION 


Mr. Rasaur. Some of my colleagues are very interested in this area. 
As I stated before, I have been over that project area by air and was 
impressed with the plan for the gulf outlet. 

As I recall, the local people have a lot todo. Will you tell me what ? 
Will you tell me what they are willing to do and are they willing and 
ready ? 

General Harprn. For the project called Mississippi River gulf out- 
let, local interests are required to furnish, free of cost, to the U nited 
States, all lands, easements, and rights-of-way, spoil- ‘disposal areas 
for the initial construction, and when and as required for mabiniaiiied 
maintenance, furnish assurances in the usual fashion and provide and 
maintain bridges over the waterway, hold and save the United States 
from damages. 

Mr. Rapavrt. They have that language in relating to damages. 

General Harprn. Construct, operate, and maintain terminal facil- 
ities, and to provide for the general cargo-handling facilities that this 
project is designed to accommodate. 
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They are able and willing to do this. The State of Louisiana has 
just authorized the Board of Commissioners of the Port of New 
Orleans to act as sponsors of this project and to provide the necessary 
cooperation. 

Mr. Rapavut. I want to ask a question. 

Is $375,000 going to take care of the planning on this? 

Mr. Botanp. Will it complete the planning ¢ 

Mr. Rapaur. Yes. 

General Harpin. $375,000 ? 

Mr. Busu. It will complete the preconstruction phase of it, Mr. 
Chairman; the advance engineering and design necessary to initiate 
construction of the project. 


RELATIONSHIP TO PRESENT OUTLETS 


Mr. Boranp. Is that on the Baton Rouge outlet ? 

Mr. Busu. That was on the Mississippi | gulf outlet, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. You only have $375,000 for the Mississippi River 
gulf outlet. You have $240,000 for the Baton Rouge-Mississippi 
River outlet. 

General Harptn. Iamsorry. I have my two projects confused. 

Mr. Razavur. We were talking about them both at one time. 

Mr. Botanp. The thing that interests me, and I think it interested 
the chairman, too, when he was discussing both projects, is why can 
we not do away with this? Why do we have to spend the $8,556,000 
on the Mississippi River Baton-Rouge-to-the-Gulf-of-Mexico project ¢ 

I understand you have to have something now to take care of all 
facilities, deep-draft ships, et cetera. You need that now, and appar- 
ently they are going ahead and build the New Orleans-gulf outlet 
channel. 

Why would the river outlet be necessary when we have provided 
the channel outlet ? 

General Harprn. It is very necessary, Mr. Boland, from this stand- 
point: If we made all shipping come in through this tidewater chan- 
nel, they could only get into the Mississippi River by going through 
locks, and oil tankers do not want to go through locks, nor do we 
want them to go through, on account of the fire hazard and explosion 
hazard involved. 

In addition to that, large boats, such as these ore carriers, would 
be unduly delayed by having to pass through the Mississippi River 
locks at New Orleans and go on up to Baton Rouge. 

Mr. Botanp. How do they get in now? 

General Harpin. They come right through the mouth of the river 
but they are coming in at light load, because the 35-foot project is not 
adequate to take care of them. 

Mr. Botanp. I see. 

General Harpin. It is never contemplated that the river will be 
sacrificed for the new project. It will be always, in my estimation, 
highly desirable to keep the river open. 

Mr. Botanp. So you need both of these outlets to the gulf? 

General Harpin. Yes,sir. From the standpoint of national defense, 
it is particularly important to keep the river channel open, because 
we must have dispersion i in a great port like that. 
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Mr. Botanp. Why can we not keep it open with its present capacity 
to take the type of loads that go there? We have not suffered too 
much in the past, due to the fact that we have had this kind of an 
outlet to the gulf. 

General Harpin. Except the design of ships, and shipping, does not 
stay put. Everything is bigger and deeper draft. 

Mr. Botanp. We are spending an awful lot of money down in this 
area. We have $92 million, Federal estimated cost, for the Mississippi 
River gulf outlet. That is a lot of money. The only contribution on 
the part of the local to the New Orleans Dock Board is $2,300,000, 
That seems to be a very small part of this overall cost. 

General Harpinx. Of course, you do not see everything in there, be- 

cause we do not itemize what the port will have to do, but it is a far 
cry from digging a channel, to making a usable port. 

They have to invest huge sums of money. 

Mr. Botanp. That will all come back handsomely. They will in- 
vest in docks, piers, and everything else. That will all come back 
handsomely to them, but it does not come back to the United States 
Government. 

General Harprn. It may not come back directly. 

Mr. Botanp. You are going to tell me it comes back indirectly in 
reflection of the cost of the product to the consumer. 

General Harprn. Just like all our ocean seaports do. 

Mr. Krrwrin. I have been in New Orleans several times. It is now 
the second largest salt-water port in the Nation. The Ohio River in 
1955 carried 71.5 million tons of barge traffic, whereas on the Missis- 
sippi River proper, the Mississippi to the gulf, carried 63.5 millon 
tons of barge traffic. 

It is interesting that a good part of that traffic is affected in one 
way or another by the capacity of the New Orleans port to handle 
it. The New Orleans Dock Board will open soon an office in my State, 
because of the importance of Ohio traffic to the port of New Orleans. 


STATUS OF PLANNING 


How is the planning for the new outlet to the Gulf of Mexico 
progressing ? 

General Harprn. We received our first increment of funds last year, 
and we are well along on our effort. We are about 27 percent com- 
plete as of about January 1, and will be 46 percent complete as of 
June 30. 

We will have a detailed design memorandum completed for the 
first increment of work by the end of this fiscal year, and the plans 
and specifications for the first increment of work will be finished by 
the end of this fiscal year. 

Mr. Kirwin. When can you start construction ? 

General Harpin. We could start construction in the next fiscal year, 
but we have no money in the budget. 

Mr. Kirwan. Can the New Orleans Dock Board go ahead with its 
part of the work now? 

General Harptn. They are going ahead with their portion of it, 
in the acquisition of real estate, and in planning this port facility— 
the railroads, the roads, the storage docks, and things like that which 
they will have to provide. They are in the planning stage also. 
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TOTAL COST TO NEW ORLEANS DOCK BOARD 


Mr. Kirwan. How much does the New Orleans Dock Board expect 
to spend on its part of the work? Do you have that figure with you? 
There is $2,300,000 here. 

General Harpin. We expect it is about $50 million, as I can best 
recall the figure. I do not think I have it here, Mr. Boland. 

Mr. Kirwan. If you do not have it, will you supply it ? 

General Harprn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 

Local interests estimate they will spend $66 million for their part of the 
work. 

OTHER OUTLETS 

Mr. Razavr. I want to ask one more question. 

Looking at the map of the river, you have two outlets to the gulf. 
Now, the ones to the right are what depth? There is a fork, or a 
Y. That is the river proper, I think. 

General Harpin. What page number are you referring to, sir? 

Mr. Rapnavur. I am on page 121. 

General Harprn. Yes, sir. I have that. 

Mr. Rasaur. Do you see where 29° appears on the bottom of the 
map ? 

General Harpin. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapsavur. That is the outlet. 

General Harpin. That is the South Pass. That is a 30-foot chan- 
nel project. 

Mr. Ranaut. Is that not the one they use now a good deal? 

General Harptn. Well, it is used, but only for shipping 

Mr. Rapavutr. That is only 30 feet deep. The other one is 35. 
You want to make it 40. 

General Harprn. That is right. 

Mr. Rasavt. Is there an advantage to coming in the other one, 
rather than the shorter one, in the South Pass? I mean, outside of 
the depth, is there an advantage ? 

General Harptn. The only advantage is depth, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rasaur. Why do you do the long one? Why do you not do 
the short one ¢ 

General Harprx. The amount of flow that goes through Southwest 
Pass is sufficient to maintain a channel of 40-foot depth, whereas the 
amount of flow which goes through South Pass is only adequate to 
maintain a depth of 30 feet. That was the project that Mr. Eads 
built, and the Government bought, back in 1875. It was selected for 
the 30-foot project at that time because it was the cheapest to get, 
but you cannot make a 35-foot project out of it. 

Mr. Razavt. In other words, the flow of water in the Southwest 
Pass would maintain a 40-foot channel if you had the channel 
there? 

General Harpty. That is what we expect. 

Mr. Rasavut. The South Pass will only maintain a 30-foot chan- 
nel, because of the flow of water ? 

General Harpry. That is right. 


. 
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Mr. Rapavt. That is the reason you selected the longer distance 
to excavate rather than the shorter one? 

General Harprn. That is one of them. 

Mr. Rasavut. What is the other? 

General Harprn. The other is the works that have already been 
put in South Pass would have to be completely scrapped if we tried 
to make a 40-foot project out of it. 

Mr. Rasavt. Mr. Jensen ? 


LOCAL INTEREST 

Mr. Jensen. The Mississippi Valley Association has taken a par- 
ticular interest in this entire project. 

General Harptn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. I know that, because a representative of that as- 
sociation came to my office recently and gave me a pretty thorough 
briefing on what that association felt was the great need for this 
project. He said, as you have said, General, that there was a terrific 
‘congested condition at the port of New Orleans. I believe you said 
that you anticipated that that congested condition would become 
worse and worse, until we got this additional outlet. 

General Harprn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. The Mississippi Valley Association urges that we 
adopt the program, and one of the planks in the program was the 
request for construction to be started on this project as soon as 
possible. I had a number of questions which I expected to ask you, 
but I think every question that I had in mind has been asked, and 
you have given the answers. 

Is there any opposition to this project whatever in the State of 
Louisiana ? 

General Harprn. No, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Let me ask this question: I think you have explained 
the amount of money that the local interests and the industries down 
in that area that are interested in this port have spent in providing 
facilities at the port. I think you mentioned the figure, General. 

General Harprn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JENSEN. You can supply that figure again for the record, if 
you will. There is no other method by which this congested condi- 
tion could be relieved at the port of New Orleans exc ept this addi- 
tional channel that you propose ? 

General Harptn. This is the most economical way, Mr. Jensen, to 
do it. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you. 

Mr. Fenton. I just wanted to say this to the general: This is the 
first time I have had the opportunity to sit on this committee, sir, 
and I want to say that I did not have a chance the other day to ex- 
press my appreciation of your testimony. 

General Harprn. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. I enjoyed it very thoroughly, and we will be glad to 
see you here in future years. 

(Discussion off the record.) 








1305 


PLAQUEMINE-MORGAN CITY ALTERNATE ROUTE 
GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, LA. 


Mr. Rapaut. We will take up Plaquemine-Morgan City alternate 
route, $3,500,000. 

We will put pages 125 to 129 in the record. 

(The matter referred to follows. ) 


PLAQUEMINE-MorGAN CITY ALTERNATE ROUTE, GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, LA. 
(Continuing) 


Location.—Channel from the Mississippi-Atchafalaya section of the Gulf Intra- 
coastal Waterway, in the vicinity of Morgan City, via the borrow pit of the Hast 
Atchafalaya protection levee to and through Bayou Sorrel lock and the present 
waterway to Indian Village, and thence by way of a new land cut to the Missis- 
sippi River near Port Allen, opposite the lower limit of the port of Baton Rouge, 
a distance of 65 miles. 

Authorization.—1946 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—Plaquemine-Morgan City alternate route, 1.71 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost.....--- scien - $27, 200, 000 |_.-- ? she 
Estimated non-Federal cost. --..-- aot i tl Sea eae 

Cash contribution. _......--- ; eS OS sasaki 

Other costs aie : : 2, 084, 600 EL 
Total estimated project cost - -- ; 29, 284, 600 inca 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 \ , : : 2, 451, 000 | oie — 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957-- - j 5 | 4, 500, 000 }_. ae 
Appropriations to date- - -- . wal 6, 951, 000 | 26 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 3, 500, 000 | 38 
Balance to complete after fiseal year 1958 re al 16, 749, 000 | 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels: 
Channel enlargement, Morgan City to Indian Village, 9 feet deep by 100 
feet wide to 12 feet deep by 125 feet wide, 46.2 miles. 
Channel extension, Indian Village, mile 46.2, to Mississippi River near 
Port Allen, 12 feet deep by 125 feet wide, 18.8 miles. 
Locks: Port Allen lock (to Mississippi River), 84 feet wide by 1,200 feet long 
by 14 feet deep; 47 feet maximum lift. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent Completion 
schedule 


Relocations: 


State highway No. 1 (old State highway No. 168 0 | June 1958, 
Highway vicinity Indian Village and Port Allen bridges 0 | June 1961. 
Texas & Pacific R. R., Port Allen and bridge 0 | August 195s. 
Texas & Pacific R. R. at Morley and bridge ; 51 | July 1957. 
Power, telephone, telegraph, and pipe lines-- 18 | August 1958. 
Port Allen lock _- 0 | June 1961. 
Channel enlargement and extension ‘ . : 50 | Do. 
Entire project. -.-_-. ee : . 10 Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The city of Baton Rouge, located opposite the authorized Port Allen lock 
on the Mississippi River, is the center of a rapidly growing industrial area 
with large natural resources. A considerable portion of the raw materials 








1306 


and finished products move to and from Baton Rouge by means of water trans- 
portation. Baton Rouge is also a point of interchange for traffic originating in 
the Atchafalaya Basin and destined for upstream points. Industrial develop- 
ment in Baton Rouge increased from $286,101,000 in 1940 to $746,481,000 in 1955. 

The existing route of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway from Morg: in City to 
Baton Rouge passes through the town of Plaquemine and the Plaquemine lock. 
The Plaquemine lock, built in 1909, is grossly inadequate in size for modern 
towing equipment. A modern tow is slightly over 50 feet wide and about 1,200 
feet long, where as the Plaquemine lock is only 260 feet long by 55 feet wide. 
The channel through the town of Plaquemine is very crooked and hazardous to 
navigation due to bridges located over the sharp turns. Modern tows have 
to break up before reaching Plaquemine lock and pass their barges through the 
town and lock one at a time. The time consumed in passing this lock and 
waterway is very costly due to the high operating costs of modern tows. For 
this reason, the large tows find it more economical to go by way of Harvey 
lock at New Orleans, which is 151 miles longer. Furthermore, Plaquemine 
lock must be closed to traffic when the Mississippi River stage reaches 38 feet 

Despite the difficulties encountered in using the present lock and waterway, 
traffic through the existing Plaquemine lock has averaged about 1,609,000 tons 
during the 5-year period 1950-54 and amounted to 2,331,000 tons in 1955. Ii 
is estimated that, upon completion, over 5 million tons will pass through the 
Port Allen lock, the additional tonnage being immediately diverted from the 
longer route via New Orleans. It is estimated that the average annual traffic 
which will develop over the 50-year life of the project is 7 million tons, prin 
cipally crude oil and petroleum products, chemicals, sulfur, iron and steel, and 
dry products. 

The Port Allen lock is justified on the need for a lock capable of accommodat- 
ing modern tows and traffic requirements. The benefits result from savings 
obtained by eliminating the longer distance by way of Harvey lock and the 
time lost in passing the inadequate Plaquemine lock. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $5,500,000 will be applied to the 
following: 


Initiate construction of Louisiana State Highway No. 1 (old Louisiana 
State Highway No. 168) and bridge relocation at Port Allen, La__- $627, 500 

Continue construction of Texas & Pacific Railroad and bridge reloca- 
I SN SIN cession tainttinis chdgpanaiimamiinnronien see wiaetaie 


fate ‘ S00, 000 
Continue construction of foundation and guide wi: all for lock at Port 


I i nine i pea cpelsids balance man SaRS cimivséieniam 2 GOO, 000 

Complete construction of Texas & Pacific R: Lilroad and br idge reloca- 
nas catiasiinigk caeesip siren oimeescaeeairumabiekal sai eh 2 500 
Engineering and design___._------~~~- Se ie eee hd 40. 000 
Supervision and administration_______-.-_._---------- st Ne ae tes 310, 000 
Nee ne ee ee a ee ___ 3, 500, 000 


The early completion of this waterway is desirable to permit existing and 
anticipated traffic to take advantage of the savings in mileage and transporta- 
tion costs. 

Non-Federal costs.—The cost to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation, as set forth in the authorizing legislation for the 
Port Allen lock and canal, is $2,084,600, consisting of the cost of a vertical lift 
bridge over Louisiana Highway No. 77 (formerly Louisiana State Highway 
No. 65) near Indian Village and payments for lands and damages. In addition, 
local interests are required to maintain and be rate the vertical lift bridge over 
Louisiana Highway No. 77 near Indian Village, maintain a 4-lane fixed bridge 
over Louisiana Highway No. 1 (old Louisiana ‘State Highway No. 168) at Port 
Allen, and maintain and operate the Texas & Pacific bridges at Morley and 
Port Allen, all at an estimated annual cost of $63,000. 

In addition, the Greater Baton Rouge Port Commission has initiated con- 
struction of terminal and transfer facilities at and in the vicinity of Port Allen 
at an estimate cost of $12,500,000. They have completed a grain elevator and 
dock costing $7 million. A molasses terminal, costing approximately $750,000, 
was completed in November 1955. General cargo docks, 1,400 feet long with 
superstructures, a water system, fire-extinguishing system and connecting rail- 
roads, roads, and other utilities costing about $4,750,000 are under contract to 
be completed about December 1956. In addition, bulk cargo handling facilities, 
estimated to cost about $3 million are to be constructed when needed. 


ee ht 
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Status of local cooperation—The Greater Baton Rouge Port Commission 
furnished assurances of local cooperation by a resolution dated December 6, 
1954, to convey to the United States all lands and easements required; bear the 
cost of alteration or replacement of existing highway bridges and utility cross- 
ings and maintain and operate them; and provide adequate terminal and trans- 
fer facilities. The Department of Highways, State of Louisiana, furnished 
assurances by resolution adopted on August 11, 1954, that it would maintain 
and operate the highway bridges and alter or enlarge existing State highway 
bridges across the canal. The United States is required to enter into contracts 
for relocating railroads, highways, and utilities which will be altered in the new 
cut. The port commission has acquired approximately 96 percent of the rights- 
of-way required for the entire project. The local agencies have initiated action 
for modification of an existing highway, and arrangements have been made for 
relocation of existing facilities. 

Except for one appeal in the expropriation proceedings, as discussed below, 
all rights-of-way required by the Corps of Engineers for fiscal year 1957 con- 
struction and construction scheduled in fiscal year 1958 have been acquired and 
made available under right of entry by the Greater Baton Rouge Port Com- 
mission. Advertisement of one item of work is held in abeyance pending the 
result of an appeal by the property owners in expropriation proceedings by the 
port commission. There is no alternative but to withhold advertisement until 
judgment is rendered. Local interests believe the hearing on the appeal will 
be held early in calendar year 1957. All rights-of-way for utility relocations by 
the United States have been made available by the port commission except one 
parcel for power-line crossing which the local agency advises will be available 
early in January 1957. 

The department of highways advises that it will complete its highway right- 
of-way acquisition on or about April 1, 1957. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$27,200,000 is an increase of $100,000 over the latest estimate ($27,100,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. The $100,000 increase is due to minor changes in designs 
and plans as a result of more detailed studies. 

Mr. Rapaut. On page 129 you refer to one item of work being held 
in abeyance. What work is being held in abeyance / 

General Harpix. That has to do with the dredging in the channel, 
which is shown on your map. It will be in that reach between Indian 
Village and 7 avyou Sorrel lock. That is on page 124. 

Mr. Rarnavcr. You have got an advertisement for one item of work 
being held in ‘abe ance, pending the result of an appeal by the prop- 
erty owners in expropriation proceedings by the port commission. 

General Harpixn. Mr. Chairman, that is not anything serious. The 
port commission, under the laws of the State of Louisiana, has the 
right of condemnation. They call it expropriation. It merely 
means that this pie ce ot pene rtv. W hich the ‘y are obligated to furnish 
in rights-of-way, could not be obtained without going to court on it. 

Mr. Ranaut. Are there we funds programed for it ¢ 

General Harpin. Not for that particular item; no, sir. We have 
no funds programed for anything that we have no assurance of get- 
ting right-of-way for. 

Mr. Ranaut. Is it going to affect your rate of progress ¢ 

General Harprn. No, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. You are showing an estimated carryover of $1,225,000 
as of June 30, 1957. What is the current estimate, and what is the 
reason for the delay if you have got all this money ¢ 

General Harprx. The principal reason for the delay was in reach- 
ing an agreement with the State on the size of the bridge, the clear- 
ance of the bridge, which is there at Port Allen, and shown at the top 
of page 124. 
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The bridge in question is on an important north-south route and 
the Bureau of Public Roads felt that the clearance that we were re- 
quiring was too great for the navigation crossing, and asked, in keep- 
ing with present procedures, that a detailed tratlic study be made to 
determine precisely, or more precisely, what clearance should be 
allowed. 

We were ready to award the contracts when that petition was re- 
ceived, and had to postpone the work until the study could be com- 
pleted. It is taking about 6 months to do it. 

(The following information was supplied later :) 

The current estimate of the unobligated carryover of funds from fiscal year 
1957 into fiscal year 1958 is about $1,450,000. Of this amount, $525,000 has been 
permanently revoked from the project under the transfer procedure sanctioned 
by the Appropriations Committees of the House and Senate. 

Mr. Ranaut. You have two delays. You have the carryover and 
you have this delay. You have two things. 

General Harprn. Yes, sir; the delay in construction resulted in the 
large carryover. 

Mr. Ragsavt. In view of that, do you not think we could do some 
thing about this money 4 

General Harpin. The Chief of Engineers reduced his original 
quest to the Bureau of the Budget about $1 million on account of 
these delays. 

Mr. Rasavut. What about taking off $500,000 ¢ 

General Harpy. I can only say, Mr. Chairman, that there would 
certainly result in further slowing up of the building of these neces- 
sary bridges which we are trying to get done before the project is 
advanced too far. We do have a continuing contract there for the 
construction of the lock. That amount of reduction would have se- 
vere impact on going operations. 

Mr. Ranavr. Are these bridges you refer to replacements / 

General Harptn. They are new bridges. 

Mr. Rasavr. I know. Are they replacements of old bridges ? 

General Harpy. No, sir. There are no bridges there. It is just 
a new land cut. 


AMITE RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, LOUISIANA 


Mr. Razautr. The Amite River and tributaries, Louisiana, $1 
million. 

We will put pages 133 to 135 in the record. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


AMITE RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, LOUISIANA 


Location.—The project is located in Ascension, Livingston, and East Baton 
Rouge Parishes in southeastern Louisiana. It extends from a point east of 
Baton Rouge on the Comite River approximately 10 miles upstream from United 
States Highway 190 downstream to the Amite River to Blind River near Lake 
Maurepas. 

Authorization.—Flood Control Act of August 9, 1955. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.64 to 1 


ae 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount | percent of 
| estimated 

Federal cost 





Estimated Federal cost $3, 280, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 1, 490, 000 

Cash contributions or construction work -. 1, 050, 000 

Other costs 440, 000 
Total estimated project cost 4,770, 000 | 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 0 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 337, 000 
Appropriations to date 337, 000 11 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 1, 000, 000 41 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 1, 943, 000 ‘ 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Amite River and Bayou Manchace area: 
Diversion channel from Amite River to Blind River: 10 feet wide, 30 feet 
deep, 10 miles long. 
Amite River from mile 25.3 to mile 35.75: Enlarge and realine channel 
135 feet wide, 10.45 miles long. 
Amite River from mile 35.75 to mile 54: Intermittent clearing and snag- 
ging. 
Amite River, mile 25.3: Construct weir, 1,500 feet long, crest stabilized 
with gravel blanket. 
Bayou Manchac from mouth to Ward Creek, mile 8.4: Clearing and snag- 
ging, 8.4 miles. 
Comite River area: Comite River from mouth to mile 10: Enlarge and realine 
channel, 60 feet wide, 20 to 25 feet deep, 10 miles long. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent Completion 
schedule 


Diversion channel, Amite River to Blind River 0 | March 1959. 
Amite River from mile 25.3 to mile 35.75 0 | June 1959. 
Amite River from mile 35.75 to mile 54 0 | November 1959. 
Amite River, mile 25.3 construct weir 0 | May 1957. 
Bayou Manchac from mouth to Ward Creek, mile 8.4 0 | November 1959, 
Comite River from mouth to mile 10 0 | June 1960. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will reduce headwater flooding in the lower Amite River and 
backwater flooding on the major tributaries of the Amite River. The rapid 
runoff on the upper Amite River produces damaging backwater flooding along 
Bayou Manchac, a tributary of the Amite River, which drains lower portions of 
Baton Rouge, the capital of Louisiana. Backwater on the Comite River, another 
tributary, produces flooding on Cypress Bayon and Hurricane Creeks, which 
drains the upper portion of Baton Rouge. Flood damages in the Amite and 
Comite River area consist of crop and pasture lands, physical damages to resi- 
dences, other buildings, equipment, livestock, and highways. Estimated damage 
resulting from the May 1953 flood totaled $777,000, consisting of $134,000 to 
crop and pasture, $603,000 for other physical damages, and $40,000 indirect 
damages. 

Fiseal year 1958.—The requested amount of $1 million will be applied to: 


Continue excavation of the diversion channel, Amite River to Blind 
Ne a ae ee 

Engineering and design_. aaie piiteiniadscimta ees 47, 600 

Supervision and administration seer s- a Ee 74, 000 


Total aii i — eee , ; : 1, 000, 000 
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Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $1,490,000 broken down as 
follows: 





Lands and damages____---~-~- siekacheehiataadh taal mccain anata ed asa eee $146, 000 
OCI ne idemewaaee = se eer 35, 500 
I i i sine Geecaaideslenlaeeastubeiealok . 140, 800 
or ce ha iri ien cee ene ches ae i hea aie gn bl ea ig ae inaccge tit 

Construction work: * 
Amite River and Bayou Manchac area Ae eas Sanaa --. 996;000 
Cee wee Gree. .. oc. le BD entitle aces wanoiiniia 54, 000 
RN an ata ii edges apt ig ia epi eid ts aa niesideicstoeweses akg QaeaNne 


1The authorizing act provides that local interests contribute in cash or equivalent 
construction work, as approved by the Chief of Engineers, based on a share of the con- 
struction costs proportional to land-enhancement benefits as follows: (1) For Amite River 
and Bayou Manchac a contribution of 24.7 percent of the actual construction costs; 
(2) for Comite River area a contribution of 18.6 percent of the actual costs. Local inter- 
ests have chosen to perform work equivalent to their share of the cost. 


Local interests are required to maintain the project upon completion. The 
annual cost for maintenance is estimated at $12,500. 

Status of local cooperation.—The State of Louisiana Department of Public 
Works and officials of the four affected parishes have submitted letters assuring 
compliance with the terms of local cooperation. The cooperating agencies are 
acquiring the rights-of-way and it is anticipated that all rights-of-way will be 
available when the work is advertised. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—Current revised estimate of $3,280,000 
is an increase of $272,000 over the latest estimate ($3,008,000) submitted to 
Congress. The estimated unit cost for channel excavation work has been in- 
creased to conform with actual bid prices recently received for similar work in 
this general area resulting in an increase of $318,000. This is partially offset 
by a reduction of $46,000 in engineering and design and supervision and admin- 
istration based on reanalysis of requirements. 

Mr. Rasavt. When will plans and specifications be completed on 
this project ? 

General Harptn. We had a protest on this operation by a contractor 
who took exception to the Government estimate, and authority had 
to be obtained to readvertise the work. That was in March. 

We are opening bids for the second time on the 23d of April. We 
expect to be able to make an award shortly thereafter. 

Mr. Botanp. That will be the start of construction then ? 

General Harprn. No, sir. We have construction already under- 
way. Maybe I am wrong, Mr. Boland. 

Iam wrong, Mr. Boland. This is the first contract. 

Mr. Ranaut. You had $337,000 for 1957. 

General Harprn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavut. What did you do with it? 

General Harprn. That is the contract we are expecting to let the 
first part of May, as a result of the second advertisement. 

Mr. Botanp. What have you had for preconstruction planning on 
this? 

General Harpin. We did not have any preconstruction planning 
appropriation on this job. 

Mr. Botanp. How in the world are you going ahead? Why was 
there none on this? 

General Harpry. It is a rather simple channel-dredging project. 
The only structure in it is a weir which is to prevent overflow into 
an area that would have an effect on fish and wildlife value. 


Mr. Botanp. All right. 
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MEMPHIS-WOLF RIVER-NONCONNAH CREEK, TENN. 


Mr. Razaut. We will go to the Memphis-Wolf River-Nonconnah 
Creek, Tenn., project, $330,000. 

We will put pages 139 to 141 in the record. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


MEMPHIS, TENN. 
(Continuing ) 


Location.—Local protection for Memphis, Shelby County, Tenn., along the 
Wolf River from its mouth to mile 10, and along Nonconnah Creek from its 
mouth to mile 4. The Wolf River flows into the Mississippi River at mile 732.6 
AHP, and the Nonconnah Creek flows into Tennessee Chute (McKellar Lake) 
at mile 728 AHP. 

Authorization.—1937 and 1946 Flood Control Acts, and 1989 War Department 
Civil Appropriations Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.75 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cust 


Estimated Federal cost $11, 500, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 2, 000, 000 
Cash contributions 0 
Other costs 2, 000, 000 
Total estimated project cost 13. 500. 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1956 10, 336, H00 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957 482, OOO 
Appropriations to date 10, 818, 000 O4 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958 330, 000 97 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1958 352, 000 


! Excludes $118,000 permanent transfer from the project. 


PHYSICAL DATA 

Levees : 

Average height: 17 feet. 

Length: 10.3 miles. 
Floodwalls : 

Average height: 12 feet. 

Length: 3.1 miles. 
Pumping plants: 

1 pumping plant with storm water storage reservoirs and connecting con- 
duits. (Constructed by local interests in 1913.) Work on this plant 
limited to raising discharge tubes to conform to the project grade on 1—C 
floodwall. 

2 puinping plants for sewage and interior drainage, with storm water stor- 
age reservoirs and connecting conduits. 

2 pumping plants for sewage only—connected to local interests sewers. 

1 pumping plant for interior drainage only, with storm water storage reser- 
voirs and connecting conduits. 

1 pumping plant for sewage and interior drainage, with storm water storage 
reservoir. 

Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 


Percent Completion 
schedule 
Levees and flood walls Sl | December 1958. 
Pumping stations LOO 
Bank'stabilization 100 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities 58 | September 1957. 
Entire project v0 December 1958. 


91488-—57 83 
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JUSTIFICATION 


This project will protect 5,425 acres of valuable urban land in Memphis, Tenn.. 
including industrial, warehouse: and railroad facilities, against recurring floods 
on the Mississippi River. The flood of 1937 caused damages amounting to $300,000. 
and approximately $2,747,500 was spent by the city of Memphis and the Red 
Cross to protect against flood loss. A recurrence of the 1937 flood, under present 
conditions of development in the flood plain, would cause damages estimated at 
$7,002,800. Annual flood-control benefits for the project are estimated at 
$1,422,000. Completion of the project at an early date is needed to prevent re- 
curring fiood losses. 

Fiscal year 1958.—The requested amount of $330,000 is for the continuation of 
construction on section 5 flood wall and levee, 

Non-Federal costs.—The cost to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation is estimated at $2 million. This cost consists of pay- 
ments for lands and damages and alterations to streets, railroads, and drainage 
facilities. In addition, local interests are required to maintain and operate tne 
project upon completion. Annual maintenance costs for the Memphis, Wolf River, 
and Nonconnah Creek project are estimated to be in excess of $100,000. 

In addition, local interests incurred costs for the construction of levees, flood 
walls, and pumping plants prior to the approval by Congress of the presently 
authorized improvement. The cost of this work is not available in the cost 
records of local interests. 

Status of local cooperation.—The city of Memphis and Shelby County on June 
17, 1938, adopted a resolution assuring the United States that the requirements 
of local cooperation will be supplied. Local interests have acquired all of the 
rights-of-way for the entire project except for section 5 levee and flood wall 
which they indicate will be available in April 1957. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$11,500,000 is a decrease of $300,000 under the latest estimate ($11,800,000) sub- 
initted to Congress. The decrease is based on receipt of favorable bids and a re- 
duction in the allowance of contingencies as the project near completion. 


Mr. Rapsaur. You show an estimated unobligated balance here of 
$278,500 as of June 30, 1957. This is more than half of the appro- 
priation for 1957. 

What is causing the delay in spending your money 4 

General Harpry. The only trouble there was in getting » the right- 
of-way as early as we anticipated; it was delayed i clearing some 
of the city property which we needed for the ree ona flood wall 

right-of-way. 

"That delay in our right-of-way resulted in « 
for the 1958 funds. 

Mr. Rapavut. The delay involves a considerable sum of money. Are 
you going to need all of this money you are requesting for 1958 in 
view of the del: ay? Are you going to have it laid over again next 
year, where we might be having a saving and show it this year? 

We are under pressure to show savings. 

General Harpin. We would like very much to get this project 
cleaned up. It has been going on for many years. 

Mr. Ranaut. Here it is near the end of the whole year. What 
caused the delay ? 

General Harpry. Inability to get the city right-of-way, and the 
congested area which we have to go through. 

Mr. Rapaut. Do you have it settled ? 

General Harprin. Yes, sir; it is settled. 

Mr. Razavut. There are no logs in the road now? 

General Harpin. No, sir. 

Mr. Busu. Mr. Chairman, the local interests told us they would 
have the right-of-way available in April of this year. The city of 


lecreasing our request 
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Memphis has come across, generally speaking, with that right-of-way 
in question. 

Mr. Rasaur. What contingency are you carrying in this project? 

Mr. Busn. The current estim: ite is $124,500, sir. 

Mr. Rasautr. With this contingency, and taking into account your 
authority to transfer funds, could this project not be finished up with 
the 1958 budget. request ? 

General Harprn. I would say it is not impossible. Until we get 
the prices, we will not know. 

Mr. Bus. On your map, on the green section, 1-E, we had founda- 
tion failure—that is, we had difficulty which we had not experienced 
before. That has not been completed as of yet. 

Mr. Rasaut. What is it, quicksand ? 

Mr. Busn. No, sir. It was an old bank that undoubtedly had been 
filled by dumping. It was not revealed in the borings. When we 
started driving the piling, the bank began to move toward the river 
slightly. That is one thing that held us up. 

In the work proposed for the 1958 funds, which is in section 5, 
about the middle of the top line, we have another condition there where 
the proposed levee and floodwall is very near a steep bank. We prefer 
to keep those contingencies that high at this time until we get further 
along. 

Mr. Rapact. All right. 

The right-of-way is all settled ? 

General Harprin. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapavt. Section 5 is all settled ? 

General Harpin, Yes, sir. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE—COrPs OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Rasavut. We will put pages 143 through 145 in the record. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 


1. Navigation 


(a) Channels and harbors.—The budget estimate of $3,740,000 provides for 
essential maintenance work on 5 channel and harbor projects named in the list 
which follows: The work to be accomplished under this activity consists of 
maintaining the navigation channels and harbors and anchorages of coastal 
harbors and waterways by means of dredging, repair, and operation of naviga- 
tion structures; periodic inspections and surveys to determine conditions of the 
projects for programing purposes and providing navigation interests with ade- 
quate information on existing channel conditions; all as authorized in the laws 
adopting river and harbor projects. This budget estimate includes $50,000 of the 
$5 million provided for in the budget for reduction of the backlog of urgently 
needed maintenance work. 
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Obligations 


[In thousands of dollars} 


| 
Fiscal year 1958 | 


Fiseal | (estimated) j 
Fiscal year | recurring One- | Total, 
Project year 1957 maintenance time fiscal Remarks 
1956 (esti- repairs | year 
mated) 1958 
| An- | Peri- 
nual odie 
LOUISIANA 
Gulf Intracoastal Waterway /|1-750.0 |1, 700.2 }1, 785.0 260, 0 90.0 |2,085.0 | Dredging; opera- 
(New Orleans). tion and main 
tenance of locks 
and bridges 
Mississippi River, Baton Rouge (1, 406.6 |2,050.0 |1, 225.0 45.0 , 270.0 | Dredging; main- 
to gulf. tenance of proj- 
ect facilitie 
Waterway from Empire to the 55.7 5.0 50. 0 50.0 | Dredging. 
gulf. 
Removing water-hyacinths (New 238. 9 220. 0 224.0 224.0 | Removal of hya 
Orleans). cinths obstruct- 
ing navigatior 
TENNESSEE 
Wolf River 57. 1 95.0 101.0 101.0 | Dredging 
Projeet condition surveys 5.5 140); 10.0 10.0 
Other projects, maintenance 216.3 30.0 
periodically. 
Total, channels and harbors_'3, 731.0 4, 159. 2 3, 740.0 


(b) Locks, dams, reservoirs, and canals.—The budget estimate of $182,000 
provides the minimum amount necessary for annual operational requirements of 
4 projects, essential channel dredging and rehabilitation work. The estimate 
includes $87,000 of the $5 million provided in the budget for reduction of the 
backlog of urgently needed maintenance work. The amount requested recurring 
annually is the necessary operation and ordinary maintenance of project facil 
ities; labor, supplies, materials, and parts required for the day-by-day function 
ing of the project. Periodic or one-time requirement is indicated under remarks 
below. 

Obligations 


{In thousands of dollars 


Fiscal year 1958 


Fiseal (estimated 
Fiseal year recurring One- Total, 
Project year 1957 maintenance time fiscal Remarks 
1956 (esti- repairs | year 
mated 1958 
An Peri 
nual odic 
LOUISIANA 
Bayou Teche..--- 15.9 215.3 23. 0 73.0 0 96.0 | Dredging. 
Mermentau River 63.5 66. 0 0 14.0 80.0 | Remedial work 
contro! struct 
Intracoastal Waterway, Franklin | 2.4 2.0 2.0 0 0 2.0 
t> Merment:iu River | 
Bayou Teche and Vermillion | 3.3 4.0 0 0 4.0 
River. | 
| | 
Total, locks, d:ms, reser- 18.3 284. 1 1 182. 0 
voirs, and canals. | | 
Total, navigiticn 13, 749.3 |4, 443.3 3, 922. 0 


2. Flood control 
(a) Reservoirs.—None. 
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(b) Other (including channel improvement projects, miscellaneous items and 
inspections ).—The budget estimate of $3,100 provides for condition survey of 
the local flood-protection project and inspection of completed works during the 
budget year. 

Obligations 


{in thousands of dollars] 


Fiscal year 1958 


Fiscal (estimated) 
Fiscal vear recurring One- | Total, 
Project year 1957 maintenance time fiscal Remarks 
1956 esti- repairs year 
mated) 1958 
An Peri- 
nual odie 
LOUISIANA 
Bayou Teche and Vermillion 8.6 Reclassified as 
River navigation 
project, locks, 
dams, reservoirs, 
and canals, as of 
July 1, 1956. 
MISSISSIPPI 
Homochitto River 1.9 2.0 1.0 1.0 
Inspection of completed works 2.0 2.0 2.1 2.1 
Other projects, maintenance 5.9 2.0 
periodically. 
Total flood control, other 18.4 6.0 3.1 
3. Multiple-pur pose projects.— None. 
{In thousands of dollars] 
Fiscal year 1958 
Fiscal (estimated 
Fiscal year recurring One- Total, 
Project year 1957 maintenance time fiscal Remarks 
1956) (esti- repairs | year 
mated 1958 
An- Peri- 
nual odie 
Grand total, lower Mississippi |3, 767.7 |4, 449.3 3, 925. 1 


Basin. 


GENERAL HARDIN 


Mr. Bonanp. Mr. Chairman, may I say that this marks, I believe, 
General Hardin’s last appearance before this committee, unless he 
comes up on a supplemental. 

I want to take the opportunity to compliment him on the appear- 
ances that he has made during my 3 years that I have served on this 
committee. I enjoy his presence, I revel in his courtesy, and I respect 
his judgment. 

I think that he evinces in his attitude a philosophy of America 
that is really magnificent. He comes here espousing the particular 
projects that are in his area with a great deal of knowledge. He 
knows what he is talking about, and he shows that he has been a very 
competent individual. 

I think that he has been a great credit to the Corps of Engineers. 
He certainly has been a great credit to West Point and he certainly 
has been a great credit to his country. I want to compliment him 
and his staff. 
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About all the honor that could come to him has come to him, except 
being the Chief of Engineers. He is president of the Mississippi 
River Commission, which is a great ol distinguished honor, kind is 
division engineer of the lower Mississippi Valley division, one of the 
spots that all engineering officers look forward to, and he has attained 
them. 

I compliment him on the job he has done in that area. 


General Harvin. Thank you, Mr. Boland. 


WepbNEspbAy, Aprin 17, 1957. 
PROGRAM ADJUSTMENTS IN 1957 
Bureau or RechaAMAtTiIOonN—CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 


Mr. Kirwan. The committee was advised in a letter of April 15, 
1957, from the Department of the Interior that certain adjustments 
in the construction program of the Bureau of Reclamation for fiscal 
year 1957 are desired. The letter will be placed in the record at this 
point. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., April 15, 1957 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CANNON: Because of certain unforeseen circumstances, some which 
border on being in the nature of an emergency, certain adjustments in the con 
struction program of the Bureau of Reclamation for fiscal year 1957 are desired 
and are being submitted herewith for the consideration of the Committee on 
Aprpopriations with the request that they be approved. 

The first program adjustment pertains to the Eklutna project, Alaska, where 
$290,000 is needed to cover the cost of relocating a portion of the Eklutna-Palmer 
115-kilovolt transmission line. This line is approximately 9 miles long, running 
across the Knik River between the new Eklutna hydroplant and the Palmer sub- 
station. One structure was lost in the Knik River flood of August 1956, and 
was replaced by a temporary structure. If is expected that the line may he 
lost again in the anticipated floods this summer. At present this line supplies 
the only service to the Palmer area. 

The only permanent solution appears to be a relocation of the line. It is 
important that the work be started prior to the spring breakup, and that it be 
completed during a period when suflicient summer and early fall service can be 
supplied to Palmer by arrangement with the Matanuska Electric Association, 
which is revamping its 12.47-kilovolt facilities. 

It is proposed to transfer the $290,000 from the Webster and Cedar Bluff 
units, where delays in the start of irrigation facilities will prevent the use of 
this amount in fiscal year 1957 or fiscal year 1958. 

An additional amount of $1,225,000 is needed on the Ventura project to accel 
erate the acquisition of reservoir lands and the clearing of the reservoir area, 
as well as to obtain rights-of-way for State and county highway relocations 
The Congress approved a program of $6,400,000 for the start of construction of 
Ventura in fiscal year 1957. The contractor is making excellent progress on 
Casitas Dam and this progress will require an additional gravel borrow pit in 
fiseal year 1957 that is located in the upper reservoir area, the use of which also 
requires possession of reservoir lands. The entire $1,225,000 will be used on 
the additional reservoir work as distinguished from the dam. The funds neces- 
sarry for this work are to be derived from the following projects where savings 
have resulted because of low bids or because of reduced quantities and equipment 
requirements. Hence, none of these funds will need to be replaced in fiscal 


year 1958. 
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Chief Joseph Dam project____- $50, 000 
Glendo unit, MRB ay os ROS 4 7 150, 000 
ppl a Lt nr ee a sn gitar eiast aly ae A Ee ee 100, 000 
Santa Maria project_____- ca ig tn satis Sila ancahadetm cc aeonlls ch adiea'an abiodlakxtehacoostaee one os 
PAPE aerae Tete oa a See ae pte esate ke 50, 000 
Per Verge Broreet io a a ee thE bad Eh eee Oe oes eee ree ios 500, 000 


hot cleadedaatestmedisimanieeramain aaiien taney teddmianininiia’ 1, 225, 000 


An additional amount of $110,000 is needed on the Boise project to meet over- 
runs and additional work required in the rehabilitation program. 

Overruns on the refacing of Black Canyon Dam will require approximately 
$35,000. As a result of higher bids than expected and other expenses, the 
© line pumping plant will require an additional $20,000, and $25,000 more is 
needed for the emergency program on the New York Canal. In addition to the 
above overruns, serious damages are resulting from high water levels in Black 
Canyon Reservoir that make it necessary to raise a section of the Union Pacific 
Railroad grade on the shoreline at a cost of $30,000. It is important that this 
work be performed this fiscal year, and it would be very uneconomical to attempt 
to curtail the going work short of completion. The amount required is proposed 
to be obtained from the following projects where savings have resulted because 
of lower cost of work or where funds can be made available because of slippages 
in the construction work. 





DOGO Es ccc 


Provo River en de ; ceeee - an S00, GUO 
Carlsbad ibn a Sadist a ail antasitten ce ee eee Jekisha || eee 
Rio Grande__- ae z ; a 10, 000 
Kendrick cid canntt i td o S8t ee ad 10, 000 


Total ae : 7 : _. 110, 000 





Your favorable consideration of this request will be appreciated. 
Sincerely yours, 
FreD G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior 


Mr. Kirwan. Please explain those changes. 
EKLUTNA PROJECT, ALASKA 


Mr. Dexuerver. There is one request for money for Eklutna proj 
ect, Alaska. Mr. Campbell can e xpl: iin the need for that. 

Mr. CamrsetL. We have a section of line approximately 9 miles 
long running across the Knik River between the new Eklutna hydro- 
pl: int and the Palmer substation. This area is subject to floods late 
in the summer each year as the result of an ice dam melting in the 
upper reac ches of the river which causes floods in the lower section. 
The present line, a 115-kilovolt line, is in jeopardy so that we have 
had difficulty continuing service, and this line supplies the only service 
to Palmer and the Matanuska Valley. 

The $290,000 requested will en: able us to get this line out, and we 
hope to get it out and relocate it before the melt comes down this year. 

Mr. Kirwan. What would you replace it with, a 230-kilovolt line? 

Mr. Campse i. No, still 115. We would relocate it, crossing an ex- 
isting bridge, which adds a few miles. 

Mr. Krrwan. But you think that is the answer instead of being 
flooded each year if you can change the course of the line? You think 
that would be the answer ? 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. What other changes in the program do you have? 
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VENTURA PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Dexuermer. We have an additional amount of $1,225,000 on 
the Ventura project, in California. That money would be used to 
acquire reservoir lands and the clearing of the reservoir area as well 
as obtaining rights-of-way for State : and county highway relocations, 
The contractor there is making very good progress. 

As you know, that project was very strongly backed by the local 
people, who put up nearly $1 million to get the pli ans and specifica- 
tions ready even before it was approved by the Congress. We have 
$6,400,000 for the start of construction of this project ‘this year. This 
will just expedite completion in an orderly manner so that the proj- 
ect can be completed earlier and our overhead cut down and the 
revenue from the project would come in that much sooner 

Mr. Kirwan. Mr. Dexheimer, did you know at the time you ap- 
peared before us in the regular hearings that you were going to have 
that trouble there? If you did, why did you not enlighten us then? 

Mr. Dexuermer. This item had not been cleared by the Department 
when we were here on this project at that time. We were not sure 
that the Department and the Bureau of the Budget would support 
this request for expediting this project. 

Mr. Kirwan. What other changes do you have? 


BOISE PROJECT, IDAHO 


Mr. Dexuetmer. We have an iiem on the Boise project in Idaho. 
We need a total of $110,000 to be transferred for that. Part of that 
is added cost of refacing the old Black Canyon Dam and some addi- 
tional overruns on pumping plants and other items on the New York 
Canal in order to take care of work that is under contract there at this 
time. It is urgent, we think, that this work be performed this fiscal 
year in order to complete it in a good working season, and it of course 
would be uneconomical to stop the work before it is completed. Money 
for this, of course, would come from savings in other projects. 

Mr. Kirwan. Is that the last one? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. Without objection, the committee approves your re- 
quest. 

Mr. Dexueimer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


LOWER MARIAS UNIT 


rIBER DAM-LAND COSTS 


Mr. Dexheimer, the Department wrote to the chairman on March 26 
about a program change in the Lower Marias unit of the Missouri 
River Basin project. That letter will be placed in the record at this 
point. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C., March 26, 1957. 
Hon, CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Deak Mr. CANNON: In order that the Committee on Appropriations may be 
informed of major program changes in the Bureau of Reclamation’s approved 
programs, this will advise you of a recent reallotment of 1957 construction funds 
in the amount of $615,000 to the Lower Marias unit of the Missouri River Basin 
project. The purpose of the reallotment is to provide for unanticipated right- 
of-way costs for Tiber Dam and Reservoir and a minor overrun on a spillway 
repair contract. 

In the acquisition of rights-of-way for Tiber Dam and Reservoir it was neces- 
sary to condemn certain parcels of land. Court judgments were rendered on the 
condemned lands which exceeded the amounts deposited with the court by $551,- 
508.46. This amount, plus interest accruing at the rate of 6 percent to March 
1, 1957, requires approximately $606,000. Settlement of these judgments has 
been or will be made to prevent further accumulation of interest, unless appeals 
are taken by the Department of Justice. 

In addition to the amount required to settle the condemnation awards, $9,000 
was needed to take care of an overrun on a spillway repair contract, bringing 
the total reallotment of funds to $615,000. 

Funds to cover this action were made available by transfer from the Boysen 
and Helena Valley units of the Missouri River Basin project. One hundred thou- 
sand dollars was available on the Boysen unit because the need for funds for 
extraordinary maintenance of the Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad reloca- 
tion did not materialize. Five hundred and fifteen thousand dollars was avail- 
able on the Helena Valley unit due to low bids on the tunnel and pumping plant. 

Please be assured that you will be kept informed of all major adjustments in 
the programs of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRED G. AANDAHL, 
Acting Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. Kirwan. Please tell us what this program change is and any 
recent development that might affect this project. 

Mr. Dexueimer. The Lower Marias? 

Mr. Kirwan. Yes. 

Mr. Dexnemmer. That has to do with the rights-of-way in the Tiber 
Reservoir which we are purchasing. We had a few of the landowners 
who did not go along with our offers. We went into condemnation. 
The court gave them a judgment which was considerably in excess of 
our estimate, and the judgments draw interest from the time of filing. 
In order to reduce the interest charges, and knowing we would have 
to pay the judgment of the court anyway, we propose to pay the judg- 
ments, to stop the interest running, by a transfer of funds as covered 
in our March 26 letter. 

Mr. Kirwan. How could your estimate of the land costs have been 
so much lower than the local court’s judgment ? 

Mr. Dexueimer. We think our estimates, our appraisals, were en- 
tirely adequate. 

Mr. Kirwan. What were the original estimates ? 

Mr. Dexnetmer. I do not have the exact figures. They totaled 
about. $400,000 and the judgment was $551,000 in excess of the amount 
that we deposited with the court. 

Mr. Kirwan. Is the case going to be appealed further? 

Mr. Dexnetmer. My underst: inding is the Department of Justice 
has determined it would not be practical to appeal it and we had 
better make the payment to the court in order to stop the interest, be- 
cause that interest rate would continue. 
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Mr. Kirwan. The committee, I think, had information that you 
were considering an appeal. 

Mr. Dexnermer. I think they were considering an appeal on a 
portion of it. I do not believe that appeal has been taken, and I 
am not sure they have definitely decided that. 

Mr. Kirwan. Well, now, what do you say the difference is between 
your estimate and the court’s judgment ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. $551,000, 

Mr. Kirwan. $551,000? 

Mr. Dexnetrmer. Yes. 

Mr. Kirwan. Do you not think it would be worthwhile, with 
the attorneys we have, to appeal that judgment? $551,000 is quite a 
lot of — y. 

Mr. Botanp. Do I understand that is the difference between what 
you estimated the award should be and what was awarded by the 
court? How much did you deposit with the court ? 

Mr. Dexnermmer. Something over $400,000. 

Mr. Boranp. And the award of the court was $551,000 more than 
the $400,000 deposited / 

Mr. Dexnrrmer. Yes. The difference is $551,000, making a total 
of about $1 million. 

Mr. Kirwan. Do you not think that is worth appealing? Just 
think of all the attorneys we have around here. They would love to 
get into that, would they not? 

Mr. Dexnermer. We of course turn those condemnations over to the 
Department of Justice and they exercise their own judgment on the 
matter of prosecution of the case and appeal of a judgment. We have 
little to do with that. And it is my understanding and my belief that 
in this particular instance there would be very little to be gained by an 
appeal, particularly in view of the interest that is accruing on that 
half million dollars at 6 percent every day. 

Mr. Kirwan. A half million dollars creates a lot of interest, 9s 
you say, every day. But does the law read or say that those things 
should be turned over to the Department of Justice / 

Mr. Dexueimer. That is my understar ae ves, sir. That is the 
way all of our other court cases are handled, by the Department of 
Justice. 

Mr. Kirwan. But does the law say that / 

Mr. Dexnermer. I could not cite vou the exact law, Mr. Chairma 

Mr. Krrwan. You people in the Department of the Interior are the 
ones who know what happened, you have all the material at your 
fingertips. Why turn it over to somebody who is probably overloaded 
with work as it is, the Department of Justice? Tow many attorneys 
do we have in the Department of the Interior? 

Mr. Dexnermer. I do not know how many there are total. Ther 
are probably in the neighborhood of 150 to 200 in the Department of 
the Interior, maybe more. 

Mr. Kirwan. Maybe more than 150 or 2007 

Mr. Dexnermer. They do not directly handle any of these cases. 
These cases are turned over to the Justice Department attorney in the 
State for handling with the courts. 

Mr. Krrwan. As head of the reclamation end of it, do you think 
that is a good system? It would be all right if vou did not have at- 
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torneys, but you have 200 or 300 of them and you have the material 
at your fingertips, you have everybody that knows about it, and now 
you turn it over to somebody that has to make a study of it. 

Mr. Dexueimer. You realize, Mr. Chairman, a few years ago all 
the attorneys in the Department were taken over under the Solicitor 
of the Interior Department. We used to have attorneys working 
directly under the Bureau of Reclamation, under my control. We 
have no attorneys now except in the Department and they, of course, 
handle these matters and handle these relations with the Department 
of Justice. I feel there are occasions when they could do better than 
they have, but on the other hand they feel sometimes that our ap- 
praisals are not adequate, too ; and justice in many cases hires their own 
appraisers and makes separate appraisals before they go into court 
with them. 

Mr. Kirwan. I think the Interior Department with all its years 
in business—since 1902, I think, since Roosevelt established it—they 
know something about making appraisals, and I do not think, in my 
humble judgment, they would be wrong by a half million dollars. 

Mr. Dexnerwer. I do not believe we are either, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kirwan. You say your appraisal was $400,000, and they say 
they are entitled to $500,000 more. I do not see how you could be 
that far out of line. But this committee is not the court. I do not 
know what they will do down there. 

You say that is the way you handle it, by turning it over to the 
Department of Justice? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. There is nothing much we can do about it. 

Mr. Dexueimer. We, of course, have our appraisers, who are expert 
witnesses, testify, but the Department of Justice handles the proceed- 
ings before the courts. 

Mr. Kirwan. We can learn one thing—or I can as a man who is 
casting a vote for a project in that State—I will think 2 or 3 times 
from here in whether I will do any more voting for projects in that 
State if their view will be that far out of line. 

Mr. Dexnetmer. Would you mind going off the record a minute? 

Mr. Kirwan. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Kirwan. On the record. 

I want to compliment you, Mr. Dexheimer, the head of the Bureau 
of Reclamation, for making every effort to do what is right not. only 
for the State of Montana but also for the United States Government. 

Mr. Dexnermer. We do our best, and we think we have adequate 
appraisals, but of course, when vou get a court judgment like that we 
fee] it is necessary to cut down the amount of money as quickly as we 

can and not let the interest pile up on it, and that is what we had in 
mind in this case. 

Mr. Krrwan. Tam glad that you did vour part. 

Any questions ? 

Mr. Botann, Does the Bureau of Reclamation have anv other proj 
ects in this State where land acquisition is not completed ? 

Mr. Dexrriver. You may be familiar with the Yellowtail bill pend- 
ing in Congress to pay the Crow Indians $5 million for about 7.000 
acres of land there. 

Mr. Bonanp. Yes. 
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Mr. Dexuermer. And we have some at the upper end of the reser. 
voir at Canyon Ferry. 

Mr. Botanp. How far is Canyon Ferry from completion ? 

Mr. Dexurrmer. It is completed. Near the upper end of the res- 
ervoir there were a few lands that were seeped because of the rise in 
the ground water at the reservoir level that we are trying to settle. 

Mr. Botanp. Outside of Canyon Ferry what do you have? 

Mr. Dexurimer. That is all I can think of at the moment. 

Mr. Botanp. What functions does Tiber Dam have? What are the 
benefits? Is it for irrigation ? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. It was planned as an irrigation project but we 
have dropped it because of insufficient interest on the part of the local 
people. Its primary function is flood control. 

Mr. Botanp. What would be the effect if we failed to allow this 
transfer? First let me ask this: The difference of $551,000 between 
the appraisal of the Bureau of Reclamation and the final award by 
the court, was that the result of jury trials or trials without a jury, 
do you remember ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. No; I do not. I do not recall that. 

Mr. Botanp. I think it has been the experience of most govern- 
mental agencies that have had to acquire land, that it is better to 
settle the suits than go to trial where there are jury trials, because in 
most cases the jury returns an award which is higher than the Bureau 
could have settled the suit for. 

What would be the effect if we failed to transfer these funds? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Interest would accrue at 6 percent on the $551,000 
“bout $75 a day, I believe, and would, I am afraid, cost us a great 
deal more money. 

Mr. Kirwan. Will you yield a minute? 

Mr. Bovanp. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Kirwan. Maybe we ought to hold this up. You say about 
s75aday. That would come to what, $50,000 a year ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. I think, Mr. Chairman, this money has been trans- 
ferred in order to cut down the interest running. Whether it has 
actually been deposited with the court or not, I do not know, but we 
think it is essential that this money be transferred and this payment 
be made in order to cut down our interest charges, and we feel there 
is no other practical means of settling this. 

Mr. Kirwan. I wish you would check to see if this money has been 
deposited with the court, because do you not think it would be better 
if we spent $50,000 and appealed this rather than sit idly by with all 
the attorneys you have and let somebody come along and do this? 

Mr. Dexnetmer. If there were a practical way to reverse or reduce 
that judgment, I would favor it. but I do not see—— 

Mr. Krrwan. Who first wanted this project there? Was it the 
Federal Government that forced it on the State or was it the State 
that wanted it? 

Mr. Dexuermer. It was the State of Montana. 

Mr. Kirwan. The Federal Government did not go in the State of 
Montana and say, “We will do this”? They solicited your support ¢ 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. Do you not think it would be worth a try to recover 
those assets even if we did have to spend $50,000 more ? 
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Mr. DexHetmer. It is not the State that is concerned with this. 
This is something as between the court and the Federal agencies. 

Mr. Kirwan. It is not the State that is concerned with anything, 
and yet it is the State that is concerned with everything. 

Mr. Dexnermer. That is true except this. Whatever additional 
costs there might be are charged against the Missouri River Basin 
project and all these States. 

Mr. Kirwan. Suppose that same thing happened in the Dakotas and 
all through there like happened in Montana, and we let them go ahead 
and do it? Would it be worth while to do something for the people of 
Montana and those States if they do this in return ‘ 

Mr. Dexnermer. It would certainly be more difficult. This is not 
unusual in a condemnation case. It is only unusual in the percentage 
of additional cost. 

Mr. Bontanp. This is more than 100 percent. 

Mr. Kirwan. I agree it is not unusual for them to take maybe 10 
or 15 percent more but, as Mr. Boland says, here it is 100 percent more, 
and that is unusual and very unusual. If it were 10 or 15 percent 
we could look for that. 

Mr. Dexuermmer. Many run 25 or 30 percent above our appraisal. 

Mr. Kirwan. But have you ever had one that was like this, where 
it ran over 100 percent more 

Mr. Dexnermer. Not that I recall. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is why I think it is worth while for the Depart- 
ment of Justice to investigate it. 

Mr. Botanp. Is there time now for the Government to appeal this 
ease? Apparently this was a case heard in the superior court. The 
Federal Government has a right to appeal on the ground the judg- 
ment is excessive, and I do not see why the Government should not 
pursue that remedy even though it costs $50,000 or whatever the cost 
is. I think we should pursue the remedy open to us. If this were 
a case where the percentage of increase was 20, 25, or 30 percent, 
there would be some justification for not appealing it, but I cannot 
understand why the Department of Justice should not appeal a case 
like this, and I think, Mr. Chairman, we should address a letter to the 
Department of Justice directing them to appeal this case. Why 
should the people in this area pay more than 100 percent above the 
appraised value by the Bureau of Reclamation / 

Mr. Dexuermer. Of course the people we are getting the land from 
are the ones flooded out by the reservoir and not directly benefited by 
the project at all. We are entirely, in this case, in the hands of the 
Department of Justice as to whether they appeal or not. 

Mr. Botanp. The way we can make them appeal is to refuse to 
transfer these funds. What part of this has been committed / 

Mr. Dexuermer. We have to deposit our appraised valuation with 
the court when we go in for the taking. 

Mr. Botanp. Is there still time to appeal / 

Mr. Dexueimer. | think there is. The only thing I do not know 
is whether this additional money has been deposited with the court 
in order to stop the interest running. 

Mr. Botanp. What difference would it make whether the money 
has been deposited or not? It would make no difference at all. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. My understanding is, if the money is deposited 
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with the court it is available then to the landowners and they might 
withdraw it. Then there would be a question, if the judgment were 
reversed, whether you could collect the difference from the land- 
owners. 

Mr. Botanp. If this money is deposited with the court, are you 

saying that the landowners in whose favor the judgment was aw arded 
could come in and take their proportionate share ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. That is correct. 

Mr. Bouanp. Then if the Government appealed this case and it 
were found that the award was excessive and a reduction were made 
in the amount which the Government should pay, would the Govern- 
ment then have the right to get the money back from the people who 
have withdrawn ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. That is correct. It would be a question of 
whether those people would be under the jurisdiction of the court at 
that time, and so on. 

Mr. Botanp. I think the best plan here—this is my third year on 
this committee and I know of no other instance where the land acqui- 
sition has been as costly as this, where the award of the court has 
been more than 100 percent above the appraisal of the Bureau of 
Reclamation. Did you use private appraisers from that area who 
live within the area and who know the value of the land there? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes. We have staff appraisers and also hire ex- 
perts who are familiar with local land values, who do appraisal work 
for banks and real-estate transactions, and so forth, who are experts 
and well qualified. 


JURY AWARD 


Mr. Boranp. I wish you would supply for the record whether this 
award came about as the result of a jury verdict or was it a court 
that decreed the amount? Could you find that out? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, I can find that out. 

Mr. Botanp. I wish you would and supply it for the record. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. Yes, sir. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


The award was the result of a jury verdict. 


Mr. Dexuermer. I would suggest if this committee wants to pursue 
the appeal further, you might direct a letter either to the Solicitor of 
the Interior Department or the Department of Justice, or both, to that 
effect. 

Mr. Kirwan. I think your suggestion is good. TI said a fe ‘Ww mo- 
ments ago it woul | probably cost $50,000. It is only $30,000 or $31,000 
we sti and to lose on the interest. JI think it is worthwhile to appe al 
and a good idea even if we did lose that $30,000. I think we should, as 
vou say, direct a letter to the Solicitor of the Department of the In- 
terior and the Department of Justice asking them to check into this 
and find out, and in the letter, of course, we will tell them if the money 
has not been deposited, not to deposit it. 

Mr. Dexnermer. I think it has been, Mr. Chairman, in order to stop 
the interest running. We felt we were not going to accomplish any- 
thing by insisting on an appeal except the loss of the interest in addi- 
tion, and it was the better part of our judgment to stop that interest 
running and deposit the money with the court. 
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Mr. Kirwan. I do not know too much about law, but I am not sure 
we would even lose the interest if we filed the appeal. 

Mr. Dexueimmer. [ am not sure about that. 

Mr. Kirwan. So I think it would be worthwhile to direct a letter 
to both of them. 

Any further questions? 

Mr. Fenton. What is the estimated cost of this project? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Of Tiber Dam? 

Mr. Frenron. Yes. 

Mr. Dexuermer. I do not recall. I think it is in the neighborhood 
of $40 million or $45 million. 

Mr. Fenton. The whole project will cost $64 million. 

Mr. Dexnermer. I think that would include the irrigation features 
which, as I said, we are not. going ahead with. 

Mr. Fenton. I understood you to say a while ago that this was 
essentially a flood-control project ? 

Mr. Dexnuermer. That is what it is going to be used for without the 
irrigation features; yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenron. Your estimate as reported in last year’s hearings was 
reimbursable for irrigation, $59,225,000; and nonreimbursable for 
flood control, $3,704,000. 

Mr. Dexuermer. I do not have those figures. 

Mr. eae Undoubtedly that is correct if you are reading 
from last year’s testimony. 

Mr. Fenton. You will have to revise your flood-control feature up- 
ward, then ? 

Mr. Dexnetmer. That is correct. We dropped the irrigation fea- 
tures and the reservoir will be used largely for flood control without 
regard to the conservation and irrigation. 

Mr. Fenton. It seems that in view of the difficulty as far as con- 
demnation is concerned, and the trouble with the local people on irri- 
gation, it might be well to think this particular project was not 
planned very carefully. 

Mr. Dexuermer. The project is built, Doctor. It has been com- 
pleted. This is just a final windup of the rights-of-way problems 
that have taken several years to settle. 

Mr. Fenton. Do they not take those things into consideration in 
the planning stage? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir. This project was planned, it went 
through the legislative committee, and was planned for irrigation de- 
velopment. Because of price supports for wheat and some unusually 
good weather in the last several years, the local people lost interest 
in irrigation. I think sometime in the future when those conditions 
change the irrigation will be developed, but at the present time we 
have dropped the irrigation features. 

Mr. Fenton. How much land does this litigation entail ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. I do not have those figures available. I do not 
recall what the acreage was that was involved in this decree. 

Mr. Fenton. How many landowners? 

Mr. Dexnermer. I would think very few. There were several par- 
cels of land, but T do not know the acreage. We could get that, if you 
wish, and put it in the record. 

Mr. Fenton. How much was the Bureau’s appraisal ? 
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Mr. Dexuermer. Something over $400,000. 

Mr. Fenron. And the court upped that by how much ? 

Mr, DexHeEIMER. $551,000. 

Mr. Fenton. You do not know what kind of land is involved there ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. It varies. There is some wheatland, some grazing 
land, and land of that kind generally in that area 

Mr. Fenton. It is certainly too bad that something like this crops 
up when the dam is practically completed, as 1 underst: und it. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kirwan. Mr. Dexheimer, we are going to send a letter down 
there and in the letter we will also incorporate—that is, I hope the com- 
mittee does—a request that we send a couple of lawyers down there 
and find out how much tax they pay. That may give us an idea how 
much that land is forth. And it is the State of Montana that sets 
that tax. 

Mr. Botanp. I suppose that was brought up in the trial, the as- 
sessed valuation. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes; those things enter into the appraised valua- 
tion. 

Mr. Kirwan. It may have been brought up im the trial but we want 
that information to take it up before this committee here. 

Mr. Boranp. Was the defense handled by special attorneys ap- 
pointed by the Department of Justice? 

Mr. Dexnermer. I do not know if they were special attorneys. It 
was handled vf the local Justice Department representatives. 

Mr. Botanp. It was handled by the United States attorney’s office 
for that partic ak ar jurisdiction ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes. 
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